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Abstract

This research focuses on the speech act of refusal within ethnically distinct groups in
Saudi Arabia. The study explores how men and women in the Afro-Saudi and Arab-Saudi
communities in the western region of Saudi Arabia (Hijaz) refuse requests and invitations. This
thesis also examined whether social distance and refusing interactions with speakers of the
same or opposite gender determine the choice of refusal and the pragmatic markers.
Additionally, the researcher assesses the level of difficulty that arises when Arab and African
Saudi men and women refuse, and explores how people feel when producing refusals. As well
as exploring the content of the refusal strategies, the sociopragmatic reasons behind the Hijazis’
refusals’ behaviour and their attitude towards refusals are also demonstrated.

To collect the necessary research data, a mixed-methods approach was selected,
combining quantitative and qualitative data collecting methods. The quantitative and
qualitative methods are a discourse completion test (DCT) questionnaire and a semi-structured
interview. The DCT questionnaire was employed to identify the types of refusal, the pragmatic
markers the participants use and to measure the level of difficulty when the Saudi men and
women refuse requests and invitations. Meanwhile, semi-structured interviews were used to
examine the participants’ refusal behaviour and their attitudes towards direct and indirect
refusals and pragmatic markers.

The quantitative data showed that Arab and African men and women selected almost
the same refusals and pragmatic markers. However, women, regardless of their culture, gave
more refusals and pragmatic markers than men, and African men and women provided fewer
refusals and pragmatic markers than Arabs. The study also indicated that women are more
confident about issuing refusals than men in Hijaz. However, the quantitative data highlights
the influence of cultural integration on Arab and African participants’ responses, since their

data exhibited similarity in regard the level of difficulty refusing. According to social distance,

III



the participants used more varied types of indirect refusal strategies when they refused relative
and friends, and they were more hesitant when it comes to refusing relatives compared to
unfamiliar people. With regard to the results for refusing interlocutors of the same or opposite
gender, there was no influence on refusals, but a slight impact on pragmatic markers. Also, the
quantitative data indicated that all participants found producing refusal to be more difficult
with people of the opposite gender more than with those of the same gender in both requests
and invitation scenarios. The interview findings gave explanations for the participants’ refusal
behaviour and reflect their attitudes towards them. The participants followed certain refusals

behaviours due to social, pragmatic and religious reasons.

1Y%



Table of Contents

ACKNOWICAZEIMENLS ..ouuueeerriiiirinsnnriccssissnnrnecssssssssnnessssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssses I
ADSEFACE coceiiiiiinnnriiicniisnnnnneccsssssnssnnccsssssssnscsssssssssnscsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssne I
Chapter 1: INtroduction ....cccccccvvvsrsnneeeeeiieccccssssssssssssssssssssssssescssssssssssssssssssssssssss 1
Chapter 2: Overview of speech act and politeness theories............cccceeuuuneee 12
2.1 INErOAUCHION couuueeeerriiiiicnnnrreccssssnnnenccssssnsssecsssssnsssnscssssssssssssssssssssssessssns 12
2.2 Overview of Speech Act Theory.....iicccivcvnnrecccsicsnenncccsscsnnsencccsnens 12
2.2.1 Austin’s FrameworkK..........ccoovouiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecee e 13
2.2.2 Searle’s Framework ..........ccooooiiieiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 16

2.3 Speech Act of Refusal......eneeeeeiiiiiiiiicinissssssssssnnsnsssssencccccsssssssssssesses 19
2.3.1 Non-Arabic studies of the Speech Act of refusal.............ccceeeeenn. 20
2.3.2 Arabic Speech Act of refusal .........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 24

2.4 Politeness Theory....eiicceiicsnneiccssscsnnenicccssssnssnnccssssssssnssssssssssnessssens 34
2.4.1 Grice’s Cooperative PrincCiple........ccoeeeiveiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecceeeee e, 35
2.4.2 Lakoff’s politeness TUlES ........cceeeeeiviiiiiiiiiiiieec e 36
2.4.3 Leech’s politeness principles .......cccuveeeeeeeiiiiieeeeeiiiieeee e 37
2.4.4 Brown and Levinson Politeness and Face Theory..........cccceeeeennnnnee. 40
2.4.5 Fraser and Nolen’s conversational contract............cccccceeveuvvveeeeennnnnne. 46
2.4.6 Appropriacy-based approach to politeness .........ccccvveeeeeevcvrieeeeeennnee. 47
2.4.7 Watts’ politic behaviour theory ..........cccooeoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e, 49

2.5 Politeness and (in) direCtnEess .......ccceeeeeeeeeeesssseeeeeeeeeeesssssssssssssssssssssssasans 50
2.6 The theortical background to this StUAY .......eeeeeeeeeeeicccsesssscscsnnnnnnnseene 52
Chapter 3: Language, gender, and CUltUre ........ccccveeeeeereeccccccssssssscsnensssseenes 55
3.1 INErOAUCHION couueeeeeereiiiiinnnrreccssssnnnenccssssnssrnccssssssssnessssssssssnssssssssssnsssssns 55
3.2 Language and SeNAEr . ....cccvvvvvrneneeeereiieccccssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesses 55
3.2.1 What 1S @eNder?.......coooiiiiiieiiie ettt et 56
3.2.2 Language variation and gender...........ccccooovvieieiiiiieeeiiee e 56
3.2.3 Contemporary theories of gender............ccoevveieiiiiieeciiee e, 60
3.2.4 Language and gender-roles.........ccceeeeeuieeeeiiieeeiiiiee e e 65

3.3 Language and CUILUIE ......eeeeeeenereriiicicccssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssses 70
3.3.1 What 18 CUltUIe? ......eeeiiiieiiieceeeeee et 70
3.3.2 Language and culture: the same or different entities? ....................... 71
3.3.3 Collectivist versus individualistic culture............cccceeevveeeecieeeennieenn, 73
3.3.4 Ethnicity Versus MiNOTILY ....cc.eeeeeeuieeeeeiieeeeiiieeeeieeeeesreeeeevreeeeeerneeens 75
3.3.5 ACCUIUTAtION. .....eeiiiieiiieeiiie ettt et 77
3.3.6 Language, ethnicity, and acculturation ...........ccccceeevuveeniieeenieeeneeenne. 78
3.3.7 Intersectionality and 1anguage ...........cccceeeeeviieeiiiiieeciiee e 79

3.4 Contextual framework of Hijaz .........cceieevveeiinicnnricsscnnnccssnnicssnsnccnns 83
3.4.1 Who are the HiJazi? .........cooooviiiiiiiiiiecee et 83
3.4.2 The Hijazi dialecCt.......cccuueeeriiiiieiieeeiee e e 89
3.4.3 H1JaZi CUITUTC....ccoiiiiieeiiie et e e 91



3.4.4 The status of men and women in Hijaz............ccccevevviiieinciiienniennnn, 95

Chapter 4: Methodological background............eeeeeecesiivnenrcccssccneenccssscnnnns 99
4.1 INrOAUCTION couueeeeerriiiiicnnnerecisissnnnreccssssnnssnecsssssssssnecsssssssssnssssssssssssssssns 99
4.2 Data collection methods in speech act Studies ......eeeeeeeeeeiccccccsssssccnnnnns 99

4.2.1 Discourse Completion Test (DCT) ...ooeieeeiiiiiiiieiiiiieeeeeeieeee e, 99
4.2.2 ROLIE-PLAY ettt 102
4.2.3 ODSEIVALION .....evieeeiiiiieeiiieeeiieeeeitee et e e itee e e rteeeenreeeeenaeeeeeneeas 104
4.2.4 TNEETVIEWS ..eeeeiiiieeeiiieeeeiieeeeiteeeeiteeeestaeeesateeeenraeeesnnseeessasaeeesnnseeas 105
4.3 The POt SEUAY ..cccceiiiiiiiiiiccssrsssnnnnnneereeccccsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 107
4.3.1 PartiCIPANTS. ....ceeeieeeiiiiiieeeeciiieee e e eeeite e e e et e e e e e e abreeeeeeeeabaeeeeeenes 107
4.3.2 Research MStrUmMENts ........ccoocvieeeriiieeeiiieeeeiieeeeieee et eieee e 108
4.3.3 Data collection and analysis methods ...........ccccceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeen, 109
4.3.4 RESUILS ...ttt 110
4.4  The MAain StUAY ..ccccvvvvrrnneerriiiiiicccsssssscsssssssssssssssesscsssssssssssssssssssssssses 111
4.4.1 The researcher’s POSIHION ........cceieeeiuiiiieeeeiciiiieee et e e e eirveeee e 111
4.4.2 PartICIPANTS. ....veeeeeeeiiiiieeeeeeiiieeeeeeesiteeeeeeeirbeeeeeessearaaeeeeeenssraeeaeeaanns 112
4.4.3 Research design and method.............cccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiicce e, 112
4.4.4 Discourse Compilation Test as a research instrument..................... 114
4.4.5 TRE TNIETVIEWS.....eeeerieeriiieeiieeeiteeeriieeeieeesaeeeteeesnteeesaeesseeensseesnseeens 117
4.4.6 Data analysSiS .......ccccueeieiiuiiiieiiiee et e 118

Chapter 5: Results and findings .........ccoceeevvvnicincnricnscnniccsssnnncsssseecssnseecnes 130
5.1 INtroducCtion .......eeeecevveeiicsssnniesssnriesssnsnecsssnsecssssssncssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 130
5.2 Quantitative Findings .......ccccoecveieivvniicsisnnninsssnnncsssnnecsssnsnesssssesssssssees 130

5.2.1 Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers across all participants.... 131
5.2.2 Refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture ............ 135
5.2.3 Refusals and pragmatic markers based on the social distance and
refusing interactions with people of the same or opposite gender............ 164
5.2.4 An overview of refusals and pragmatic markers similarities and
differences in requests’ and invitations’ SCENATIOS .........ccevvveeeeceveeeeennnenn. 192
5.3 Qualitative FiNdiNgs .....cccccceeevvvneriiiinricsssnnninsssnnecsssneecsssssncssssssscsssnsenes 194
5.3.1 Direct 1€fUSAlS ..cuuviieiiiiieciee e 194
5.3.2 Indirect 1€ USAlS......cciecuiiiiiiiie e 199
5.3.3 Pragmatic Markers ..........cocoviiiieiiiiieiiiee e 242
5.4 Refusal behaviour in Saudi Hijazi socCiety.......ccoueeecvcveerisisnerccscnnnnen. 262
5.4.1 Saudi men and women and refusal behaviour ..............c.ccccoeeuneens 263
5.4.2 Saudi Arab and African behaviour and the speech act of refusal .... 268
5.4.3 Saudi refusal behaviour and social distance ............ccccceeevveeencivenenns 271
5.4.4 Saudi refusal behaviour and interacting with the same or opposite
o053 116 1<) USRS 273
5.4.5 Refusal behaviour in request and invitation scenarios..................... 274
5.4.6 Saudi attitudes toward refusals in Hijaz..........cccooveeeevieeieiineeneen. 276
Chapter 6: CONCIUSION......uuueiiicirisrrnriicsssssssnreecsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 281



0.1 INtrOAUCEION cuueeeeeereeneereneceeenereencereneseesessesecsssssssssssssssesssssssssssssassssssssoses 281

6.2 Discussion of all findings........cceeeeervcvvnericisissnnrricsssssnnnnecsssssnnseeecsssnnns 281
6.2.1 Refusal and gender..........ooovviiiiiiiiiiieiiiecee e 282
6.2.2 Refusal and culture .........cooooceiiiiiiiiiie e 285
6.2.3 Refusal and social distance ..........ccceeecevieeniiiieiniiieeeiee e, 288
6.2.4 Refusal and communicating with speakers of the same or opposite
S0S] 116 () USRS 290
6.2.5 Refusal, request and invitation............ccccevveeeeeieiiiiiieeececiieeee e, 292
6.2.6 Attitude towards refusal and pragmatic markers ............c.ccceeennnnee. 293

6.3 Research iMPLICATIONS .....evveeeeeeeiiiiicccssssssssssssrnssnsssssessessssssssssssssssssssssns 293

6.4 Limitations of the study and recommendations for further research

...................................................................................................................... 296

RETTENCES uueennrriiiiiiinnniriiiiiisnntieccsssssnnnnecssssssstnecssssssssseecsssssssssnssssssssssnsssssns 298
APPENDICES ....iiitiiitiinnnicnnnicsnnesssnecssssscsssncssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssaes 315
APPENDIX A uuuiiiiiiiiniinnnnicsneissnicsssnecsssssssssscssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssas 315
APPENDIX B ..uccoiiiiiiiiiiniiisniiisnnicssnnecsssnesssnncsssescssssesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssas 329
APPENDIX Cluuuuirnnrriiniiinniecsneicsnnicsssnncsssnessssecsssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssas 344
APPENDIX D .cuuciicneiiiniiinniicsnennsnnecssnecsssnessssecsssescsssessssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssas 346
APPENDIX E ...ouuuiiiiiiniiininniicninniinnssiicsssstecssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 360
APPENDIX F .uuuriiiiiiiicninniicninniisnssiicsssnsiesssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 375
APPENDIX Giuuuuirvruerininnicssnnissnncssanisssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssassssnss 377
APPENDIX Huuuooioiiiiniiinniinsnicssensssnnisssasssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssassssnns 394
APPENDIX L..ouuuiiiieiiiiniiinnninsnncssnnsssanisssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssses 411
APPENDIX J..ouuuiiiiiiinininnsnnisssnncssnisssanisssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssans 421

VII



List of Tables

Chapter 4
Table 4. 1: Overview of the piloted DCT .........cooooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e, 109
Table 4. 2: Description of the main DCT ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeee e 116
Table 4. 3: Direct Refusals ........c.ooeeviiiiiiiiiiiie e 120
Table 4. 4: Basic Indirect Refusals..........cccceviiiiiiiniiiiiiieee e, 121
Table 4. 5: New or developed indirect refusals..........ccccoeeevviiiiiieiiiiieeeene, 123
Table 4. 6: Pragmatic Markers..........ccccoovviiiiiiiiiiieeeeee e 125
Table 4. 7: The IPA used for the phonetic transcription............cccccvvveeeeennnnee. 127
Chapter 5
Table 5. 1 Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers across all participants (n =
303 ) ettt st ettt esabeeea 132
Table 5. 2 Direct refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios....... 136

Table 5. 3 Indirect refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios.... 138
Table 5. 4 Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request scenarios 143
Table 5. 5 Total and the average response in request scenarios ...................... 146
Table 5. 6 Difficulty refusing requests stratified by gender and culture ......... 149
Table 5. 7 Direct refusals across gender and culture in invitations’ scenarios 151
Table 5. 8 Indirect refusals across gender and culture in invitations’ scenarios

................................................................................................................... 153
Table 5. 9 Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in invitations scenarios

................................................................................................................... 157
Table 5. 10 Total and the average response in invitation scenarios ................ 159

Table 5. 11 Difficulty refusing invitations stratified by gender and culture.... 162
Table 5. 12 Pragmatic markers and refusals to request based on same/opposite

gender and social diStance ...........ccceeeeeiiiiiiiiiie e 164
Table 5. 13Pragmatic markers and refusals to request based on same/opposite
gender and social diStancCe ...........cccveeeeviiiiecciiieece e 173
Table 5. 14 Difficulty to refuse requests based on same/opposite gender and
SOCTIAL ISTANCE ....eveeiiiieiiie et 176
Table 5. 15 Pragmatic markers and refusals to invitation based on same/opposite
gender and social diStance ...........cceeeeeeiiiieiiiiii e 178
Table 5. 16 Pragmatic markers and refusals to invitation based on same/opposite
gender and social diStancCe ...........cccveveevciiieeiiiiieecee e 187
Table 5. 17 Difficulty to refuse invitation based on same/opposite gender and
SOCTIAL ISTANCE ....eveeiiieeiiie e et 190
Table 5. 18: An overview of the interviewee background..............c..ccccueenneee. 262

VIII



List of Figures

Chapter Two
Figure 2. 1: Flow diagram of politeness strategies ...........cccveerrireeencvieeennnennns 42

Chapter Four
Figure 4. 1: The research design........cccceeviiiiiiiiiiieiiiie e 114

Chapter Five

Figure 5. 1: Direct refusals’ average of response across gender and culture in
TEQUEST SCENATIOS ..vvveeeeeeiiiiireeeeeeiirireeeeeeetrreeeeeesatrreeeeeasnrssaeeeeeanssssaeaaaannes 137

Figure 5. 2: Direct refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios.... 138

Figure 5. 3: Indirect refusals’ responses across gender and culture in request

SCEIATTIOS e euteeneteeeatteenuteeetteeeuteeenabeeebeeesabeeeabaeeeabeeebbeeeabaeesabeesabeeesabeeenaee 140
Figure 5. 4: Most common indirect refusals’ across gender and culture in
TEQUEST SCENATIOS ..vvvvreeeeeiiiiiieeeeeeiirteeeeeeestrrreeeeesatrreeeeeesssssaeeeeassssraeeaeaannns 141
Figure 5. 5: Least common indirect refusals’ in request scenarios.................. 142
Figure 5. 6: Least common indirect refusals’ in request scenarios.................. 143
Figure 5. 7: Pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture
1N TEQUEST SCENATIOS .uvvvvvireeeeeeiireeeeeeeiirreeeeeesiirrreeeeessarareeeesesssseeeesssnnsees 144
Figure 5. 8: Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request scenarios
................................................................................................................... 145
Figure 5. 9: Total for refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture
1N TEQUESE SCENATIOS ..uvvvvvieeeeeeeiireeeeeesiirreeeeeesiarreeeeeessrseeeeesessnsseeeesssnnsens 146
Figure 5. 10: Refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ average of response across
gender and culture in request SCENATIOS ......ccuvveeeevieeeeiirieeeeiree e e e 147
Figure 5. 11: Direct refusals’ average of responses across gender and culture in
the INVItation SCENATIOS .....eeeeiiiiiiiiiiieeeiiieeeriiee et et e e e eaeee e aaeees 152
Figure 5. 12: Direct refusals across gender and culture in invitation scenarios
................................................................................................................... 153
Figure 5. 13: Indirect refusals’ average of response across gender and culture in
INVITATIONS’ SCENATIOS ..eeeuvveerurieerireeeiteerteeesteeessaeesseeensseessaeesseeensseesnseeens 155
Figure 5. 14: Most common indirect refusals’ across gender and culture in
INVITATIONS’ SCENATIOS ..eeeuvvierurieeririeeiteeereeesseeessaeesseeennreessaeesseesnsseesnseeens 156
Figure 5. 15: Least common indirect refusals’ in invitations’ scenarios......... 157
Figure 5. 16: Pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture
1N INVItAtIONS’ SCENATIOS ..vveeerieeerieeiieerieeerteeetaeesreeesereesseeesseesnseeesnseeens 158
Figure 5. 17 : Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in invitation
SCRIATTIOS 1+ eevvreeaereeentteeauteeesreesseeeanseeeseeesnseeensseesnsaeensseeansseesnseesnseesnseeennns 159
Figure 5. 18: Total number of refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and
culture in INVItation’s SCENATIOS .......eeeecuvieeerrreeeeriieeeeireeeeerreeeeereeeeeaneeas 160

IX



Figure 5. 19: Refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ average of response across

gender and culture in INVitations’ SCENATIOS. ......ccvveeerrureeeerireeeeiieeeeeeeenn 161
Figure 5. 20: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the first scenario
................................................................................................................... 166
Figure 5. 21: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 167
Figure 5. 22: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the second
SCEIMATIO <.ttt enitee ettt eeitee ettt e sabeeeeabee ettt esabee e bt e e sabeeebbeeeabaeesabeesabeeenaneeenee 168
Figure 5. 23: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 169
Figure 5. 24: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the fifth scenario
................................................................................................................... 170
Figure 5. 25: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 171
Figure 5. 26: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the sixth
SCEIMATIO . .eeeneteeenetee ettt et e ettt e st e e bt ee ettt esabeeebteesabeeebteesabaeesateesabeeesareeenee 172
Figure 5. 27: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 173
Figure 5. 28: Overall totals in request SCeNAarios............cccveeeeevreeeecuveeeeeveeeenns 174
Figure 5. 29: The most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the third
SCETIATIO +uvtuteenteeeutteett e et ertte et e sttt ea bt e sbteeabeeshte et e esabeeabeesbbeenbeesbeeenbeenaeeenee 180
Figure 5. 30: Percentages for direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 181
Figure 5. 31: Most frequently used refusals and pragmatic markers in the fourth
SCETIATIO +uvteuteentteeuteeett e et ettt et e sttt et e e sbt e et e e sbae et e e saeeeabeesbaeeabeessneenbeesaeeenne 182
Figure 5. 32: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 183
Figure 5. 33: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the seventh
SCETIATIO +uvteuteenteeeuteeette et e sttt et e sttt et esbt e eabeesbte et e e sateeabeesbeeeabeesaaeenbeenaeeenee 184
Figure 5. 34: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 185
Figure 5. 35: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the eighth
SCEIATIO .uvveeetreeiteeeniteeeuteeetteeenteeesuseeenseeesnseeeasseesnseeennseeansseesnseesnseesnseeennns 186
Figure 5. 36: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
................................................................................................................... 186
Figure 5. 37: Overall totals in invitation SCENATIOS........ccvveerveeerreeriieenieenne 188



Chapter 1: Introduction

Spoken language is more than simply grammar, vocabulary, sense and sounds; language
also performs acts (Austin, 1962). These speech acts are the “the basic minimal units of
linguistic communication,” and are articulated directly and indirectly (Searle, 1969, p. 16).
Direct speech acts occur when speakers mean what they say excitedly; however, indirect
speech acts reflect the indirect relationship between language function and utterance (Searle,
1979). Speech acts are crucial elements of language, and as such are used in most
communication. They are employed by speakers to assert something, to commit to doing or not
doing something, and also indicate attitude toward something and more (Searle, 1979).
Although Austin and Searle made a significant contribution by exploring speech acts and their
directness and indirectness, they failed to relate them to social contexts or sociopragmatic
variables such as power, distance, gender, age, ethnicity and culture (Meier, 2010; De
Capua,1998). The current study will demonstrate the relationships between the speech acts of
refusal, gender, culture, social distance and communications with people of the same and
opposite gender.

Successful communication is smooth, comfortable, and maintains relationships. However,
there are also threatening speech acts, such as refusal, which may cause conflict between the
illocutionary goal and the social goal. Threats can be to both negative and positive face.
Therefore, studying politeness in relation to its role as a speech act is essential. In relation to
this topic, Lakoff (1973) indicates the importance of politeness in language. She claims that if
there is a conflict between politeness and clarity, the utterance that reflects the greatest level of
politeness must be selected (Eelen, 2001; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, Song, 2012). For Leech
(1983), politeness plays a significant role in maintaining and enhancing relationships.

Additionally, he identified six maxims of politeness to enhance politeness in the utterance;



these maxims are Tact, Generosity, Approbation, Modesty, Agreement and Sympathy.
Furthermore, Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987) provides five politeness strategies to
reduce the risk of face threatening acts (FTA) to both speaker and hearer. These strategies
include not performing FTA, doing the FTA off record, doing the FTA with negative
politeness, doing the FTA with positive politeness, and doing the FTA baldly on the record.

One of the speech acts most often discussed in relation to politeness, is refusal. This is
considered one of the most complex and threatening speech acts. This act is important, because
it is employed frequently in most cultures. Daily, speakers refuse requests and invitations in
both formal and informal settings, such as at home, school, and work. Searle and Vandervken
(1985), Chen, Ye and Zhang (1995), and Al-Kahtani (2005) offer different definitions of
refusals. To them, they mean a denial, negative response or negative counterparts to
acceptance. What makes studying refusals important is their complicated features. Refusals are
very complex and culturally specific in some cultures (Rubin, 1981; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008;
Houck and Gass, 1999). In some cases, refusals can be very long and not easily recognized
even by native speakers (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008; Houck and Gass, 1999). Refusals in certain
cultures not only express decline, but also reflect cultural values and norms.

The refusal speech act has been studied in Arabic and non-Arabic contexts. Researchers
have compared refusals spoken in different languages and different cultures. Refusals have also
been researched in second and foreign language setting. Many of these studies assessed
associated sociopragmatic factors, such as power, distance, and rank of imposition (Beebe,
Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz, 1990; Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi, 2011; Hedayatnejad and
Rahbar, 2014; Rubin, 1981; Stevens, 1993; Al-Issa, 1998; Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El
Bakary, 2002a; Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary, 2002b; Morkus, 2009; Abdul Sattar,
Lah, and Suleiman, 2010). Some researchers created refusal classifications; some of which can

be divided into direct and indirect (Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz, 1990; Rubin, 1981;



Stevens, 1993; Al-Issa, 1998; Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary, 2002a; Nelson, Carson,
Al Batal, and El Bakary, 2002b).

Having said that, previous studies have explored speech acts in different languages and
cultures, although a limited number discussed whether there is a relationship between the
content of refusals and cultural values and norms. For example, Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-
Welltz (1990), Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011), Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014),
Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a), Nelson,
Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b), Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010) provided
American, Japanese, Persian and Arabic refusal strategies, such as statements of reason, regret
and alternative, but failed to explore the content of reasons, regrets and alternatives, thereby
nor relating them to cultural norms and values.

Furthermore, previous studies of speech acts, particularly refusals, have disregarded
studying refusals for speakers, who speak the native language but have different cultures. For
example, Saudi, Moroccan, Egyptian people speak Arabic, but have different cultures, and
these cultural differences result in different speech acts. Additionally, in multicultural
countries, people share the same nationality, but have different cultures. For instance, the Hajzi
and Najdi cultures in Saudi Arabia are noticeably different. Najdi values originate from
Bedouin culture; however, the values of Hijazi culture are mainly derived from Arab and non-
Arab immigrants’ cultures. The Hijazi norms and values combine influences from Arabic,
African, Indian, Turkish and East Asian cultures, and the differences within this culture may
create differences in terms of employing speech acts (Al-Jehani, 1985; Al-Qahtani, 2009;
Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006). Moreover, due to immigration, two or three groups, who live in
the same country and speak the same language, have different values. For example, African

Saudi people speak Arabic as a native language, but also distinguish themselves from Arabs



and other Saudis by preserving their values. Again, these differences in values can result in
new speech acts.

In addition, prior studies of the speech act of refusal, including Hassani, Mardani and
Dastjerdi, (2011), Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014) studied the gender influence with regard
to refusal; however, less attention has been directed toward showing the relationship between
men and women roles in the society, and the content of refusal as a speech act. For example,
in Arabic society, men and women have distinct roles. Women are more involved with
domestic duties and the indoor domains. However, men have greater access to the public
domain, and their roles include carrying out financial responsibilities. In addition, a hierarchal
relationship between Arab men and women exists that is reinforced by cultural and religious
values. The majority of women in the Arab world cannot travel, work, or marry without gaining
permission from their male guardians (Le Renard, 2011; Sadiqi, 2003; Almadani, 2020).
Therefore, because men and women have a different social role and power, their speech acts
vary.

The current project aims to study Hijazi refusals. Hijaz is a unique context in relation to
place, population, culture, dialect, men and women’s social roles. Hijaz covers the western
region of Saudi Arabia and includes the two main holy places; Mecca and Al-Medina. It is the
birthplace of the Prophet Mohamad and that majority of his companions (Almaki!, 2000). The
uniqueness of this place results in the unique Hijazi population. The majority of Hijazi people
are Arab and non-Arab immigrants, who have resided in Hijaz for centuries due to political,
religious, and financial reasons and slavery (Siryani, 2005; Selm, 1993; Masud, 1990). In the
present study, the focus is on the refusal preferences of Arab and African Hijazi. The Arab
Hijazi group includes native Hijazi, such as the Hashemite Shrift families and the Arabic
Bedouin and Arab immigrants, whose grandparents resided in Hijaz for military and business

reasons. These Arab immigrants originally came from Egypt, Morocco, and the southern part



of Yemen (Al-Qahtani, 2009; Burckhardt?, 1829; Alhamid, 1979; Masud, 1990; Siryani, 2005;
Selm, 1993). The African Hijazi people are immigrants from first generations who came from
the geographical area between the Atlantic Ocean and the Red Sea (Siryani, 2005). They
resided in Hijaz as a result of British and French colonization, religious education, slavery and
trade (Masud, 1990; O’Brien, 1999; Alfalati, 1994; Siryani, 2000). Today, those African Hijazi
people are Saudis, and speak Saudi Arabic as a native language. The majority are well
educated, and enjoy participating in economic and political life in Saudi Arabia (Tawalbeh,
Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013). However, they are not completely integrated, since the
majority are known by their distinguished speaking style, and particular values and norms.
Therefore, this study was conducted to determine if native African values influence Hijazi
African refusals and differ from the Hijazi Arab ones in relation to the frequency, rank, phrase

selection and content.

In respect to culture, Hijazi culture combines native Arabic Hijazi and foreign cultures
experiencing acculturation (Hamzah, 2002; Hurgronje, 2006). Acculturation occurs due to the
norms of the Hijazi people that encourage acceptance of immigrants reflecting the behaviour
of Al-Medina hosts Ansar towards the Prophet Mohammad and his followers Almohagreen. In
addition, there are other reasons for integration, including the removal of specific ethnic
groups’ quarters to develop the main cities in Hijaz, as well as the existence of friendship and
mixed marriage between Hijazi people with different ethnic backgrounds (Selm, 1993;
Almaki®, 2000; Hurgronje, 2006; Siryani, 2005; Al-Jehani, 1985; Hamzah, 2002; Burckhardt',
1829). However, although the ethnic groups in Hijaz share certain Hijazi values, language
(Hijazi dialect) and religion (Islam), they nevertheless preserve their ethnic traditions and
norms (Hurgronje, 2006). Thus, the current study will demonstrate how Hijazi dominant values
and African ethnic values influence participants’ refusals. The study will examine refusals in

Hijazi dialect, which is the main spoken dialect in Hijaz. It is distinct from other Saudi dialects



in that it borrows from Egyptian, Jordanian, Palestinian and Turkish vocabularies (Omar and

Nydell, 1975; Alahmadi, 2015).

Hijazi culture, likes other Islamic cultures, is male-dominant, and treats men and women
differently. Honour and morality codes expect Saudi men and women in Hijaz to play different
roles. Adopting honour and morality codes obliges Hijazi women to be obedient, modest and
be brought up to act appropriately. In order to have the necessary moral character, women must
have limited access to the public domain and be involved only in domestic chores to ensure
their chastity. Hijazi men, in accordance with religious and cultural values are required to
protect their families and support them financially. These different roles impose a hierarchal
relationship upon men and women (Sadiqi, 2003; Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006; Al Lily, 2018).
Culturally, it is not permitted for women to leave the home for work, study or travel unless
explicitly granted by their male relatives. However, due to recent political changes in Saudi
Arabia, women’s education and work is reducing men’s dominance and affording more social
power and freedom to Hijazi women (Le Renard, 2011; Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006; Almadani,
2020). Sidiqi illustrates that the linguistic features selected by Arab men and women reflect
their status and roles in society (2003). Saudi Hijazi women are battling for their identities
today; therefore, this study seeks to explore if refusal frequency, rank, selection and content of
speech reflects their social roles. Specifically, it will investigate if the liberalism movement in

Saudi Arabia, particularly that related to women rights, influences their refusal styles.

In addition, Hijazi culture is collective, and it is similar to other Arabic cultures, in that it
places a high value on familial relationships, but are less cooperative with people outside the
family or social group. Also, Hijazi Society is sex-segregated, meaning the community
prevents men and women from mixing (Al Lily, 2018; Triandis et al., 1988; Hofstede, 2011;

Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002). Therefore, this study aims to investigate whether



social distance and communicating with speakers of the same or opposite gender influence the
rank, selection, frequency, and content of refusals and pragmatic markers.

The current study will explore the refusal strategies of Hijazi men and women. The Hijazi
participants can be divided into four groups, Arab Hijazi men, Arab Hijazi women, African
Hijazi men and African Hijazi women. All Hijazi participants speak Arabic as a native
language, and are Saudi citizens, living in Hijazi cities, such as Mecca, Al-Medina, Jeddah and
Al Taif. Two data collection methods will be employed in this study. The first being the
discourse completion test (DCT) developed by Billmyer and Varghese (2000). The DCT will
include eight scenarios; four involve speakers making requests and the other four interactors,
who invite participants. Social distance and interactions with people of the same and opposite
gender are the sociopragmatic variables that will be adopted in these scenarios. After collecting
the DCT data, semi-structured interviews will be conducted. The mixed-method study will
identify refusals both quantitatively and qualitatively. Depending on the quantitative data
method or DCT, I will compare Arab and African men’s and women’s refusals in regard to
frequency, rank, selected refusal strategies and chosen pragmatic markers. Also, I will test if
social distance and interactions with speakers of the same or opposite gender influence Hijazi
refusals. In addition, the quantitative findings will show how Hijazi Arab and African men and
women perceive refusals, and how social distance and directing refusals to speakers of the
same or different gender might influence their perceptions. Specifically, the quantitative
analysis will demonstrate if the production of refusals by the target participants are extremely
difficult, somewhat difficult, or not difficult at all. However, the qualitative data will also bring
additional findings. I will explore whether Arabic and African people’s cultural values and
norms, and gendered social roles influence refusals. Furthermore, based on the semi-structured

interviews, the study will investigate the sociopragmatic and cultural causes that modify



participants’ refusals, and discuss Hijazi Arab and African attitudes towards direct and indirect

refusals. The research questions in the study are:

1-

Does an interlocutors’ gender and culture influence their use of refusal strategies and
pragmatic markers?

Does social distance and directing a refusal at an individual of the same or other gender
determine their use of certain refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?

Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite
gender influence the level of difficulty when producing a refusal?

Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite
gender, influence the content of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?

What are the socio-pragmatic reasons behind Arab and African men’s and women’s
refusal behaviour?

What are Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic

markers?

The study is significant in that it explores the linguistic features of people from different

ethnic groups, and of dissimilar origin who speak the same native language, while also having

distinct speech styles, ethnicity and values. In addition, studying the language of people with a

different ethnic background in Saudi Arabia is a new line of enquiry. In both the social and

linguistic fields little effort has been made to study African Saudis as a social group, or the

history of their immigration, settlement and integration. Although Hijazi African people are

known by their different Hijazi speech styles, previous literature has disregarded this,

describing their language and investigating the reasons for adopting their unique linguistic

style. Therefore, this study will be carried out to shed light on this group and other ethnic

groups in Saudi Arabia resulting in further research and investigations needing to be conducted.

Exploring the social and linguistic characteristics of ethnic groups in Saudi Arabia might



change the stereotyping of Saudi’s in general, by emphasising the multicultural and multi-
ethnic aspects of the country. Investigating the case of acculturation in Hijaz, and relating
Hijazi cultural values and norms to refusal is a novel approach. The study is significant in terms
of studying Hijazi Saudi women’s language in the new Saudi era, which places a high priority
on women’s rights. Furthermore, researching the roles of men and women in Saudi Arabia has
been explored in previous studies, but not in the area of language pragmatics. In all refusal
studies, speakers’ perceptions of refusal and their attitude towards its directness and
indirectness have rarely been investigated. In addition, conducting interviews with participants
to determine the socio-cultural reasons for refusal behaviour has also been rarely attempted in

speech act studies.

This thesis will be divided into six chapters. Chapter one introduces the reader to the main
elements of the thesis. It summarizes key speech act and politeness theories, as well as previous
studies on refusal. This chapter also includes the research problem, a summary of the current
study context and design, research questions and the structure of the thesis. The literature
review covers two chapters. These are chapters two and three. Chapter two explains the main
speech act theories, demonstrating both Austin’s (1962) and Searle’s (1969, 1979) Framework
and their contributions to developing speech acts. The second chapter provides definitions of
refusals, and demonstration of previous studies of Arab and non-Arab speech act of refusals. It
also includes politeness theories regarding Grice’s cooperative principle (1975), Lakoftf’s rules
of politeness (1973), Leech’s politeness principle (1983), Brown and Levinson’s universal
model of linguistic politeness, the conversational-contract view for Fraser (1978) and Fraser
and Nolen (1981), Appropriacy-based approach to politeness by Arndt and Janney (1985) and
(1991) and Watts’ politic behaviour theory (1989, 1992, 2003). The final part of the second

chapter discusses the relationship between politeness and indirectness.



The third chapter is in the second part of the literature review and is divided into three
sections. The first section involves an explanation of gender and the presentation of chief
theories regarding gender variation. The three main approaches of gender, including deficit,
dominance and difference are illustrated. In addition, the first section explores the relationship
between men’s and women’s role and language in Arabic and non-Arabic context. The second
section of this chapter offers interpretations of culture. It covers Riley’s (2007), Zegarac’s
(2008), Hinnenkamp’s (2009) and Grainger and Mills’s (2016) definitions of culture, and
clarifies the relationship between language and culture. This section also compares collective
and individual values and ethnic and minority groups. At the end of this section, a description
of acculturation and its relationship to language and ethnicity is presented. The final section of
the third chapter provides an overview of the research context. It shows who the research
participants are and where they come from, and how acculturation occurs in Hijazi society. The

context also discusses gender roles in the western region of Saudi Arabia.

Chapter four helps the reader identify the research design. It explains how the study has
been conducted. The methodology chapter consists of three parts. The first part describes the
main data collection methods in previous speech act research. The second part shows the pilot
study design, selected participants, instruments used and data analysis methods employed. The
final part of chapter four is the most important, because it exhibits the approach employed in
the current study. It involves a description of the research subjects, the data collection

procedure, research instruments and data analysis.

The main chapter in this thesis is the findings. It is the fifth chapter of the study, and
includes three sections. The first section presents the quantitative findings, and contains three
parts. The first part summarizes all the quantitative data. It highlights all the refusals and
pragmatic markers given in the study. The second part provides the refusals and pragmatic

markers across gender and culture in the request and invitation scenarios. It also identifies the
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level of difficulty when refusing requests and invitations, as stratified by gender and culture.
The final part of the quantitative section explores refusals and pragmatic markers based on the
social distance and refusing interactions with the same and opposite gender in request and
invitation scenarios. Furthermore, the level of difficulty when refusing a request and invitation
as stratified by the social distance and communication with the same and opposite gender is
discussed in the last part. The second section of the findings reflects the qualitative data. It
identifies major and minor refusal strategies and pragmatic markers, and shows how the content
of refusals reflects cultural and gender values in Hijaz. The last section is based on the interview
findings and investigates the cultural causes of men, women, Arab, African refusals’ behaviour,
elucidating the Hijaz attitude towards direct and indirect refusals. Chapter six is the final
chapter, and connects the quantitative and qualitative data, summarizing the findings, and

providing recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 2: Overview of speech act and politeness theories

2.1 Introduction

The second chapter is divided into two parts. The first provides an overview of speech
acts, and an explanation of Austin and Searle’s contribution to the development of speech act
theory. In addition, definitions of refusals, and summaries offered in prior studies, including
Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990), Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011),
Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014), Rubin (1981), Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson,
Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b),
Morkus (2009), and Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010) are given. The second part of this
chapter explains the main theories associated with politeness. Grice’s cooperative principle
(1975), Lakoff’s rules of politeness (1973), Leech’s politeness principle (1983) and Brown and
Levinson’s universal model of linguistic politeness (1978, 1987). In addition, the
conversational-contract view as set out in Fraser (1978) and Fraser and Nolen (1981), and the
appropriacy-based approach to politeness outlined by Arndt and Janney (1985) and (1991), and
in Watts’ politic behaviour theory (1989, 1992, 2003) are introduced. The final part of the

chapter discusses directness, indirectness, politeness and impoliteness.

2.2 Overview of Speech Act Theory
Research and studies investigating language functions have a lengthy history. The
Greek sophist Protagoras categorized modes of discourse according to different classifications.
There are similarities between the mode of discourse and classifications of speech acts’.
Protagoras divided language expressions into two broad groups, observing that judgement
statements are the only ones that can be readily deemed true or false. Other linguistic forms are
not truth-valued, i.e. wh-questions, imperatives and expressions of desire (Sbisa, 2009, p. 229).

In the 19'" century, philosophers and psychologists, including Wegener, Brentano and Marty

12



conducted similar studies in the domain of speech act theory. Although those scholars provided
differing notions and ideas concerning language, they did share ideas about language functions,
in particular how languages influence speakers’ intentions and behaviour (Marmaridou, 2000,
p.168). For example, Marty did research language usage, focusing on questioning,
complaining, disapproving and requesting, of which resemble speech act theory. However, his
study related more to psychological disciplines (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 168).

In the 20" century, researching the functionality of language gained in popularity in the
domains of semiotics, linguistics and sociolinguistics. The German psycholinguist Karl Buhler
(1934) was especially interested in showing the relationship between meaning and language
structure; providing a similar idea when describing speech acts, showing that speech is an
action (Sbisa, 2009, p. 229; Marmaridou, 2000, p. 168). In addition, Reinach, who was more
interested in law, studied social acts such as promise and command (Marmaridou, 2000, p.
168).

2.2.1 Austin’s Framework

Austin’s theory was first introduced in 1940 and announced in 1955 in William James
lecture series at Harvard University. Subsequently, in 1962, it was published in the book How
to Do Things with Words (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 167; Pandey, 2008, p. 10). Following the
philosopher L. Wittgenstein, Austin (1962) explained that a language has more than one
function. It does not exist only to describe or inform something, but has other functions, such
as performing an act (Pandey, 2008, p. 106; Culpeper and Haugh , 2014, p. 156 ). He showed
that an utterance is divided into two categories: constative and performative (Austin, 1962, pp.
3-5; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 161). A constative act is an utterance that states something
or describes a fact, and this can be either true or false (Austin, 1962, p. 3). The performative
sentence, performative utterance or performative lexical item is derived from the verb perform,

associated with action, and refers to statements used to perform actions (Austin, 1962, pp. 5-
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6). The performative is known by the first person as the present indicative active, and cannot
be true or false but is rather felicitous and infelicitous (Sbisa, 2009, p. 230; Austin, 1962, pp.5-
21). For example, the statement “I do”, which is articulated in marriage, is a performative,
because it cannot be true or false, and does not give a description (Austin, 1962, p. 5).
Regarding the performative utterance, G.J Warnock described three important features, which
are very similar to Austin’s: First, the performative must accompany a correct utterance.
Second, such a sentence does not need to be true or false. In addition, it is usually not
descriptive but rather does something (Pandey, 2008, p. 68). In addition, Marcondes De Souza
Filho (1984) provided additional examples to illustrate the difference between the constative
and the performative. The sentence “I promise, I shall be there” is performative, because it
shows the act of promise whereas, the sentence “John promised to be there” is constative
because it reports something (p.17).

However, Austin himself found it illogical to divide utterances into constative and
performative, and concluded that all utterances are performative (as cited in Marcondes De
Souza Filho, 1984, pp. 17-19). It appears that some performatives are truth-valued. For
example, the sentence “I warn you that the bull is about to charge” is performative, and can be
either true or false. In addition, constative can be an act, since it can convey certain functions,
such as reporting, describing or informing. Furthermore, some constatives are used indirectly
to assist in the performance of an act. For example, “I am writing a letter” is constative, and
serves to effectively refuse an invitation or explain why someone is not going somewhere
(Marcondes De Souza Filho, 1984, pp. 17-19).

Austin divided speech acts into three parts: Locutionary, illocutionary and
perlocutionary (Yule, 1996, p. 48, Austin, 1962, p. 101; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 160).
Locutionary acts occur when a speaker produces a “meaningful linguistic expression” (Yule,

1996, p. 48, Austin, 1962, p. 101). For example, “I have just made some coffee” (Yule, 1996,
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p. 48). The locutionary act is classified into three parts: phonetic, which indicates phonetics
and sound; phatic, which refers to the vocabulary and grammar; and rhetic, which comprises
sense and reference (Austin, 1962, p. 95). The illocutionary act is “an utterance with some
kinds of function in mind” (Yule, 1996, p. 48). For instance, the sentence “He urged me to
shoot her” can be seen as an illocutionary utterance if the word “urged” refers to the force with
which something is “said” (Austin, 1962, p. 101). Another example of an illocutionary act is
the sentence “I will see you later.” This sentence reflects different forces, such as I predict that,
I promise you that, or I warn you that (Yule, 1996, p. 49). Illocutionary force accompanies the
illocutionary act, providing the speaker’s intention when performing the illocutionary act, such
as the intention to promise, offer or explain (Yule, 1996, p.48). The perlocutionary act is the
effect or the emotion the audience or hearers experience when the speaker says something
(Austin, 1962, p. 108). For example, persuading the hearer to drink coffee is known as a
perlocutionary effect (Yule, 1996, p. 49).
In addition, Austin (1962) provided five other classifications of speech acts according
to their illocutionary force (150-151):
e Verdictives: this refers to proffering a verdict, such as the act of convicting,
assessing or diagnosing;
e Exercitives: this relates to displays of power, right, or influence, such as the act
of voting, ordering, advising and warning;
e Commissive: this type of act commits a person or speaker to do something, such
as an act of promising or an announcement of intention;
e Behabitive: this is related to attitude and social behaviour, and reflects a reaction
to people’s behaviour, such as the act of apologizing, congratulating, cursing and

challenging; and
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e Expositive: this occurs in a conversation or argument, and shows a speaker’s
point of view, such as I argue, I replay, I illustrate and I assure.
2.2.2 Searle’s Framework
Searle (1976) developed speech act theory (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 36, Culpeper and
Haugh, 2014, p. 162), which claims that when people speak a language, they are typically doing
so to perform a speech act, such as asking a question or making a promise. He defined speech
acts as “the basic or minimal units of linguistic communication” (Searle, 1969, p. 16). Searle
explained that the speech act cannot always be explicit, and consequently it cannot necessarily
be identified through the presence of performative verbs, such as the acts “I refuse” and “I
promise;” however, some statements also comprise an act. For example, when insulting others,
people do not say “I insult you,” instead they use other linguistic expressions carry the
illocutionary force of an insult (Searle, 1979, p. 30; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 37). Searle noted
the importance of speech act theory derives from the fact that all linguistics communications
and interactions include acts. Additionally, no study of theories of language could be
considered complete without studying the theory of action and speech acts (1969, p. 16).
Searle offered five additional categories of speech act, graded by their illocutionary
force (Searle, 1979, pp.13-19; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 164):
e Representatives: these carry an assertion, and are truth-valued, such as
scientifically factual statements;
e Directives: these express speakers directing effort towards getting hearers to do
something, such as when giving advice or making requests of the hearer;
e Commissives: these represent a speaker’s commitment to do something, such as
to promise or refuse;
e Expressives: these show the speaker’s attitude towards something, such as an

apology or compliment; and
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e Declarations: these can be statements connected directly to an act, such as
excommunication.
In addition, Searle (1979) conducted a syntactic analysis of these categories. For expressives,
he provided two examples “I apologize for stepping on your toes” and “I thank you for giving
me the money.” The foundational structure of these sentences is: I verb you + I/You VP =
Gerundive noun (p. 15).

Several factors encouraged Searle (1979) to create additional speech act categories.
Searle (1979) observed a difference between an illocutionary act and the illocutionary verb. He
observed that illocutionary acts occur in language in general; however, illocutionary verbs exist
in particular languages only, such as in English. He claimed that Austin based his
classifications on English illocutionary verbs and not illocutionary acts, resulting in
inconsistent speech act categories. Another point he made was that some of the examples of
verbs Austin gave, when classifying speech acts, are not in fact illocutionary verbs such as
“mean to.” Also, some categories include distinctive verbs, which they definitely cannot
combine into a single category. Furthermore, there is no satisfactory relationship between some
categories’ definitions and the verbs given (Searle, 1979, pp. 9-11).

Searle made two other contributions to speech act theory. The first one was to relate
politeness theory to speech act theory by identifying direct and indirect speech acts. He
demonstrated that a direct act occurs when specific linguistic features and functions are
fulfilled. Notably then, indirect speech acts refer to when a speaker utters a statement or a
question, meaning to produce speech act. For example, saying “can you pass the salt” does not
necessarily raise questions about the speech act of requesting (Searle, 1979, p. 31). However,
Blum-Kulka (1978) highlighted the significance of indirect speech acts, identifying two types
of indirectness. The first is an indirect conventional act, which depends on language to reflect

its illocutionary force, for example, “can you open the door” is a request. The other type is
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unconventional, and depends heavily on context. For example, the statement “it is hot in here”,
uttered as a request to open the door (p.142).

Another contribution made by Searle was to identify the illocutionary point (Searle,
1979, p. 2-3; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014, p. 164). The illocutionary point concerns the basic
purpose of an act, and is a part of the illocutionary force. For example, when making a request,
the illocutionary point is to make the hearer do something. Searle provided five types of
illocutionary point (Searle, 1979, pp.13-20):

e To assert something,

e To be committed to doing something,
e To make someone do something,

e To attend to a state of affairs, and

e To show an attitude and emotion.

Since its inception, speech act theory has been criticized for its abstractness
(Marmaridou, 2000, p. 194). In particular, that it is unrelated to sociocultural aspects and
norms. Austin and Searle did not discuss the relationship between interlocutors where speech
acts occur (Marmaridou, 2000, pp. 194-196). Furthermore, the theory does not demonstrate
social variables, such as age, gender, profession, education and social class, or how these
variables influence linguistic choice (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 199).

To amend the weaknesses of speech act theory, Meier (2010) showed that research,
relating cultural aspects and speech act strategies such as directness, has been conducted.
Several studies demonstrate the importance of power and distance in speakers’ culture, and
describe how these influence the interaction strategies (p.79). Meier (2010) noted that some
studies of speech acts connect Austin and Searle’s theory and Hofstede sociological theory
(1980, 1991), which describes collectivism, individualism, high power-distance and low power
distance cultures, and weak and strong avoidance societies (p.79). De Capua (1998) correlated

collectivistic and individualistic societies and directness. He noted that Germans, who are more
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collectivistic, complain more directly than American, and that they also criticize people for not
meeting their social obligations. Americans’ complaints assert their individualism and status
as customers, and as individuals deserving of care and attention. In addition, the relationship
between Hofstede’s dimension of power distance and indirectness when making requests is
examined by Béal (1994) in a study that showed that in the work field, French speakers use
more direct strategies than Australians when asking their supervisors for information, advice
or permission. As a result, Australians perceive the French as arrogant and impatient; however,
the French consider Australians hypocritical. Also, Hall theory (1976), which describes high
and low context groups can be associated with speech act theory, resulting in the discovery of
direct and indirect speech act strategies. In high context culture, speakers preferer using indirect
and implicit massages; however, in low context culture, direct and explicit massages are
adopted more. (as cited in Meier, 2010, p.79). Egner (2006) relates high and low-context with
directness. The study shows that West Africans and Westerners promise in a similar way. West
Africans use lengthy indirect promising in serious situations; however, a nonserious promise
usually reflects an emphasis on cooperation but not commitment (as cited in Meier, 2010, p.
86).
2.3 Speech Act of Refusal

The speech act of refusal is defined as, “denies engaging in an action proposed by the
interlocutor” (Chen, Ye and Zhang, 1995, p. 121). It is also defined as a negative response to a
request, invitation, or suggestion (Al-Kahtani, 2005, p.38). Searle and Vandervken (1985)
defined this type of act as “the negative counterparts to acceptances and consentings are
rejections and refusals. just as one can accept offers, applications and invitations, so each of
these can be refused or rejected” (as cited in Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman , 2010, p. 81).
Speech acts of refusal occur in all languages around the world, and are distinguished between

cultures (Al-Eryani, 2007, p. 21). Chang believed that although speech acts of refusal are
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universal, they vary from one culture to another in terms of their frequency, and the content of
their refusal strategies (2009, p. 479). A refusal is a commissive act, and one that is not usually
initiated by the speaker, although it can be an immediate response to a request, offer, invitation
or suggestion. Refusal is recognised by a variety of complex features. It is lengthy, complex
and difficult to realise, even in speakers’ native languages (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 42; Houck
and Gass, 1999, p. 2).

Refusal has been studied by a number of different researchers, some of whom evaluated
cross-cultural interaction, second language learning, interlanguage pragmatics, and single-
language communication. They further related refusal to various formal and informal contexts,
such as daily life and educational settings. Refusal has been researched in different languages
including varieties of English, and Arabic. In addition, scholars in pragmatics have studied
languages, which they spoke as second or foreign languages. The majority of refusal studies
analysed refusal to request, invite, suggest or offer. In addition, some refusal studies examined
directness and indirectness, semantic formula, or related refusals to social variables such as
social distance, social power, and gender. When gathering study data, the most frequently used
data collection method is the discourse completion test (DCT). Although other options exist
such as role play, or combining DCT and other qualitative methods.

The following sections will present non-Arabic and Arabic studies of refusals,
including cross-culture and interlanguage studies. Cross-culture studies contrast languages
from of two or more different cultures. However, interlanguage researchers focus on the
languages of second and foreign language learners. Additionally, it is important to note that
some of these studies combine cross-culture and interlanguage research.

2.3.1 Non-Arabic studies of the Speech Act of refusal

This section offers an explanation of three studies. The first is of pragmatic transfer in

ESL Refusals by Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990). A summary of this will be given
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because it is the most cited study of refusals, and its refusal classifications are employed to
code the present study data. Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011), and Hedayatnejad and
Rahbar (2014) will also be explained here, because they highlight differences in refusals by
gender.

Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990) conducted a study to discover if ESL
Japanese students would experience interlanguage transfer in relation to order, frequency, types
of the semantic formulas when speaking English and employing refusals to reject requests,
invitations, offers, and suggestions. That study included 60 male and female subjects. The
subjects were Japanese who speak Japanese, and English as a second language, and Americans
who speak American English. To collect the data, the DCT set out 12 scenarios. These 12
scenarios consisted of three scenarios for request, three for an offer, three for invitation and
three for suggestion. Speakers of different social statuses were also included to determine if
power as a social variable might influence the character of ESL Japanese speakers’ refusals.
The findings showed a positive transfer from native Japanese to English when spoken by
Japanese participants. In the case of refusing an order, the data showed that Japanese differ
from Americans in their refusal formulas. For example, when a Japanese person refused a
request, an excuse was the second formula employed in the sentence; however, Americans
made the excuse the third formula in the sentence. In addition, there was also evidence of
positive transfer regarding the frequency of inclusion of the semantic formula. For example, in
terms of rejecting a request, ESL Japanese and native Japanese speakers apologised more than
Americans. Concerning the content of the semantic formulas, ESL Japanese were apparently
influenced by their native language, offering vaguer and more formal excuses than the
Americans did.

What makes this study especially interesting is the refusal semantic formula coding

scheme created by Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz (1990). This coding scheme covers the
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best known and most cited strategies for refusal. Their refusal classifications depend on two
factors. The first being the semantic formulas or the refusal strategies, which are the semantic
expression used to perform the refusal. The second factor is the adjunct, which is the expression
that comes with refusal, but which cannot stand alone as a way to perform a rejection (Houck
and Gass, 1999, p. 12; Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz, 1990, pp. 72-73). Details of Beebe,
Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz semantic formulas and adjuncts are given below (1990, pp.72-73):

A- Semantic formulas for direct Refusal:
1- Performative
2- Non-performative

B- Semantic formulas for indirect refusal;

I- Regret
2- Wish
3- Reason

4-  Alternative
5- Setting condition for future acceptance
6- Promising to accept in the future
7- Statement of principle
8- Statement of philosophy
9- Persuade the interlocutor
10- External acceptance, internal refusal
11- Avoidance
C- Adjuncts:
1- Giving a positive opinion
2- Showing empathy
3- Using language to fill pauses
4- Showing gratitude

With respect to refusal and gender research, Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011)
compared the English refusals spoken by EFL Iranian students and Persian refusals spoken by
native speakers, illustrating how social power and gender influence these. The study included

60 participants, 30 men and 30 women. All the Iranian participants are either undergraduate or
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postgraduate students at the University of Tehran, who are proficient in English. The
participants completed two types of the DCTs, English and Persian DCTs. The period allowed
between filling in the first and second DCT of the two different languages was two months.
The reason for this interval between filling in the English DCT phase and the Persian DCT
phase was to eliminate the effect of the first phase on the second phase, as each participant
must complete the two surveys. The DCT includes 12 prompts consisting of request, invitation,
offer and suggestion speech acts, and each speech act relates to three scenarios. Indications of
social status, such as low status, equal status and higher status are involved in the survey. After
analysing the data, Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011) reported that the participants used
more indirect strategies when speaking Persian than when refusing in English. They attributed
this to language proficiency, specifically that the students have broader linguistic knowledge
regarding how to employ indirect formulas in Persian than in English. In addition, cultural
aspects were observed play an important role in employing indirect formulas, since directness
reflects impoliteness in Persian cultures. In addition, the findings demonstrate that the
participants used more Persian indirect refusals when refusing people with higher power.
However, no significant difference was noted between Iranian men and women when
employing the speech act of refusal. What was interesting in this study was the relationship
between impoliteness and directness in Persian cultures and the descriptions of men’s and
women’s refusals. However, Hassani, Mardani and Dastjerdi (2011) gave only limited
explanation of the influence of Persian cultural values’ on the use of direct and indirect refusals
by men and women when communicating with people of different social power.
Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014) also highlighted differences between refusals when
speaking English as linked to both use of a foreign language and gender. The study reveals the
speech act of refusal plays an important role in daily interactions; therefore, this research was

conducted to assess how Iranian men and women who speak English as a foreign language
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refuse the suggestions of people with different social distance and of the same and opposite
gender. In order to conduct this study, Hedayatnejad and Rahbar (2014) selected 60 male and
female participants, with intermediate English level. The participants completed DCTs
including 18 different scenarios. The formal and informal scenarios involved speech act of
suggestion, interactors of different social distance, either acquaintance, intimates or strangers
and speakers with the same and opposite genders. After analysing the data, the research
indicates that social distance influences frequency when using direct, indirect refusals and
adjuncts. Regarding direct refusal strategies, the research subjects used more direct strategies
with strangers than with acquaintances and intimates. However, the interactors employed more
indirect strategies with acquaintances than with intimates and stranger. The participants also
followed different patterns when employing adjuncts as they adopted this formula more when
they interacting with strangers. Interestingly, in terms of gender, there was no significant
difference between men and women when refusing suggestions. Hedayatnejad and Rahbar
(2014) demonstrated that this type of study is important for promoting appropriate use of
refusals in English, and if English teachers teach their students how to refuse suggestions in
English, then their learners’ pragmatic knowledge will increase. Additionally, those students
will be able to refuse politely and save the interlocutors face. This study is similar to the current
one in terms of examining social distance and gender. However, the research would be more
interesting if the researchers were to discuss the relationship between first and second language
cultural roles when modifying the refusals that given by both men and women.

2.3.2 Arabic Speech Act of refusal

Some Arabic studies have investigated the speech act of refusal. They focused on three
domains, including the cross-culture and interlanguage types of research. Research previously
conducted in the Arabic language is Rubin (1981), Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson,

Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b),
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Morkus (2009), and Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010). This section summarises the
above studies only, as they were found to be relevant to the current study.

Rubin (1981) conducted one of the earliest studies on refusals. Although her study
explored refusals in different cultures, I include it in this section because it included an
interesting discussion about Arabic communication and refusals. Rubin (1981) wrote the paper
to guide speakers living in foreign countries, so they would know how to interpret refusals. She
claimed that refusals are not always recognisable, particularly when articulated by speakers
from different cultures. She showed that awareness of a refusal cannot be achieved without
three factors. First, speakers who are exposed to new cultures need to know the refusal forms
employed by native speakers. However, this is not enough in itself because refusal formulas
vary by context. For example, speakers use certain refusals strategies when declining peers’
requests, but not when rejecting an employer’s request. Therefore, in addition to identifying
the forms of refusal, understanding when and how to refuse, and who to refuse is necessary
when employing and understanding the appropriacy of refusals. Also, she added that
understanding the cultural values of the foreign speech community helps understand others’
rejections and provides appropriate details about refusals. Rubin (1981) indicated the
importance of acknowledging cultural values, because they modify speech acts including
refusals and help recognise the impedance of meaning when uttering a speech act. Therefore,
those teachers who teach foreign languages should consider increasing learners’ awareness of
language forms and structures, the appropriate use of these forms and the cultural values
attached to these forms. Following this will help learners access appropriate speech acts,
including refusals. What makes this article important is a thorough explanation of the refusals’
functions. Rubin (1981) provided nine refusal formulas, which she claimed to be universal, and
then related them to different cultures. These functions are:

e Being salient or showing a lack of enthusiasm when an offer or invitation is

given.
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e Offering an alternative to avoid offending the requester.

e Postponing or delaying the answer.

e Putting the blame on a third party, such as husband, committee or budget

e Avoiding responding directly.

e A general acceptance of the offer. For example in the Arabic speaking
community, if an invitation is made and the speaker said “Inshaallah” or God
willing, it indicates refusal. However, if the speaker said “Inshaallah”
requesting details of time and place, the meaning of that utterance is acceptance.

e Distracting the addressee.

e General acceptance but also giving an excuse.

e Showing the inappropriateness of the offer.

Furthermore, the study includes a discussion, affording examples of the relationship
between form and meaning, and detailing how this relationship helps clarify refusals. Rubin
(1981) demonstrated that when Arabs are invited to a feast, they use one of two forms. They
either employ colloquial Arabic to indicate acceptance, or they use Classical Arabic to signify
rejection. Although I have never experienced this type of communication in Hijazi society, |
will check if the participants in this study employ this strategy. Furthermore, Rubin (1981)
indicated that another Arab norm is that when Arabs are invited for food, their refusal will not
be accepted unless the rejection of the offer is made three times. Based on my personal
observation, this is a very common refusal strategy in Hijazi society. The last section of the
article investigates the relationship between refusals and social parameters. Some societies,
including Arabic ones, place a high value on the significance of relationships; as a result, the
speakers level of difficulty when refusing might cause them to provide indirect refusals. In
addition, those individuals in group communities do not usually reject invitations, as if it is
impossible for them to attend, they appear for a very short time, or send a family member in
their place. This example is also common in the Hijazi society, for example, if a father is invited
to a wedding party and is busy or sick, he would send one of his sons instead. To conclude, this

study is significant because it indicates the importance of context and culture as informing our
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understanding refusals. In addition, relating this idea to Arabic culture is an important motif to
mention in this section.

In respect to the cross-culture interlanguage study, Stevens (1993) compared speech
acts of refusal performed by Arabic speakers, American English speakers, and Arabs learning
American English. The author investigated how people refuse requests, offers, invitations, and
if there is any pragmatic transfer from the native language (Arabic) to the learned language
(English). Stevens (1993) used the DCT, originally designed by Blum-Kulka and Olshtain
(1984) to examine refusals performed by American native speakers working in the American
University of Cairo or studying at the University of South Carolina, as well as Arab native
speakers learning English at the English Language Institute in the American University of
Cairo or studying English at the University of South Carolina. The written DCT includes 15
scenarios, eight of which involve requests and the remainder of which include the speech acts
for invitation and offer. Stevens (1993) identified different strategies for the request and
invitation/offer scenarios. Starting with requests, the data shows that when the participants
refused, they used more than one strategy. For example, they gave an apology and two
explanations in reply to one request. Further, because the interlocutors did not give explicit
refusals, (we) as hearers recognise the refusals when an explicit agreement is not given, when
the speakers show why the request is not accepted and when alternative options are provided.
To refuse requests the participants used two types of explanation, normal explanation and frank
or aggressive explanation. Although a normal explanation is an option in both Arabic and
English, English learners were not able to deliver an appropriate explanation in English due to
their low language proficiency. In regard to the aggressive explanation, Arabic speakers and
English language learners were the only participants to employ this formula; thus, using this
strategy in American English indicates negative pragmatic transfer from Arabic to English.

Furthermore, the participants used other strategies, including the non-committal statement,
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which is an alternative to a conditional acceptance, and limited compliance, which is similar to
yes- but is a strategy that is found in Sheldon (1997, p. 235). In addition, the participants
employed sarcastic and aggressive formulas, hinting at unwillingness and making inability
statements while begging for forgiveness. However, to refuse an offer, the research subjects
used acceptance, partial acceptance, chiding, and hinting at inability. Stevens (1993) showed
that second language learners were unable to refuse properly, in some cases due to linguistic
proficiency and negative pragmatic transfer. He gave recommendations for both teachers and
learners to address these issue by employing refusals with softeners and certain formulas, such
as “I would like to, but.” To conclude, this study is related to the current research describing
the Arabic refusals strategies. It is especially interesting as it explored the chiding strategy,
which is commonplace in Arabic contexts. Arabic speakers use this strategy often to decline
offers, especially when their friends or relatives are wanting to pay for their meal at a restaurant.

Having said that, Al-Issa (1998) is one of the most cited studies in English and Arabic.
The author studied American English and Jordanian Arabic to evaluate pragmatic transfer from
Arabic to English, which is also spoken as a foreign language. In addition, this study explores
the sociocultural motivation behind pragmatic transfer. The data collection methods consist of
three phases. The first phase includes an observation of university interactions to create the
DCT scenario; and in the second phase, the research participants complete the DCT. Then Al-
Issa (1998) conducted interviews in the final stage. Concerning the DCT, 150 research subjects
filled in 15 prompts concerning speech acts of request, invitation, offer and suggestion. The
DCT also incorporated assessment of sociopragmatic variables; e.g. social power and social
distance. Social power is represented by interlocutors of high status, interactors of equal status
and speakers of low status. The speakers with social proximity are intimate, familiar and
distant. After analysing the data regarding Arabic and English refusals, Al-Issa (1998) created

the new refusal classifications shown below:
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Classification of Refusal Semantic Formulas (Al-Issa, 1998):

= Direct
1. Performative:
e Explicit rejection
2. Non performative:
e No
e Negative ability/willingness
e Justified No
= Indirect
1. Regret (apology, asking for an excuse, asking for forgiveness)
Wish
Explanation/Excuse (specific and general)
Alternative
Future acceptance
Past acceptance
Principle
. Philosophy
= Attempt to dissuade interlocutor

0NV A LN

1. Negative consequences
2. Insult, attack, and threat
3. Critics

4. Reprimand

5. Sarcasm

6.

Conditional acceptance
= Avoidance
= Adjuncts to refusals

What makes this set of classifications interesting is its provision of explicit negation
strategies and conditional acceptance, which exist in Arabic, as strategies used for indirect
refusals. Therefore, the present study will refer to this classification scheme in combination
with Beebe, Takahashi and Uliss-Welltz’s (1990) semantic formulas.

Furthermore, the study reported additional findings in relation to pragmatics transfer
and the associated motivations. Al-lssa (1998) indicated that English refusals, which are
employed by Jordanians, experience linguistic transfer in terms of the frequency of semantic
formulas, the selection of refusal strategies, refusal content and the average number of refusal
strategies employed per response. There are reasons for this transfer, including positive feelings
towards the Arabic language, and religious motifs that encourage Arabs to respect Islamic

culture and values, and the negative perception of English as the language of westerners, who
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have been engaged in many political conflicts with Arabs. Although the study focuses on
interlanguage perspectives, it is important because of its refusal coding scheme, which is very
applicable to Arabic refusals.

Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002) conducted two studies pertaining to
refusal. The first study is Cross-Cultural Pragmatics: Strategy Use in Egyptian Arabic and
American English Refusals. The focus of this study is on the frequency of Arabic and English
direct and indirect refusals and social power. The second study title is Directness vs.
Indirectness: Egyptian Arabic and US English Communication Style, and concerns English and
Egyptian Arabic refusals, as well as how social power and gender influence the refusals’ level
of directness. Since both studies are similar, the first study will be explained, and a partial
explanation of the second one will be given with regard to gender.

Starting with the first study, Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a)
investigated whether Americans and Egyptians’ refusals reflect the same level of directness,
and if social status influences refusals. The study included 55 participants, who are Americans
and live in Georgia, Atlanta, and Egyptians who live in Cairo and speak Carine Arabic. The
data collection method used is an oral DCT that includes 12 scenarios describing requests,
invitations, suggestions and offers, and speakers of high, equal and low social status. However,
the DCT did not include speakers of higher status who offer suggestions or make requests,
because these cases are not applicable within the Egyptian culture. After creating the DCT and
selecting the participants, the data collection stage commenced by interviewing the
participants. These interviews included reading 12 scenarios, which are in the DCT and the
participants then had to give refusals. The findings show that both American and Egyptians
prefer to employ indirect refusals rather than direct ones. Moreover, the strategies most used
by both groups were statements of reason, consideration of the interlocutors’ feelings and

suggestions of willingness. Regarding social status, no significant difference emerged between
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Americans and Egyptians when refusing people of different social status. Nelson, Carson, Al
Batal, and El Bakary (2002a) showed how cultural values influence refusals. For example,
when conducting an interview, Arabs were more hesitant about refusing people of higher social
power, such as employers, because of the hierarchal relationship between the employer and
employees in Egyptian culture. In addition, in cases of equal social status, Arabs expressed
difficulties refusing friends’ requests because to do so violates friendship and solidarity codes.
In addition, a second study by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b) added gender
as a variable as a way to examine if it influences refusals’ directness and indirectness. This
study set out a refusals’ classifications scheme based on Egyptian Arabic and American
refusals. These classifications are very similar and also less specific than Beebe, Takahashi and
Uliss-Welltz’s (1990) classifications; therefore, they will not be used in the present study to
code the data. Regarding gender, the study identified no significant differences between
American and Egyptian men’s and women’s refusals. All use the same level of directness and
indirectness when refusing people of different social power. Both studies set out interesting
ideas in regard to refusals, directness and indirectness, social power and gender.

One of the main cross-culture and interlanguage studies related to Arabic refusal is
Morkus’ research (2009), which focused on refusals in American English, Egyptian Arabic,
and Arabic spoken by American advanced and intermediate learners. The researcher’s
motivations were intended to ascertain how three groups of speakers realise refusals, and if
there is evidence of language transfer from the native language (English) to Arabic spoken by
Americans. The study also investigated the potential for a relationship between second
language proficiency and pragmatic knowledge. The total number of participants was 50; and
the first group were 20 Americans studying Arabic at the Arabic school in Middlebury College,
who know how to speak Egyptian Arabic because they learned it while living in Egypt. These

speakers are intermediate and advanced level learners of Arabic. Additionally, the participants
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included 10 Americans who speak English as a native language, and 10 Egyptians who speak
Egyptian Arabic. The study was conducted in stages; and in the first stage the participants
completed an eligibility questionnaire. In the second stage, Morkus (2009) examined the
students Arabic language to determine their linguistic suitability to participate. The third stage
involved the researchers’ participation organising role plays to articulate refusals. The role
plays included six scenarios, three including speech acts of requests and the other three
involving the speech act of offering. Social power as a variable was also included in the role
plays. The research covered quantitative and qualitative findings. Regarding the number of
words, the quantitative findings indicated that Egyptian provided more words to express
refusals than other groups, and advanced American learners of Arabic communicated more
words than the intermediate learners of Arabic. Morkus (2009) showed that what encourages
advanced American learners of Arabic to employ more Arabic words than intermediate learners
is the high language proficiency level obtained by advanced learners. The data also shows that
all groups provided more words and more refusal strategies when rejecting the requests or
offers of higher status speakers. Regarding the number of turns and turn length, the study
demonstrates that advanced learners of Arabic made more turns, and their turns were longer
than those of intermediate Arabic learners. In addition, all the groups followed the same pattern
in relation to the length of turns, as they allowed longer turns when communicating with people
of higher power than when they refused low-social power speakers’ requests or offers, because
refusing requests and offers from interactors of high social power is risky meaning more
explanations and negotiations are needed. In respect of the strategies used for refusing, all the
groups preferred to employ excuses and explanations. Advanced learners of Arabic offer
familial reasons in a manner similar to that expressed by Egyptians. This indicates how
advanced learners’ understanding of Egyptian cultural values increases the accuracy of their

refusals. However, Americans, including native speakers of English and Arabic learners
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expressed regret more frequently than Egyptians. This proves there is pragmatic transfer from
English to Arabic. Also, advanced and intermediate students employed similar refusal
strategies; however, advanced learners employed additional semantic formulas for refusal,
which are complex in nature. Despite the main focus of this study being on interlanguage
notions such as pragmatic transfer and linguistic proficiency, this study is important because it
provides definitions, explanations and examples of a variety of Arabic refusal strategies.

With reference to language studies, Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010) considered
speech acts of refusal in Iraqi Arabic. They noted how Iraqi people refuse suggestions, and
how social status influences their refusal. To examine performed strategies and their frequency,
the researchers evaluated 30 Iraqi Arabic native speakers, living in the Iraqi community in
Malaysia, to complete the written DCT. The DCT includes only three prompts; these prompts
include speakers of different social power and give suggestions. The speaker in the first
scenario has higher social status, and the second scenario includes speakers of equal social
status, and the final scenario involves interactors with a low social status. The research subjects
provided different types of direct and indirect refusals. Examples of direct refusals are the
negation of proposition, negative ability and willingness. Indirect refusals such as reason,
regret, openers, criticism, and attack were also employed. By relating refusals and social status,
the findings show how this variable influences refusal strategies. For example, the speakers
preferred to use regret, openers and promises of future acceptance when communicating with
people of high social power, but when Iraqi speakers refused suggestions from people of equal
status, they employed negative opinion and repetition. More threatening speech acts such as
criticisms and attacks were only adopted when speakers of low status’ suggestions were being
refused. The research also indicated that the participants used the phrase “no,” which is
considered impolite in Iraqi culture, regardless of the speaker’s status. Abdul Sattar, Lah, and

Suleiman (2010) commented that because the phrase “no” or “La” is impolite, the participants
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combined it with other refusal strategies such as regret or openers to reduce the face threat.
They also demonstrated that without understanding sociocultural values in Iraqi society, a
speaker would be unable to provide an appropriate refusal in Iraqi Arabic. This study is similar
to the current research in that it focuses on only one dialect. In addition, this article is significant

in that it relates the Baghdadi Arabic dialect, impoliteness and directness.

2.4 Politeness Theory

Politeness is a universal phenomenon and a social norm that reduces the level of conflict
and makes communication between people smoother (Meier, 1995, p. 388; Vilkki, 2006, p.
323). Hill et al. define politeness as one of the main aspects of human interaction that establish
rapport and create comfort (1986, p.349). Researching politeness is not new; as politeness
norms date to three thousand years ago in East Asia (Haugh, 2011). Over the past 40 years, the
notion of politeness has been studied scientifically, and there has also been a pragmatic
movement towards politeness theory (Haugh, 2011, pp. 252-264; Held, 2005, p. 133). The
main politeness theories in the pragmatics field are Grice’s cooperative principle (1975),
Lakoff’s rules of politeness (1973), Leech’s politeness principle (1983) and Brown and
Levinson’s universal model of linguistic politeness (1978,1987) (Félix -Brasdefer, 2008, pp.
11-17; Culpeper, 2011, pp. 397-423). All the given theories relate to the classical approach to
politeness (Culpeper, 2011, pp. 397-423).
In addition, the conversational-contract view as expressed by Fraser (1978) and Fraser and
Nolen (1981), the appropriacy-based approach to politeness set out by Arndt and Janney (1985)
and (1991), and Watts’ politic behaviour theory (1989, 1992, 2003) are other well-known

theories of politeness.
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2.4.1 Grice’s Cooperative Principle

In his paper, “Logic and Conventions”, published in 1975, Grice explained the
framework of the cooperative principle and demonstrated how people express less than what
they mean (Fraser, 1990, p. 222; Grebe, 2009, p. 4). The cooperative principle indicates that
you as a speaker “should say what you have to say, when you have to say it, and the way you
have to say it,” guaranteeing following these four maxims in order to ensure effective
communication (Fraser, 1990, p. 222). These four maxims are the maxim of quantity, as related
to the amount of information given. If this rule has been applied, a speaker will provide a
sufficient amount of information. The second one is the maxim of quality, which aims to
provide truthful and correct information dependent on evidence. Maxim of relation reflects the
use of related information. The final maxim is the maxim of manner, which is related to clarity
and the avoidance of ambiguity (Grebe, 2009, p. 4; Eelen, 2001, p. 2; Wardhaugh and Fuller,
2015, p. 253). These maxims must be supported by the interlocutors’ efforts and cooperation
if language is to be interpreted accurately, and communication achieved (Grebe, 2009, p. 5).

Grice (1975) added that if any of these maxims are violated, a non-explicit meaning
will be impeded in the utterance (Fraser, 1990, p. 222). Holmes (2013) explains why speakers
in conversations might not follow the four principle maxims (p. 365). One explanation is
deliberately using language in a particular way to mislead others. Additionally, some people
violate the cooperative principle because they do not wish to speak clearly and directly, thus
carrying the responsibility of providing unpleasant expressions (Holmes, 2013, p. 365).

Although Grice’s (1975) framework describes linguistic production and interpretation,
it has some downsides (Eelen, 2001, p. 2). Grebe (2009) shows that Grice (1975) has failed to
connect the cooperative principle with social factors (p. 5). Also, Fraser claims that this
framework only describes the rational perspective of conversation and ignores grammar and

linguistic structures (1990, p. 222). Furthermore, Félix-Brasdefer (2008) criticises this
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framework because it does not explain why speakers employ indirect utterances, and he
perceives of the universality of Grice’s maxims as doubtful, since not all cultures employ these

four maxims to achieve effective communication (p. 12).

2.4.2 Lakoff’s politeness rules

Lakoff’s politeness rules (1973) stemmed from Grice’s framework of cooperative
principle (1975). She is the mother of politeness, because she relates Grice’s approach and
politeness (Eelen, 2001, p. 4; Fraser, 1990, p. 223, Song, 2012, p. 20). She claims that Grice
did not provide sufficient explanation of the speakers’ disregard of the four maxims when
speaking. She shows that one of the reasons for this is politeness, which is defined by her as “a
system of interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction by minimising the potential
for conflict and confrontation inherent in all human interchange” (1990 as cited in Eelen, 2001,
p. 2; as cited in Song, 2012, p. 16, as cited in Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 15). She provided two
rules, which relate to pragmatic competence: “To be clear”, which is originally taking from
Grice’s cooperatives and “To be polite.” Under the rule “to be polite”, she gave four
subcategories. These subcategories are “Don’t impose, ” “ Give options ” and “Make A feel
good, be friendly” (Eelen, 2001, p. 3; Fraser, 1990, p. 223, Culpeper, 2011, p. 5; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 15). The speakers “Don’t impose” by using modals and hedges when formal
politeness is required, and they “Give options” using tag questions when informal politeness is
preferred, and they “Make A feel good, be friendly” by employing informal expressions, and
adopting rules for intimate politeness. If these rules are related to Brown and Levinson’s
negative and positive politeness, the first and the second rules relate to negative politeness,
however, the last one is more involved with positive politeness (Holmes, 2013, pp. 366-367;
Fraser, 1990, p. 223).

Lakoff (1973) gave high priority to politeness, showing the two rules “To be clear”,

and “To be polite” sometimes go together to enforce each other, although sometimes, they are
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conflicted (Fraser, 1990, p. 224). When these two rules come into conflict, the speakers should
avoid offence instead of seeking clarity; doing so will then preserve harmony and cohesion
(Culpeper, 2011, p. 5; Song, 2012, p. 2, Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 15). Also, because politeness
is perceived of differently by different cultures, Lakoff provided three politeness strategies to
employ in social interaction. These strategies are distance, which reflects impersonality as used
in European culture, deference or hesitancy as employed mainly by Asians, and camaraderie
that reflects friendlessness and represents American culture (Eelen, 2001, p. 3; Félix-Brasdefer,
2008, p. 15).

Although Lakoff’s politeness rules contributed by relating pragmatics and cooperative
principles, they have some drawbacks. Félix-Brasdefer showed that Lakoff’s framework
claiming universality is questionable. Also, politeness strategies are not empirically approved
of because Lakoff did not conduct any empirical studies in a cross-cultural context (2008, p.
15) nor in an intercultural context.

2.4.3 Leech’s politeness principles

Geoffrey Leech’s theory (1983) is based on Grice’s Cooperative Principle (1975).
Leech relied on Grice’s framework as a starting point for the development of a pragmatic
framework related to politeness (Leech, 1983, p.7; Eelen, 2001, p. 6). He showed the
inadequacy of Grice Cooperatives in relating sense and force, and the inability to explain why
people’s expressions included impeded meaning; and therefore, he extended his framework
(Leech, 1983, p.80; Eelen, 2001, p. 6). Leech added two types of rhetoric or function; these
functions were interpersonal and textual. The interpersonal rhetoric is a “language functioning
as an expression of one’s attitudes and of one’s relationship with the hearer, “whereas the
textual rhetoric is a “language functioning as a means of constructing a text” (as cited in Eelen,
2001, p. 7). The interpersonal function includes three principles; the Cooperative Principle,

originally derived from Grice’s framework, the Politeness Principle, and the Irony Principle.
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The Cooperative Principles helps the hearer understand the meaning of indirect messages. The
Politeness Principle enables the hearer to learn the reason behind the use of an indirect message.
The Irony principle is employed by speakers giving an externally polite message that is
intrinsically impolite. This principle is important for comprehending the ironic meaning of
these messages (Leech, 1983, p. 82, Leech, 2005, p. 19). However, the textual function
involves four principles, which are the Processibility Principle, the Clarity Principle, the
Economy Principle, and the Expressivity Principle. Leech showed that every utterance includes
all these functions (Leech, 1983, pp. 5-17; Eelen, 2001, pp. 6-8).

In his framework, Leech provided an extensive discussion and explanation of the
politeness principle. He demonstrated that the politeness principle’s role is “to maintain the
social equilibrium and the friendly relations which enable us to assume that our interlocutors
are being cooperative in the first place” (as cited in Leech, 1983, p. 82). This politeness
principle includes maxims, which are Tact, Generosity, Approbation, Modesty, Meta,
Agreement and Sympathy (Leech, 1983, pp. 107-138; Eelen, 2001, p. 8). The Tact maxim aims
to increase the benefit to the speaker and reduce the cost to the hearer (Leech, 1983, p 107).
The Generosity maxim concerns minimising the benefit to the speaker and maximising that to
the hearer (Leech, 1983, p 133). The Appropriation maxim indicates increasingly praising the
hearer and reducing lack of praise (Leech, 1983, p 135). The Modesty maxim aims to reduce
self-praise and maximise dispraising (Leech, 1983, p. 136). Also, the speakers use the Meta
maxim when they do not wish to disrupt the tact maxim. The Agreement maxim focuses on
increasing agreement and eliminating disagreement. Finally, the sympathy maxim’s objective
is to maximise empathy and reduce antipathy (Leech, 1983, p. 138, Fraser, 1990, p. 225).

In addition, Leech divided politeness into two categories, absolute and relative
politeness. Absolute politeness is related to utterances that are intrinsically polite, and considers

politeness even if it is out of context. Relative politeness is an utterance that is judged
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depending on certain norms for certain groups in certain situations (Leech 1983, pp. 83-84;
Leech, 2005, p. 7). Absolute politeness includes two types, pos-politeness and neg-politeness.
Pos-politeness aims to maximise politeness in polite utterances, such as employing offers,
invitations and compliments. Whereas, neg-politeness helps minimise the impoliteness of
impolite speech acts for example, the use of hedges and indirectness reduces the level of an
offence (Leech 1983, pp. 83-84; Leech, 2014, pp. 11-12).

Leech showed that politeness is presented in degrees or scales, and is influenced by the
following social variables (Leech, 2005, p. 21):

e The vertical distance between the hearer and speaker, such as status, power and age;

e The horizontal distance that exists between the speaker and hearer whether intimates,
familiar people, or strangers;

e Value or weight, which is similar to Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) rank of
imposition

e The strength of the social rights and obligation, for example, teachers’ obligation to
their students, or a hosts’ obligation to their guests; and

e Degree of membership in the “self-territory” and “others’ territory”.

He also demonstrated that variables such as the horizontal distance might violate, flout or
suspend politeness principles. For example, in intimate conversations, absolute politeness is
reduced and might even be eliminated completely (Leech, 2005, p. 18).

Furthermore, in this framework, there are two types of goals, the illocutionary goal and
the social goal. Leech indicated the differences between these two goals. The illocutionary goal
aims to help speakers achieve what they want in terms of linguistic interactions such as
persuading someone to do something; whereas the social goal concerns maintaining the
relationship between interlocutors. These goals might coincide or conflict. For example, when

a speaker gives a compliment, he/she achieves the illocutionary and social goal by describing
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the values of the hearer’s attributes and maintaining the social goal. In contrast, the two goals
are in conflict when the hearer is being criticised (Leech, 2005, p. 7).

Leech provided four types of illocutionary functions to explain the relationship between
illocutionary and social goals when speech acts are employed. The first is the competitive
function, which represents the competitive relationship between the illocutionary goal and
social goals, and involves the speech acts of ordering, asking, and demanding. This type needs
to incorporate neg-politeness strategies that strike a balance between what the speaker wants
and good manners. The convivial function is the second illocutionary function, which is created
when an illocutionary goal comes together with the social goal. This function includes offering,
inviting, thanking, and congratulation, and demands pos-politeness. The collaborative function
reflects no difference between the illocutionary goal and social goals, and involves asserting,
reporting and announcing. The last function is the conflictive, which represents a divergence
between the illocutionary goal and social goal. This type includes speech acts associated with
threatening, accusing or cursing (Leech, 1983, pp. 104-5; Fraser, 1990, p. 227).

In terms of universality, Leech did not claim the universality of his politeness model.
To him, politeness varies from culture to culture depending on the priority given to either
individual or group values (Leech, 2005, p. 3). Having said that, this framework has been
criticised for having too many maxims which might overlap (Grebe, 2009, p. 5). Félix-
Brasdefer criticised Leech’s framework for being too theatrical to apply to actual language

usage, and as too abstract as a theory of politeness and social interaction (2008, p. 7).

2.4.4 Brown and Levinson Politeness and Face Theory
Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987) was influenced by several sources. The first
being the Interactional Rituals, Essays on Face-to-Face behaviour (1967) by Goffman; as well

as English folk terms. Goffman’s source includes the notion of “face work,” which was
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borrowed from Chinese and American Indian texts (Bargiela-Chiappini, 2003, p. 1456). Brown
and Levinson adopted the concept of face from Goffman, and applied it to their politeness
theory (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 61). Brown and Levinson defined face as the public
property everyone has, noting that it can be maintained, enhanced or lost (1987). They also
divided face into negative and positive (1987, p.61). Negative face refers to a desire for
autonomy and freedom; however, positive face refers to a desire to be approved and appreciated
(Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 61).

Politeness and face theory is also informed by Durkheim’s The Early Form of Religious
Life (Bargiela-Chiappini, 2003, p. 1456). Durkheim’s negative and positive rituals are
presented in Brown and Levinson’s theory as negative and positive politeness (Bargiela-
Chiappini, 2003, p. 1460; Yu, 2003, p. 1682). Positive politeness relates to positive face, and
reflects closeness, solidarity, familiarity and informality; however, negative politeness refers
to formality and distancing (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p.70). Another type of politeness is
termed off record, and occurs when a speaker is unable to articulate face-threatening acts
(FTAs) directly, and worries about losing face, so he/she provides an indirect or an ambiguous
expression (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 211).

The main focus is on Brown and Levinson’s politeness, and that of face theory is on
linguistic politeness (Bargiela-Chiappini 2003, p. 1464). They consider politeness as a “formal
diplomatic protocol, presuppose that potential for aggression as it seeks to disarm it” (Brown
and Levinson, 1987, p.1). Brown and Levinson believe that speech acts have the potential to
be face-threatening to both speaker and hearer; and politeness exists to eliminate and reduce
the level of threat. For example, ordering, advising and warning are speech acts known to attack
the hearer’s negative face, because they encourage interlocutors to do something or avoid doing
something. Complaining, criticising, and disagreeing are speech acts that attack the hearer’s

positive face because they include negative evaluations of hearers and disregard their needs
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and feelings. There are other acts that threaten the speaker’s negative and positive face.
Speakers with negative face are attacked when they accept offers and thanks, because this leads
to possible debt; whereas, speakers with positive face are threatened when they apologise and
accept compliments. In the case of apology, speakers show a sense of regret, and thus their face
will be lost. Meanwhile, accepting a compliment is perceived as threatening because speakers
then encounter pressure to compliment the hearer back (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp.65-68;
Fraser, 1990, p. 229, Eelen, 2001, p. 4 ).

As discussed above, Brown and Levinson’s theory (1987) includes several components;
the first component is the notion of face, including both negative and positive face. The second
component is negative and positive politeness, plus the different speech acts that threaten the
positive and negative face of speakers and hearers. Examples of face threatening acts (FTAs)
are requests, orders, suggestions, disapproval, refusal and invitation. Also, the theory relies on
exercising rationality, which means providing the right expression to attain a certain goal, such
as maintaining face or avoiding a conflict. According to Brown and Levinson, rationality is
relevant to all cultures and communities (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp. 61-68). In order to
eliminate FTA speech act, Brown and Levinson (1987, p.69) identified politeness strategies as

shown in the diagram below.

1. without redressive action, baldly
onrecord . .
2 positive politeness
Do the FTA _ _ )
with redressive action

4. off-record 3.negative politeness

5. Dont do the FTA

Figure 2. 1: Flow diagram of politeness strategies
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Here, the strategies are arranged from most polite to least polite (Brown and Levinson,

1987, pp. 68-69; Bousfield, 2008, pp. 57-58):

Do not commit a FTA: this is the politest strategy; it is relevant especially
when it is otherwise very threatening to perform a FTA, and it aims to save the
interlocutors’ face through the use of non-verbal acts, such as facial expressions
and gestures.

Do the FTA off record: this strategy means performing the FTA indirectly and
ambiguously to reduce the level of risk. In order to apply this, speakers give
hints and use metaphors. Also, they use ironic and ambiguous expressions
(Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp. 213-226).

Do the FTA with negative politeness: this strategy is used when the speaker
preserves the negative face of the hearer, and uses negative politeness
expressions, such as the modal verbs “could” and “would”, employing
questions and hedges, minimising imposition and giving deference (Brown and
Levinson, 1987, pp. 132-186).

Do the FTA with positive politeness: this strategy refers to using positive
politeness, which indicates informality and closeness, so the hearer will show
his/her positive face to create a good self-image. Positive politeness is
employed when the interlocutor shows interest, approval, or sympathy toward
the speaker, and when the interactor asserts knowledge and concern for the
hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987, pp. 101-106).

Do the FTA baldly on record: this is the least polite strategy, and means using
a FTA directly without any attempt to minimise the level of face-threat. For
example, using a direct, clear and concise utterance. (Brown and Levinson,
1987, pp. 94-101).

Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987) exhibits politeness strategically. For

example, when a speaker engages in a conversation, he/she needs to make a calculation based

on several factors. The weight of the FTAs and the level of risk when using politeness strategies

depends on certain sociological variables, Including power (P), social distance (S), and rank of

imposition or threat (R) (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 74; Grainger and Mills, 2016, p. 4).

Social power (P) refers to the status or rank an individual has in society; including factors such

as money, knowledge, role, social prestige, age and gender (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 74;
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Roberts, 1992, p. 288; Holmes, 1995, p. 17). In addition, it indicates any asymmetry in the
social dimension between speaker and hearer (Culpeper, 2011, p. 8). Social distance (D) means
the level of familiarity between interlocutors, and the symmetrical social similarities and
differences between speaker and hearer. The absolute ranking of imposition shows the
importance of the thing that is being asked or offered (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 74;
Roberts, 1992, p. 288; Culpeper, 2011, p. 8). These variables play an important role in the
choice of politeness strategies and FTAs from culture to culture (Morand, 2003, p.527).

Several empirical studies show how these sociological variables influence the
production of certain politeness strategies and FTAs. Discussing social power, Morand (2003)
found that Indian and Latin American societies rely heavily on the power distance system.
People with power and authority in such societies might use positive politeness. For example,
they address their subordinates by their first names, and they use slang expressions. However,
people with less power use negative politeness to gain acceptance and approval from superiors.
They often use certain expressions, such as, “excuse me, I am really very sorry to bother you”
(p.530-531). Having said that, the relationship between power and the usage of negative and
positive politeness can change from one society to another. For example, in some high power
distance societies, people with power use baldly-on-record strategies, but people with less
power use negative or off-record politeness (Morand, 2003, p.530). For example, South
American employees expect harsh, direct and bald speech from their employers (Morand,
2003, p. 531).

Regarding social distance, it appears that Japanese culture is known to be very sensitive
to social distance. The Japanese use negative politeness expressions and linguistic forms such
as very formal indirect forms and phrases to indicate social distance, and this also applies to
Koreans (Morand, 2003, p. 528). For example, in South Korea, politeness strategies

significantly vary according to social distance. They usually use direct bald strategies to
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indicate the greatest distance, and use positive politeness to illustrate closeness (Holtgraves
and Joong-Nam 1990, pp. 719-729).

Relating to the absolute ranking of imposition, the level of threat when producing FTAs
changes from culture to another. The level of threat when making an offer in the United States
and the United Kingdom is not as threatening as it is in Japan (Morand, 2003, p. 531).
Accepting an offer of a glass of water in Japan is similar to accepting a mortgage in western
societies (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 247).

Having said that, the universal aspects of Brown and Levinson’s theory have attracted
criticism from several scholars. After observing Japan, China and Korea, Ide (1989) criticised
the rationality of this theory. He showed that not all politeness utterances or forms are based
on rationality; some are based on other forms, such as honorifics, pronouns, and address terms
that depend on certain cultural norms, contexts and hierarchical relationships. In addition, the
goal of politeness rationality is not individual but communal, since people use rationality in
interactions to gain approval from society (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 25; Kadar and Haugh,
2013, p. 21). In addition, Kitamura (2000) claimed that rationality cannot be applied to all
conversations. People sometimes interact for pleasure without having a particular objective (p.
2). In his study, Kitamura (2000) finds that the daily conversation, which consists of telling
stories, is not goal-oriented (p. 7). Kitamura, Higgins and Smith noted that instead of focusing
on various types of interaction, Brown and Levinson discussed only limited single utterances,
such as a requesting to borrow a book or providing an offer (Higgins and Smith, 2017, p. 11;
Kitamura, 2000, p. 2).

In addition, Gu (1990) criticised Brown and Levinson’s notion of face and type of
interaction (pp. 241-242). From Gu’s point of view, type of interaction in China is not
instrumental, but depends on the cultural norm (1990, p.242). Also, the notion of negative face

in China differs from Brown and Levinson’s (Gu, 1990, p. 242). Mao (1994) also disagreed
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with Brown and Levinson’s ideas concerning face (pp. 460-461). Mao (1994) demonstrated
that in China, people define negative and positive face differently (p. 460). Face in Brown and
Levinson’s model is individualistic and more applicable to western societies. In China,
individuals’ behaviour depends on communal approval and gaudiness. The Chinese do not use
negative face to seek freedom but to attain respect and prestige within the community.
Furthermore, the Chinese use positive face not only to be liked or approved of, but in order to
fulfil their social duties towards their communities (Mao, 1994, pp. 460-461). Sarah Mills
(2003) showed that this theory is more often related to a white-middle class female language
style, and is not applied to all cultures (as cited in Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015, p. 258).
Bargiela- Chiappini (2003) suggests that in order to understand the notion of face, other factors
besides sociological factors need to be considered, including masculinity, femininity, shame,
guilt and self-identity (p. 1463).

Although this theory is criticised, it remains the most influential politeness theory. Its
main contribution has been the ability to relate politeness, face and social interaction (Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 26). Also, it can be empirically applied and tested in several fields,
including education, development psychology and applied linguistics (Yu, 2003, p. 1680). In
addition, Brown and Levinson’s model is easy to use for comparing the nature of politeness in
different cultures (Yu, 2003, p. 1680). Furthermore, the theory provides a strong prediction
when using politeness strategies in interaction (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 12). Although
the politeness model does not include unpurposive conversation, it helps analyse this type of

conversation successfully (Kitamura, 2000, p. 7).

2.4.5 Fraser and Nolen’s conversational contract
Bruce Fraser and William Nolen provided a “conversational contract view.” They

demonstrated that when participants start a conversation, they have already internalised certain
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rights and obligations. These rights and obligations form the contract that allows the speakers,
who engage in the conversation, to know what to expect from one another. The contract is not
stable, but changes over the course of time, and informs the negotiation of face and contextual
factors (Eelen, 2001, p. 13, Fraser, 1990, p. 232). This approach is similar to traditional
politeness theories that consider politeness to be “strategic conflict avoidance” (Kasper, 1990,
p. 2).

The contract includes four dimensions, conventional, institutional, situational and
historical. The conventional dimension relates to types of interaction, such as turn-taking rules,
and loudness or softness of speech. The institutional dimension relates to the rights and
obligations imposed on people by social institutions, such the right to speak in court. Situational
factors are more widely related to speakers’ and hearers’ attributes, such as social power and
status. Finally, historical aspects show how contracts are influenced by previous experience
communicating between speaker and hearer (Eelen, 2001, p. 14, Fraser, 1990, 232).

Fraser and Nolen illustrated that politeness is the condition that underpins the
conversational contract, and so the evaluation of an utterance’s level of politeness must be
completed by the hearer. For example, an impolite message will not be considered impolite
unless the hearer decides it is (Eelen, 2001, p. 14; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 21). However, this
view was criticised by Watts (2003) for failing to specify and describe attendant rights and

obligations (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 21).

2.4.6 Appropriacy-based approach to politeness

Horst Arndt and Richard Janney (1985) created an appropriacy-based approach to
politeness based on psychological research. Politeness in this approach relied on three
elements, people, interpersonal politeness and the emotive communication (Eelen, 2001, p. 15;

Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 23). Emotive communication is not a synonym of emotional
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communication; rather it is “the communication of transitory attitudes, feelings, and other
affective states,” and is a group of conscious and strategic singles that influence people’s
behaviours; however, emotional communication is governed by “spontaneous and uncontrolled
expressions of emotion” (Eelen, 2001, p. 15).

Emotive communication includes verbal and vocal activities and kinesics. The verbal
activities are the linguistic expressions employed during a conversation, but vocal tasks include
loudness and choice of pitch direction. Kinesics include smiles, laugher, and eye contact
(Eelen, 2001, p. 15; Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 23). Regarding speech, Arndt and Janney (1985)
divided verbal activities into three dimensions; confidence cues, positive and negative effect
and intensity cues. The confidence cues refer to linguistic structures that reflect people with
high and low confidence, for example, the use of direct messages might indicate high
confidence; whereas, employing indirect utterances is a sign of the low level of confidence.
Concerning positive and negative effects, some cues such as smile, voice with warm tones, and
supporting the interlocutor’s view are positive features, but angry looks, harsh voice, and
contradicting the interactor’s view are negative characteristics. The intensity level is indicated
when for example, “I demand” is used instead of “I expect;” as the former indicates high
intensity, whereas the former refers to a low-intensity level (Eelen, 2001, p. 15; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 23).

Relative to politeness, emotive communication includes a politeness system, and
politeness aims to encourage people to interact in a supportive way to be able to solve their
conflicts. Although Arndt and Janney (1985) criticised previous theories of politeness, they
also borrowed from Goffman’s notion of “face”, and Brown and Levinson’s negative and
positive face (Eelen, 2001, p. 16; Félix-Brasdefer,2008, p. 23). Furthermore, they added social
politeness to their approach and defined ““standardized strategies for getting gracefully into,

and back out of, recurring social situations” (Arndt and Janney (1992) as cited in Eelen, 2001,
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p. 17). Although this approach has been well-defined, politeness in this model needs to be
empirically tested in cross-cultured and intercultural contexts (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 24)

2.4.7 Watts’ politic behaviour theory

Watts (1989) is the founder of the notion of politic behaviour. Politic behaviour is a
synonym for “appropriate behaviour,” and is defined as “socioculturally determined behavior
directed towards the goal of establishing and/or for maintaining in a state of equilibrium the
personal relationships between the individuals of a social group” (Watts, 2005, p. xxxviii;
Eelen, 2001, p. 17). Politic behaviour is universal and includes both verbal and non-verbal
behaviours that occur in closed communities that afford more importance to groups than
individuals, and open communities that value “I” more than “we” (Eelen, 2001, p. 19; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29).

Politeness is part of politic behaviour, and is defined by Watts, Ide and Ehlish as “one
of the constraints on human behaviour which help us to achieve effective social living” (2005,
p. 2). To Watts, politeness is any polished behaviour explicitly marked or conventionally
interpreted, and involves ritualised behaviours, indirect speech acts, and conventionalised
linguistic strategies that effectively maintain and save face (Eelen, 2001, p. 19; Song, 2012, p.
17). Those linguistic expressions, which are not explicitly and intrinsically polite or impolite
can be evaluated depending on particular contexts (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29; Song, 2012,
p. 17). However, both politic behaviour and politeness can help to achieve smooth
communication and well-formed discourse, and the only difference between these two notions
is that the former is not marked; whereas, the latter is noticed and singled out by speakers
(Eelen, 2001, p. 20). Besides conveying politeness, Watts showed that face is one of the
conditions of interaction, and face work aims to enhance appropriate behaviour in cases of

interaction (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29).
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In addition, Watts (1989) only conducted a study of social interaction between people
within a closed community; therefore, he linked his framework to that of Bernstein (1971) who
studied the differences between restricted and elaborate codes, which are comparable with the
closed and open communities (Eelen, 2001, p. 18). Furthermore, Watts shows the difference
between first and second-order politeness. Examples of first-order politeness “correspond to
the various ways in which polite behaviour is perceived and talked about by members of socio-
cultural groups,” but second-order politeness is a “theoretical construct, a term within a theory
of social behaviour and language” (Watts, 2005, p. xx). Although Watts’ approach contributes
to all interaction studies, politic behaviour and politeness are not validated in cross-cultural and

intercultural contexts (Félix-Brasdefer, 2008, p. 29).

2.5 Politeness and (in) directness

Directness and indirectness are two perspectives that have been studied and defined by
several scholars. Searle illustrates the difference between directness and indirectness. A direct
speech act is performed when “the speaker utters a sentence and means exactly and literally
what he says,” whereas an indirect speech act is when “one illocutionary act is performed
indirectly by way of performing another” (Searle, 1975, pp. 59-60; Culpeper and Haugh, 2014,
p. 169). Brown and Levinson described indirectness as “any communicative behaviour, verbal
or non-verbal that conveys something more than or different from what it literary means”
(1987, p. 134). Meanwhile, Grainger and Mills discussed the notion of directness and
indirectness, defining indirectness as “the gap between the speaker intention and literal
content” (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p. 35). According to Thomas, indirectness is “a universal
phenomenon” present in all languages, and is the “mismatch between the expressed meaning
and the implied meaning” (as cited in Thomas, 2013, p. 119; as cited in Grainger and Mills,
2016, p. 35). In addition, directness and indirectness was defined by Kerkam according to her

study of Libyan and British people’s use of direct and indirect utterances; she also referred to
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directness as what “is seen as explicit and obvious,” while defining indirectness as ““ a form of
speech that holds a degree of ambiguity and implicitness” (Kerkam, 2015, p.328).

Thomas (2013) showed that people speak indirectly for many reasons. They adopt indirect
strategies to gain an advantage and avoid negative consequences. For example, the speakers
employ indirectness to avoid hurting others, not as a way to appear pushy or look clever. In
addition, indirectness is used to avoid discussing certain topics or taboos, and is also influenced
by social factors. For example speakers rely on indirect utterances in response to hearers’ social
power, distance, rank imposed and community rights and regulations. Their indirectness is used
because some interactors love to play with language, so as to look clever or as a way to increase
the effectiveness and force of their message. When two goals are in conflict, speakers may
employ indirect messages, for example, adopting indirectness to tell their students that their
work is substandard, at the same time as not wanting to hurt them (pp. 122-145).

Furthermore, it is assumed that indirectness indicates politeness and directness represents
impoliteness; especially as traditional theorists connect directness with impoliteness (Grainger
and Mills, 2016, pp. 45-54). For example, Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) argued that
indirectness is a form of politeness because it makes the imperative utterance less face-
threatening (Kerkam, 2015, p.114). In addition, Brown and Levinson’s politeness strategies are
ordered according to the degree of politeness. They claimed that the highest politeness
strategies are off-record and negative politeness, which are associated with indirectness and
saving face (Brown and Levinson, 1987, p. 75; Grainger and Mills, 2016, pp. 5-6, p. 54;
Kerkam, 2015, p.114). However, bold-on-record strategies are impolite and highly face-
threatening (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p. 54). In addition, Leech (1983) related between
politeness and indirectness in his book, demonstrating that “to increase the degree of politeness
by using a more and more indirect kind of illocution. Indirect illocutions tend to be more polite

(a) because they increase the degree of optionality, and (b) because the more indirect an

51



illocution is, the more diminished and tentative its force tends to be.” He provided examples
that reflect the relationship between politeness, directness and indirectness; the sentence
“answer the phone” is baldy direct, and the least polite; whereas in contrast, the sentence “could
you possibly answer the phone ?” reflects the highest degree of indirectness and politeness
(Leech, 1983, p. 108).

Nevertheless, indirectness does not always reflect politeness. The relationship between
politeness, impoliteness and directness and indirectness is complex because it varies from one
culture to another. For example, when Brown and Levinson related politeness to indirectness,
they were basing this on typical use of the English language; therefore, their assumptions were
not necessarily applicable to Arabic, East Asian languages or even native English speakers
(Grainger and Mills, 2016, pp. 6-8). Also, in cases where there are excuses and requests, Arabs
rarely use indirectness as a way to reflect politeness. Arab speakers employ indirect excuses
and requests to indicate social proximity. In such contexts, the indirectness is deemed face-
threatening and impolite (Kerkam, 2015, p.114; Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.7). However,
directness in some languages is perceived as the norm, and indicative of closeness and
informality (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.59). For example, in Arab-speaking cultures,
directness denotes both positive politeness and cohesiveness (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.63).
In addition, Kadar and Mill (2011) showed that in most Arabic dialects, the use of indirectness
can indicate distancing, antipathy and dislike; therefore, Arabic speakers sometimes appear
rude when they speak English because they employ direct utterances to indicate closeness (as

cited in Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.64).

2.6 The theortical background to this study
The analysis presented in this study adopts Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978, 1987).

As discussed in section (2.4.4), this provides a basis for introducing and evaluating important
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principles, such as the concept of face, and speech acts. All these principles relate closely to
the research topic, and are discussed in this study. First, the concept of face is a theoretical one,
based on Goffman’s work, but also used in lay culture. It not only exists in Chinese and
American Indian culture, but is also a significant element of Arabic interaction. There are many
Arabic quotes illustrating how people lose and maintain face. For example, in standard Arabic,
one would say 4a sl ¢le Lais (saving the water of ones’ face) and 4 s ¢Le 48 ji (losing the water
of ones’ face) to describe face-saving and face-loss. In addition, Saudi people say 4a; edic L

=S (He has no face to interact with me) to indicate face-loss (Mansor, 2017, p. 83).
Furthermore, Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) view of face is relevant to this study because
it encompasses references to Saudi cultural codes such as dignity, shame, respect, reputation
and honour and describes how speech acts have face threatening potential for both speaker and
hearer. In this study, this theory will be adopted because it shows that speech acts have
potential to face threatening to speaker and hearer. Refusal could be very threatening to both
hearer and speaker, which might then influence the interlocutors’ choice of refusal strategies
and pragmatic markers, particularly in a collective culture that places high value on
cooperation, support and social usefulness, considerations pertaining to the preservation of face
are particularly important (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325; Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede,
Pederesen and Hofstede, 2002, p.96).

When selecting the above approach, a number of other contemporary theories of
politeness were considered; including, Mills’ discourse approach (2011) and intercultural work
by House (2010) and Hauge and Kadar (2017). Mills’ discourse approach shifts from studying
single utterances to analysing language at the discursive level, focusing on socio-cultural
interactions in a particular context (Mills, 2011; Grainger and Mills, 2016). House (2010) and
Hauge and Kadar (2017) study how prior sociopragmatic perspectives and the actual situational

experiences of individuals influence the construction and understanding of meaning in

53



intercultural contexts (Kecskes, 2012, p. 67). Although these theories have the benefit of being
recent, they are not adopted in this research for several reasons. Firstly, the analytical methods
of discourse and intercultural approaches’ are qualitative rather than quantitative (Mills, 2011,
p. 44; Hauge and Kadar, 2017, p. 608). Therefore, if one of these approaches would be were
employed, a quantitative analysis detailing the frequency of use of refusal strategies and
pragmatic markers, as well as the tendency to employ either direct or indirect strategies would
be hard to be accomplished. As a result, it would not be possible to accurately determine
whether Arab and African men and women follow the same or different refusal patterns. In
addition, the qualitative nature of these theories means they are typically only applied to
interactions between a small group of people. As result, it is not then possible for the researcher
to confirm if the interlocutors’ refusal behaviour has intercultural or interpersonal origins
(Hauge and Kadar, 2017, p.608); therefore, Brown and Levinson’s theory which supports

quantitative analysis is most applicable to this research.
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Chapter 3: Language, gender, and culture

3.1 Introduction

The third chapter explores gender and culture. The first section of the chapter provides
the main definitions and theories of gender. This includes an explanation of the difference
between gender and sex and the main theories of gender variation — deficit, dominance, and
difference. This section also presents a discussion of how gender roles relate to differences in
the language used by men and women in Arabic and non-Arabic contexts. The second section
presents different definitions of culture and investigates the relationship between language and
culture. This is followed by a comparison between collective and individual values.
Descriptions of minority and ethnicity groups are also demonstrated. The final part of the
second section provides an explanation of acculturation and how it is related to language and
ethnicity. The last section of the chapter presents an explanation of the Hijazi context, including
a description of Arab and African Saudis in Hijaz and detailed descriptions of the Hijazi

culture, Hijazi dialect and the status of Hijazi men and women are given.

3.2 Language and gender
Gender is one of the main influencing factors of speech. It is examined in this study in order to
ascertain how it affects the strategies and level of difficulty of refusal. This section presents
different definitions of gender and how it is different to sex. It also provides a description of
principal gender theories and several studies that have investigated the relationship between

gender and language variation.
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3.2.1 What is gender?

Feminist linguistics researchers in the white Western context have provided several definitions
of gender which state that gender is not acquired naturally, but is achieved through interaction
(Bassiouney, 2009, p.128). The difference between gender and sex was initially articulated by
Oakley in 1972 (as cited in Talbot, 1998, p.7), who claimed that sex is more related to
biological aspects such as genes and hormones, and people acquire gender characteristics
through contact with other society members. Shapiro (1981, as cited in Mcelhinny, 2017, p.49)
also distinguished between gender and sex and related them to different functions, arguing that:

...sex and gender serve a useful analytic purpose in contrasting a set of biological

facts with a set of cultural facts. Were I to be scrupulous in my use of terms, I would

use the term “sex” only when I was speaking of biological differences between

males and females and use “gender” whenever 1 was refereeing to social, cultural,

psychological constructs that are imposed upon those biological differences.
Furthermore, Coats (1993, as cited in Bassiouney, 2009, p.128) defined gender as “the term
used to describe socially constructed categories based on sex”. However, Eckert and
McConnell-Ginet (2003, p.10) argued that there is no clear-cut distinction between sex and
gender; rather, gender is a social reflection of sex and cannot be created without the cultural
identification of biological sex as male or female. The term ‘gender’ is used in this study

because it carries cultural meaning.

3.2.2 Language variation and gender

Feminists and linguists have implemented different approaches to understanding the
differences between masculine and feminine linguistic styles. This section discusses the main
three approaches: deficit, dominance, and difference. Deficit theory explains the relationship

between language and gender and describes both men’s and women’s language and power. It
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can be related to the medieval perspective of the “Chain of Being: God above men, above
women, above beasts” (Sadiqi, 2003, p.4). According to this notion, women are a less valuable
version of the first man, Adam. Therefore, women’s language is a deficient and imperfect copy
of men’s language. However, some contributors to deficit theory have rejected this notion
(Sadiqi, 2003, p.4). Jespersen (1922) discussed the weaknesses of women’s language in his
book The Grammar of English. He argued that women experience many linguistic deficiencies
but men’s linguistic style is accepted. That is, women use a limited range of vocabularies and
significantly depend on certain adjectives and adverbs such as ‘pretty’, ‘nice’, ‘just’ and ‘very’.
Furthermore, they use less complicated sentence structures than men, and when they talk they
use a notable number of incomplete sentences. Additionally, Jespersen (1922) claimed that
women are very conservative in their use of politeness forms, euphemism, and avoidance of
swearing (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.4-5; Weatherall, 2002, p.56).

Lakoff is one of the main contributors to deficit theory. In her article ‘Language and
Women Place’ (1975), she discussed the linguistic discrimination against women in many
cultures, arguing that this discrimination occurs because women learn the language in a
deficient way and are not treated fairly by it. Furthermore, that women’s deficient language
reflects their subordinate status, insecurity, and powerlessness (Lakoff, 2004, pp.43-50;
Bassiouney, 2009, p.130; Weatherall, 2002, p.64; Sadiqi, 2003, p.5). Lakoff (1973-1975) also
described men’s and women’s language and observed men’s language as being the standard
that women’s language is measured against (Spender, 1985, p.8). She claimed that women use
semantic and syntactic forms which make them look uncertain or even trivial. These linguistic
features are:

e Precisely describing the shade of colours, including ‘beige’ and ‘lavender’.
e The use of tag questions.

e The use of rising intonation in declarative statements.
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e Employing certain types of adjectives such as ‘adorable’, ‘charming’, and
‘sweet’.

e The use of intensifies such as ‘so” and just’.

e The use of super polite forms such as indirect requests.

e Avoiding expressing emotions through the use of strong words such as ‘shit’” or

‘damn’ and substituting them with ‘oh dear’ or ‘goodness’.

(Lakoff, 2004, pp.43-50; Holmes, 2008, p.298; Speer, 2005, p.22)

Lakoff (as cited in Speer, 2005, p.24) argued that if women want to get rid of their language
deficiencies, they need to adopt men’s language style. However, Holmes (2008, p.303) claimed
that the use of these features is not necessarily to indicate uncertainty, but may be to indicate
politeness. For example, women use more standard forms when they speak to accommodate
and show respect for other speakers.

The second gender and language variation theory, the dominance approach, refers to
the relationship between power, social status, and men’s and women’s language styles
(Weatherall, 2002, p.64). According to Spender (1985), men were historically dominant and
were able to take control of language because they were philosophers, orators, grammarians,
and linguists. Therefore, they created language and introduced sexism into it (Spender, 1985,
p. xix; Weatherall, 2002, p.3; Speer, 2005, p.22). As a result, women were not able to write
about their experiences because they were merely the borrowers of language, which lacked
words that represented them (Spender, 1985, p.12; Sadiqi, 2003, p.8; Bassiouney, 2009, p.131).
Therefore, Spender (1985) urged women to participate in all aspects of language and
communication in order to represent female language accurately (p.64).

The difference (the two cultures approach) is a cross cultured and inter-ethnic based. It
focuses on language difference more than on power difference. This approach was established
by Maltz and Barker in 1982 who stated that the linguistic differences between males and

females occur because the speakers come from distinct groups. For example, females have a
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specific linguistic style, which they have learnt and developed through interacting with the
same-sex group members from childhood (Tannen, 1990, p.18; Bassiouney, 2009, p.132;
Talbot, 1998, p.131; Mills, 2003, p.166; Sadiqi, 2003, p.9). Deborah Tannen (1990) discussed
the difference approach in relation to gender subcultures. She claimed that “women speak and
hear a language of connection and intimacy, while men speak and hear a language of status
and independence”, thereby creating two “genderlects” (Tannen, 1990, p.18). Similarly, Mills
(2003, p.166) argued that the purpose of women’s speech is to establish rapport, but men use
language and give information in order to obtain a certain position in the hierarchy. As a result,
misunderstanding and miscommunication occur; many women feel uncomfortable when men
interrupt them and change the topic, and men are irritated by women’s speech, which is
characterised by linguistic features that indicate agreement and support (Swann, 2000, p.233;
Weatherall, 2002, p.70). Therefore, men and women need to learn each other’s communication
style in order to understand each other (Speer, 2005, p.31).

Reformist theory is a branch of difference theory. It focuses on adding accuracy and
neutrality to language and is concerned with asking two questions: Is sexist language
problematic? And how do we make language less sexist? According to reformists, sexist
language gives a biased representation of the world, and therefore sexist linguistic features
must be eliminated. This group of theorists and feminists have successfully substituted some
sexist usage for neutral lexical terms, including chairperson instead of chairman, men and
women instead of men, and humanity instead of mankind (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.11-12).

Holmes (1998) highlighted the universal adoption of some linguistic features by men
and women. She argued that men focus on receiving and giving information, but women give
important value by providing encouragement and supportive feedback. Also, women pay
significant attention to other speakers’ positive facial expressions and use linguistic styles that

reflect solidarity. Furthermore, women prefer to use tag questions, hedges, and terms like ‘sort
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of” and ‘you know’, which reflects uncertainty. On the other hand, men interrupt other speakers
and speak more than women. Finally, both men and women use language for certain purposes:
men use it to maintain power and women use it to show solidarity (Holmes, 1998, as cited in
Bassiouney, 2009, p.132). However, there are other factors than gender that influence the
employed linguistic features by both men and women. These factors are (in) formality of the
context, age, social class, market forces and social networks. For example, regardless of
gender, people use less standard language in informal setting. Also, people in the middle age
use more standard language than teenagers (Holmes, 2013, p. 159-175; Talbot, 2010, p.24-28).

Meyerhoff (2017) observed that language and gender research has more than one wave.
First wave language and gender research uses surveys to investigate language variation
according to social class, status, and gender in large urban communities. In this way, it includes
both dialectology and sociology. However, second wave researchers, who are interested in
gender language variation, go beyond using surveys by connecting sociolinguistics and
anthropology. They tend to explore language variation in the local contexts where the research
is carried out (pp.88-9).

3.2.3 Contemporary theories of gender

Contemporary theories extend beyond the gender binary. Nevertheless, they attract
greater attention to the behaviours of certain groups of men and women in specific situations.
Contemporary theories explore how an individual’s or group’s behaviours correspond to,
negotiate or challenge expected behaviours within society. For example, Cameron and Coat
(1988) were the first to study a group of women’s linguistic behaviour in a certain place and
time. They explored the language of Welsh White women and British Black women in Dudley
(Mills, 2003, p. 169). Elsewhere, rather than focusing on white-middle class women and
generalising findings to all women, recent studies in language and gender have incorporated

other variables such as class, race, education, familiarity and affiliations. In addition, recent
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studies direct more attention to the relationship between power, gender and language (Mills,
2003, p.70). For example, Alkhammash and Al-Nofaie (2020) described professional Saudi
women’s language in Curriculum vitae (CVs), and if they use the feminine or muscling
linguistic style to empower themselves.

Instead of focusing on how gender influences discourse, contemporary theories direct
more attention to how discourses construct gender identity. Social constructionism and
performative theory demonstrate the importance of interactions in creating gender identity, as
people cooperate to construct the world (Titjen, 2018, p.14). This theory focuses linguistically
on how men, women, girls and boys are addressed, and on what is written and said about them
(Wodak, 2015, p. 699). In Gender and Trouble (1990) Butler demonstrates that gender is not
a possession or something that people own, but is a continuous process and “a repeated
performance of a range of behaviours associate with a particular sex” (Cited in Mills, 2003, p.
173). For Butler (1990), gender is not reflected but constructed, created through the adoption
of certain linguistic patterns that confirm gender identity (Titjen, 2018, p.14). In the Saudi
context specifically, Zamakhshari (2018) is one of the main Saudi researchers to discuss gender
identity in Saudi Arabia. Her thesis illustrates how ideal Saudi men’s and women’s identities
are claimed, negotiated and assigned according to Saudi cultural conservative views on social
media. In addition, Bahammam (2018) explores Saudi gender identities as revealed by Saudi
tweets. She shows how discourses on Twitter extend privilege and power to men, while at the
same time domesticating Saudi women.

The community of practice framework is a significant approach to understanding
gender identity introduced by Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992). It is derived from different
fields including psychology, sociology, anthropology and women’s studies. Its principal focus
is on the active practice and mutual engagement of particular groups (Sadiqi, 2003, p.12). This

approach details the importance of studying linguistic behaviour with a community based
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perspective on gender. This is because in a community of practice people engage with certain
goals and share similar beliefs, values, understanding of power relations and linguistic patterns,
and the associated linguistic behaviours might be perceived slightly differently by individuals
from other communities. In addition, although the individuals in a certain community of
practice adhere to similar norms, some differences remain, especially in regard to gender. This
framework is also vital, as it works to explore developments and alter the range of gender
identities available within a certain community of practice, as well as increasing awareness of
how legal, academic, and religious institutions and the media pressurise men and women,
persuading them to adopt certain positions (Mills, 2003,p. 195-197).

Another contemporary theory of gender depends on psychoanalysis. The semiologist
theory influenced by Lacanian psychoanalysis details how language shapes human behaviour.
The theory explains that language is abstract and its use is subject to powerful abstract laws
that people must follow to be accepted as members of society. In addition, this theory was
influenced by Black and Cowands’ (1990) perspective on meaning and power. These theorists
believe that power, gender, class and race are important dimensions in society, as men do not
force women to adopt a certain position as they do not actively control women or exercise
power; nevertheless, power is wielded through ideology and discourse. For example in Saudi
Arabia, the ideology and discourse of conservative religious institutions empower men giving
them more authority than women. Thus, this theory is significant for feminist linguists because
it associates language with gender roles, explaining why some women continue to feel
subordinate, even after achieving independent economic and legal status (Sadiqi, 2003, p.14).

Recent studies in the area of gender present differing points of view regarding
masculinity, femininity and power. Talbot shows that femininity is shaped by what men desire.
Consequently, women’s self-esteem increases if they are more physically desirable and thus

attractive to men (2010, p. 137). Meanwhile, Sara Mills explains that the traditional view of
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femininity was related to the status of women in the household and relative to childcare. There
was a relationship between femininity, emotional excess, childcare, concern over physical
appearance and incompetence in relation to science, logic and criticality. Concerning women’s
linguistic behaviour, the former view associates femininity with nagging, gossiping, over-
politeness and excessive linguistic production (2003, p. 185-7). However, the stereotype of
femininity has changed. Talbot indicates that femininity is not a synonym for sexualisation,
but assists in self-creation and the organisation of women’s lives (2010, p. 138). Mills explains
that over the course of the preceding ten years, feminists have challenged the relational
understanding of feminism, as they refute views of femininity and powerlessness that have
been applied to subordinate women. Women today are more powerful due to their active
participation in the public domain (2003, p. 186-7). In Saudi Arabia, femininity is shaped by
Islamic institutions controlled by conservative men, and is associated with desire and
seduction. Therefore, Saudi women are assigned to the private sphere with emphasis on the
importance of sexual segregation (Almadani, 2020, p. 172). In addition, femininity is related
to obedience to one’s father and/or husband, the household and childcare (Almadani, 2020, p.
165). Linguistically, there is typically a connection made between femininity and empty and
excessive talk in Saudi Arabia. Saudi people say "a > 238" or (women’s talk) to describe any
meaningless and irrational talk. However, the Saudi view of femininity is changing
significantly, especially in response to the gender equality movement in Saudi Arabia. Many
of the Saudi women who hold political and economic power today are playing an active role
in changing opinions about Saudi women. More discussion about Saudi women specifically
will be presented in section (3.4.6).

According the traditional view of gender, masculinity is described as the opposite of
femininity. Masculinity is associated with physical aggression, and direct and forceful speech

(Mills, 2003, p. 188). Masculinity was given a higher value than femininity by society due to
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its associations with rationality, scientific knowledge, dominance, family wages and power
(Talbot, 2010, p. 160). However, this traditional view was problematic for a number of reasons.
For example, some men do not feel comfortable adopting masculine behaviour or male
linguistic patterns and are influenced by the women they encounter in the public domain.
However, men in general nevertheless adopt masculine speech patterns or behaviour for fear
of being perceived as homosexual (Mills, 2003, p. 189-190). In the context of Saudi Arabia,
masculinity traditionally is characterised by assumptions of dominance, power, decision
making and fiscal responsibility (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p. 307). This cultural view
relates masculinity, sharp, serious and direct talk. If Saudi people want to talk about a serious
topic, they describe it as "da, 228" or “men talk.” Section (3.4,6) offers additional
explanations about Saudi men.

In earlier studies of gender, there was a correlation between men and power and women
and powerlessness. However, Mills (2003) shows that the relationship between gender and
power is more complex. Power is not only bestowed by society or institutions, but also by
individuals who find themselves in a powerless state within certain institutions building their
self-confidence and employing linguistic directness (p. 175). According to O’Barr and Atkins’s
(1980) paper “women’s language or powerless language” depict confusion between powerless
language and women’s language. They believe that the linguistic features Lakoff (1975)
attributes to men and women are associated principally with power. Male linguistic features
are common to powerful language, and as such are used by both powerful men and women.
Meanwhile, the linguistic features women symbolise powerlessness, and are adopted by

powerless men and women, typically those from the working-classes (Mills, 2003, p. 179).
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3.2.4 Language and gender-roles

In an examination of male and female linguistic variations gender must not be studied
alone. It needs to be connected with other social variables such as ethnicity, class, and
education, because all these factors affect men’s and women’s behaviours, including language
use (Bassiouney, 2009, p.193). According to Sadiqi (2003, p.1), the study of gender and
language perception and use cannot be conducted without relating them to the socio-cultural
factors. Indeed, Holmes (2008) demonstrated how men’s and women’s social power and status
influence their use of language. She argued that gender linguistic differences indicate a
difference in individuals’ social power; for example, in very hierarchal societies, men’s and
women’s language varies significantly according to social status, and men and women may use
certain forms or lexical items that reflect their social roles (Holmes, 2008, pp.159-160).
Therefore, the current section of this research discusses the relationship between men’s and
women’s social roles, social status, and linguistic variations, and the overall study investigates
whether there is a relationship between men’s and women’s speech acts, particularly refusals,
and their social status in Saudi society.

Several linguists have discussed and examined the relationship between gender
variation and men’s and women’s power and social status. Holmes (2008, pp.164-5) claimed
that women use more standard and polite language than men because society expects better
behaviour from women than from men. In addition, that men act more freely than women and
their misbehaviours are more tolerated, whereas women’s misconducts must be quickly
amended; that is, women experience a more severe reaction when they make mistakes than
men when they misbehave or break the social rules (Holmes, 2008, pp.164-5). She argued that
this is because women are considered good role models in society and for children; therefore,
they must speak politely (Holmes, 2008, p.165). With regard to power, Holmes (2008, p.166)

stated that because in some societies women are subordinated to and hold lower social power
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than men, they use polite and sophisticated language to save face, obtain higher status, and/or
to be more valued.

Trudgill (1972) provided similar explanations for why women use polite and
prestigious language. In his research, he observed that women used more standard language
than men when speaking Norwich English. This was because the women were very sensitive
about social status; they were less secure and more subordinate than men. Therefore, they
secured their social status by using a standard language. To them, prestigious language placed
them in a better social position. In addition, the men were usually treated and rated according
to their job, salary, and power, but the women were rated according to their appearance.
Therefore, they used prestigious and polite language to signal their social status, to enhance
their image, and appear desirable in front of others (Trudgill, 1972, pp.182-3). In another
publication, Trudgill (2000, p.73) claimed that women adopt correct and polite language
because they are more obliged than men to follow social norms. In addition, Romaine (2003)
argued that because women usually have lower educational and economic opportunities than

men, they employ standard language to gain higher social status (2003, p.104).

3.2.4.1 Language and gender-roles in the Arabic context

Arabic societies are very hierarchal in terms of the status of men and women. They give
higher power and control to men than women. Men also have better access to education and
jobs. Therefore, Bakir (1986), Hader (1992), Kharraki (2001), Sadiqi (2007) and Bassiouney
(2009) have identified a relationship between gender linguistic variation and men’s and
women’s social role and socioeconomic status.

One of the oldest studies to examine linguistic variation based on gender was conducted
by Bakir (1986). It examined whether Iraqi men and women spoke the same or differently, and

explored the reasons for any variations. It was conducted with educated male and female
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participants of around 20 years old and from the same social background. Regarding the use of
Standard Arabic, the study showed that the men used more standard linguistic functions than
the women. In addition, the women felt that standard Arabic features were part of the men’s
language. Similar to other Arabic societies, Iraq is known to adopt male and female segregation
rules. The women’s space is in the home, because participating in public spaces is against
Arabic notions of femininity and modesty. However, men are more accepted in the public
world, because public domains are created exclusively for them. Thus, in order for men to
communicate in public, they need to adopt standard forms, whereas women do not need to
learn the standard language because they are not interested in public interactions. Furthermore,
use Standard Arabic more than women because they have better access to education and
occupations, and in these domains they are judged by their language fluency and even by their
verbosity. Therefore, it is not surprising that men adopt more standard features than women.
Similarly, Hader (1992) conducted a study of men’s and women’s language in
Marrakesh and found that the distinct linguistic features used by the men and women were not
related to gender alone; rather, the men and women adopted different linguistics features
because they had distinct social roles that influenced their language. For example, the men used
more forceful and assertive language and interrupted others’ speech more than the women,
whereas the women employed a more cooperative, questioning, and tentative speaking style.
In addition, the women used supporting linguistic features as tools to maintain the men’s
dominance, particularly in conversations with men. Nevertheless, the men and women did
exhibit linguistic similarities. The men adopted some female linguistic features to indicate
politeness and uncertainty. In this way, the research indicated that men’s and women’s use of
language may not always reflect social status or level of politeness but may also be influenced

by context (Hader, 1992).
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Kharraki (2001) also explored politeness, speech acts, and gender in the Moroccan
context. Their study focused on the speech act of bargaining, which is adopted by both
Moroccan males and females. Kharraki (2001) used a linguistic ethnographic method, which
involves systematic observation. The study findings gave insight into the different bargaining
strategies used by males and females in Moroccan markets. The first strategy, straightforward
bargaining, was typically used more by women than men in order to maintain a physical
distance with strange sellers and avoid violating the modesty code. The second strategy,
insistent bargaining (which involves repetition, oaths, and threatening to buy from someone
else) was also used more by females than males, as the use of this strategy by males was
considered to reduce their social status and affect their dignity (Kharraki, 2001). The final
strategy involved reducing the quality or the value of a product to get it at a cheaper price. This
strategy is very threatening, and it was employed by men more than women. Kharraki (2001)
found that the women preferred to negotiate with sellers because they wanted to look intelligent
and able to manage their financial sources like men and therefore gain higher social status.
Furthermore, a primary aspect of the role of women in Arabic society is to save their husband’s
money; therefore, Arabic women use bargaining strategies in order to appear ideal within
society and be more valued.

Another study regarding the relationship between language use and men’s and women’s
social roles was conducted by Sadiqi (2007). The research examined why only men in Morocco
use Standard Arabic, which is considered more prestigious than other language forms. The
results of the study demonstrated that Standard Arabic is the language of religion and politics,
which hold prestigious and powerful positions in the Moroccan public sphere; therefore, men
adopt this language style because their social role obliges them to be engaged with public
domains such as governments and mosques. However, women do not adopt Standard Arabic

because they only participate in private domains such as the home. The religious leaders who
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practise religion publicly and speak Standard Arabic are men not women. The religious
consultants, prayer leaders, and readers of the Quran are men and only communicate with men
during prayer time; whereas women practise their religion at home so they do not need to
communicate with those religious figures. Additionally, even when women speak Standard
Arabic proficiently, they use it less than French because men have a more positive attitude of
women who speak French than those who speak Arabic.

In her analysis of the novel Palace Walk, Bassiouney (2009) identified a relationship
between politeness and women’s status in Egypt. She argued that when women have less
power, they become more careful in their articulation of politeness expressions, especially
statements or phrases that refer to negative politeness. Furthermore, since women in most
cultures have less power, they use non face-threatening acts, such as backchannel responses
and tag questions, in order to indicate cooperation and support (Bassiouney, 2009, p.139). In
the novel Palace Walk, a woman calls her husband “Sir” instead of by his first name. However,
he calls her by her first name, “Aminah” (as cited in Bassiouney, 2009, p.143). Relating this
example to Brown and Levinson’s theory (1978,1987), it seems that the woman in the novel
has little social power, so she tries to save face by using the word “Sir” to address her husband.
In contrast, the husband, who has more power, does not consider saving face when he calls his
wife by her first name. His reputation is protected simply because he is a man (as cited in

Bassiouney, 2009, p.142).

69



3.3 Language and culture
Several studies into the speech act of refusal have indicated that different cultures exhibit
different speech acts; therefore, in this study, culture is employed as a variable. This section
gives different definitions of culture and discusses the relationship between language and
culture. In addition, because the research includes participants from different ethnic groups

integrated together, definitions of acculturation, ethnicity, and minorities are also stated.

3.3.1 What is culture?

Culture is what people know or believe in to a degree that makes them act acceptably
to other members of the society (Hinnenkamp, 2009, p.188), and it is the social system that
includes every aspect of social life (Sarangi, 2009, p.84). Grainger and Mills (2016, p.15)
defined culture as a set of practices — including political, social, and religious practices — that
any social group can share. According to Riley (2007, p.22), culture is ideologies and interests
adopted by specific national or cultural groups. Other scholars have provided more detailed
definitions of culture; for example, that is not only the high culture of painting and classical
music (Berry et al., 1992, p.166), but a group of several characteristics involving speech, art,
knowledge, religion, property, government and war (Wisler, 1923, as cited in Berry et al., 1992,
p.165). According to Zegarac (2008, p.52), culture has many characteristics involving beliefs,
values, principles, rituals, conventions, routine, norms, and communication, as well as political,
educational, and legal systems. Boubendir (2012, p.42) conducted a study of Arabic culture
and politeness in which she defined Arabic culture as a system of people who share language,
traditions, and values that distinguish them from others. Holiday (1999) categorised culture
into two groups: large ethnic, national, and international cultures and small cultures which are

“any cohesive social grouping” (as cited in Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.16). According to this
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view, small cultures are not independent, but are part of the larger culture, and the boundaries
between them are not clear (Grainger and Mills, 2016, p.16).

Despite extensive research, notions of culture are still unclear; theorists and scholars
have provided various explanations of what culture is and what it is not, as well as its purpose.
First, they have argued that culture is learnt and transmitted from one generation to another.
Furthermore, it is not only a race or biological inheritance, and it is inappropriate and even
biased to only relate culture to the physical characteristics of certain people, because it includes
many characteristics that are learnt and transmitted (Riley, 2007, p.26). In addition, Berry et
al. (1992, p.166) indicated that civilisation is not a synonym of culture, since all human groups
create culture, including those who are judged as sophisticated or civilised and those who are
considered primitive. Moreover, culture is not aimless but exists for different purposes. For
Zegarac (2008, p.49) and other mentalists, culture is a mental map that includes knowledge,
beliefs, and other habits which make people able to live in a society and manage the way that
they perceive and understand the world. Behaviourists view culture as a learnt communicative
pattern which prompts interaction between people, whereas semiotics research posits culture
as a tool that gives everything meaning (Sarangi, 2009, pp.85-86); that is, a survival tool that
influences people’s acquired and learnt behaviours so they can structure their lives successfully

(Hamza, 2007, p.82; Boubendir, 2012, p.42; Hofstede, Pederesen and Hofstede, 2002, p.40).

3.3.2 Language and culture: the same or different entities?

Language and culture are not the same. Riley (2007), Jiang (2000), and Sarangi (2009)
argued that language is a part of the culture system. According to Riley (2007, p.41), all words
are cultured, but some are more cultured than others. Jiang (2000, pp.328-329) argued that
culture plays an important role in presenting and shaping language, and the relationship

between culture and language exists because each language form has a meaning and at the
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same time carries other cultural meanings which are different from the original. For example,
for English men, ‘dog’ is associated with a good companion, but in China it relates to a working
animal that defends its owner. Another example which is more relevant to this study is the
word ‘lunch’, which for Saudi men may refer to cooked rice and meat, but for Italians may
refer to pizza or pasta. Furthermore, Hamza (2007, p.83) demonstrated that culture indicates
what linguistic structures are used and how they are interpreted. Also, that culture influences
language because some social factors that are part of the culture determine the linguistic
differences. That is, cultural factors including region, ethnic origin, gender, and age determine
the use of certain linguistic structures (Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015, p.10). In addition,
Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede (2002, p.43) stated that culture may lead to differences in
language between countries.

In contrast, Wardhaugh and Fuller (2015, p.11) observed that some scholars, who are
defenders of the Whorfian hypothesis, believe that language influences social structure; for
example, reducing the level of sexism in language may lead to a less sexist attitude in society.
Indeed, Levi-Strauss (1963, as cited in Sarangi, 2009, p.96) argued that culture is not learnt
and sustained without language, so language is a condition of culture existence. Sherzer (1974
as cited in Sarangi, 2009, p.96) supported this notion and stated that language is not only the
tool with which to transmit a culture’s values and norms, it also influences cultural practice.

On the other hand, Grainger and Mills (2016, p.20) and Hofstede, Pederesen and
Hofstede (2002, p.40) proposed a different view of the relationship between language and
culture. They argued that there is no one-to-one relationship between the two elements and
sometimes groups of people speak the same language but have different values (Grainger and
Mills, 2016, p.20). For example, people in some Arabic countries who speak Arabic as a native

language may or may not hold the same values as Saudis who also speak Arabic.
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3.3.3 Collectivist versus individualistic culture

Hofstede’s conception of collectivist and individualist culture can be used to explain
why people from different cultures communicate differently. Collective society promotes
communal feelings, harmony, cooperation, social usefulness, and confrontation avoidance
(Berry etal., 1992, p.56; Triandis et al., 1988, p.325; Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, Pederesen
and Hofstede, 2002, p.96). Collectivist communities generally live in Eastern countries or less
developed countries or both (Hofstede, 2011, p.12). Members of these communities have
strong relationships with each other and are very loyal to their extended family or other
members of the clan or tribe, even if this relationship is a burden and demanding; however,
they are distant and less cooperative with people of different groups and find it difficult to form
strong relationships with them. Additionally, they give high priority to the group over
individuals, as the group opinions and goals are more valued than the individual ones (Triandis
et al., 1988, pp.324-5; Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002, p.96).
In return, they receive support, assistance, and security from other group members when they
need it (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325). A member of the group’s position is not determined by
his/her achievement, but by his/her status and value within the group; thus, collectivists view
fulfilling family needs as more important than work accomplishment (Hofstede, 2011, p.11;
Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002, p.96). The relationship between parents and children
in collectivist communities depends on guidance and consultation, even with issues that relate
to their private lives (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325). Collectivists accept authority and adhere to
group norms to a degree that they don’t give other groups such as women and gays rights if it
is against their culture’s values (Grainger and Mills 2016, p.25). External social controls such
as religious beliefs have a strong power to direct and influence people’s behaviour (Triandis et

al., 1988, p.326).
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On the other hand, individualism is a system that gives merit to competition, self-
confidence, freedom, and the right of individuals (Berry et al., 1992, p.56). Individualistic
societies tend to live in Western or developed countries or both (Hofstede, 2011, p.12).
Individualists know few people and have independent relationships with family and friends,
and they can easily move from one group to another to form new relationships if current ones
are not fruitful (Triandis et al., 1988, p.324). Each member of an individualistic society must
take care of his/her self and the immediate family only (Hofstede, 2011, p.11). In a such society,
the relationship between parents and children depends on mutual advantage, independence, and
freedom (Triandis et al., 1988, p.325; Hofstede, Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002, p.94).
Furthermore, task and work accomplishment are given greater values than relationships,
privacy is appreciated, people’s status is determined by accomplishment, and individuals’
experiences and opinions are heard and accepted (Hofstede, 2011, p.11; Hofstede, Pederesen,
and Hofstede, 2002, p.94).

Despite the significant differences between them, all cultures represent collectivist and
individualistic values, but some of them are more collectivist or individualistic than others.
Grainger and Mills (2016, p.25) stated that Arabic cultures are more collectivist, although
Arabs do pursue individual rights. Research has also indicated that some collectivist societies
are becoming more individualistic due to an increase in the number of immigrants, the
existence of borders, and quick geographical and social mobility (Triandis et al., 1988, p.324).
The contextual chapter provides details regarding the main characteristics of the collectivist
Hijazi culture and why it is becoming more individualistic. Also, the study findings explore
whether the systems of collectivism and individualism influence Saudi people’s refusal

expressions.
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3.3.4 Ethnicity versus minority

Most societies include people of multiple ethnic backgrounds. It is rare for a country to
not experience immigration either as a sender or receiver. Religious, political, and ethnic
conflicts force people to move from one geographical area to another. Economic differences
between countries also prompt people to leave their homes and search for better financial status
elsewhere (Sam and Berry, 2016, pp.1-2). As this study discusses the refusal expressions of
people from different ethnic backgrounds, it is necessary to define ethnicity and minority.
Liebkind (2016, p.79) defined ethnicity as a sense of belonging to a certain ancestry or origin.
Davies, Bentahila and Elgibali (2006, p.58) argued that ethnicity is a bond such as ancestral
lineage that makes people identify themselves as one group. Fought (2006, p.4) referred to it
as “a socially constructed category”. Fishman provided a definition that demonstrates the
process of inheriting ethnicity through the paternity bond, arguing that ethnicity is “in part, of
but at its core, experienced as an inherited constellation acquired from one’s parents as they
acquired it from theirs, and so on back further and further” (1989, p.25). Other definitions have
used ethnicity to describe in detail the types of bond that make people perceive themselves as
one group. According to Montgomery (2008, p.96) people of certain ethnic groups share many
characteristics including genealogical, linguistic, cultural, regional, biological, and behavioural
traits. Fought (2006, p.8) stated that communities of people “entertain a subjective belief in
their common descent because of similarities of the physical type of customs or both, or
because of memories of colonisation and immigration”, and they identify themselves and
others as one group. Both Montgomery’s (2008) and Fought’s (2006) definitions can be used
to describe the African Saudi ethnic group living in the western region of Saudi Arabia. A more
detailed description of this ethnic group is given in the contextual chapter. Relating ethnicity
to the Arabic context, Owens (2001, p.434) argued that notions of ethnicity differ from one

place to another, and it is identified in the Arab world by a number of distinct social parameters
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of national and social grouping, such as religion, shared history, skin colour, kinship, lineage,
and place of origin. Similarly, Albirini (2016, p.135) claimed that Arabic ethnicity is identified
through the use of the Arabic language.

In order to ascertain whether the African Saudi people are a minority, different
definitions of the concept of minority are provided in this section. Wirth (1945) defined the
minority as a group of people who are singled out by other members of the society or the
majority due to their different physical and cultural characteristics. Furthermore, he stated that
minorities receive unequal treatment and collective discrimination by the dominant group who
hold higher social status; therefore, minority groups are socially, politically, and economically
subordinate, and their members are victims of anger, hate, violence, and low self-esteem
(Wirth, as cited in Laurie and Khan, 2017, p.4). According to Hourani (1947), minorities in the
Arabic world are people who live with the majority population, who are Sunni Muslims and
Arabic speakers. Furthermore, these minorities have legal nationalities of the country they
reside in, and they have been located in these countries or other Arabic Middle Eastern
countries for a long period of time. Hourani (1947, p.1) classified these minorities into three
groups: Sunni Muslims who are not Arabic speakers like Kurds; non-Sunni Muslims but Arabic
speakers, including Shi’is and Copts; non-Sunni Muslims who are not Arabic speakers, such
as Yazidis who speak Kurdish. The definitions of ethnicity provided in the previous section
and Wirth’s (1945) and Hourani’s (1947) definitions of minority indicate that the Saudi African
people are an ethnic group but not a minority. The people in this community perceive
themselves as one ethnic group because they share characteristics such as dark skin and hair
colour, region (all of them come from certain African countries between the Atlantic Ocean
and the Red Sea), a history of immigration, settling, and integration, and some values and

norms. However, they are not a minority because they are treated as equal to the majority

76



population, and they participate in and contribute to social and political life. They also speak
Arabic and are Sunni Muslim.

3.3.5 Acculturation

When groups from different ethnic backgrounds settle in a new society, they don’t stand
on their own, but usually have a social influence or are influenced by other social groups
through a social and psychological process called acculturation. Acculturation occurs when
"groups of individuals having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact, with
subsequent changes in the original cultural patterns of either or both groups" (Redfield, Linton,
and Herskovits, 1936, as cited in Jang and Kim, 2011, p.68). Indeed, the Social Science
Research Council (1954, as cited in Trimble, 2005, p.6) defined acculturation as a “culture
change that is initiated by the conjunction of two or more autonomous cultural systems”.

Acculturation occurs when there is a long physical, online, or mass media contact, and
the interaction between the majority population and the newcomers such as immigrants,
refugees, asylum seekers, sojourners, and ethno-cultural groups influences the host culture’s
and the incoming culture’s ideas, words, values, norms, behaviours, and institutions, but both
groups remain distinct (Sam, 2016, pp.14-16; Trimble, 2005, p.6; Smokowski, David-Ferdon,
and Stroupe, 2011, p.7). This does not only make a change at the group level, it also influences
the individuals’ way of thinking, forming relationships, and behaving (Jang and Kim, 2011,
p.68). In addition, the influence of one culture on another depends on several factors, including
economic and military power and numerical strength (Sam, 2016, p.15).

There is some variation in how people engage with the acculturation dynamic process,
which depends on their desire to maintain or shed their original culture and whether they are
willing to interact with the majority or other ethno-cultural groups (Alcott and Watt, 2017, p.1).
Ethnic social groups choose to integrate, assimilate, separate, or marginalise (Alcott and Watt,

2017, p.1; Trimble, 2005, p.7). Integration or alternation occurs when people retain the identity
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of their original culture but at the same time interact and have a positive relationship with the
dominant culture (Bacallao and Smokowski, 2011, p.136). Some ethnic groups assimilate
through rejecting their original culture and adopting the dominant culture’s values and beliefs
(Bacallao and Smokowski, 2011, p.135; Alcott and Watt, 2017, p.1; Sam, 2016, p.12). This
usually occurs when the dominant culture is more desirable than the original one (Bacallao and
Smokowski, 2011, p.135). For example, some African Saudis dropped their original language
and adopted Arabic because they found it more prestigious.

On the other hand, separation occurs when people maintain their original culture and
have very little contact with the majority population, and people who adopt marginalisation do
neither maintain their original culture nor seek to interact with the dominant group (Alcott and
Watt, 2017, p.1).

Consideration of these acculturation processes in relation to the African Saudi people
and the background given in the current chapter indicates that this social group is integrated
with Arab (the majority) and other ethnic groups. They have retained some of their culture’s
characteristics but they interact with other social groups in Saudi Arabia. This long-term and
consistent interaction with people from other Saudi ethno-cultural groups has led to a
modification of the dominant and immigrant cultures and the creation of a new and unique

culture called the Hijazi culture.

3.3.6 Language, ethnicity, and acculturation

The acculturation process, which occurs in people from distinct ethnic groups, affects
the original language spoken by the groups affected. Holmes (2008, p.185) stated that people
of different ethnic backgrounds usually adopt the majority group culture voluntary or forcedly
and lose their ethnic language; however, they try to maintain their ethnicity by preserving their

own food, religion, dress, and distinctive speech style as way to distinguish. This observation
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can be applied to the African Saudi people, who have lost their original languages such as
Hausa and Fulani and substituted them with Arabic but have maintained some of their original
values related to food, clothing, wedding, and speech style. The loss of original languages in
this case is not only due to their perceived inferiority: African Saudis would not be able to have
a well-paid job or go to college without speaking the majority language accurately (Fought,
2006, p.27). It is important to note that even when people who are ethnically different speak
the language of the majority population, they may find it difficult to communicate with the
dominant group (Holmes, 2008, p.344), because speakers of the same language and from the
same country but with a different ethnic and cultural backgrounds may exhibit different
linguistic directness features (Fought, 2006, p.157). For example, aboriginal people in
Australia give higher value to the use of indirectness with the use of intonation than white
Australians (Holmes, 2008, p.344).

3.3.7 Intersectionality and language

The term “intersectionality” was introduced by the legal theorist Crenshaw (1989), who
discussed the inadequacies of the legal system, observing that legalisation cannot protect Black
women from either racism or sexism (Levon, 2015, p. 297). Intersectionality as a theory was
developed by Black feminists and described in other sociology of gender and ethnic studies.
This theory posits the existence of a relationship between structures and individuals. People
are located according to their positions within structures “that are inherently rooted in power
disparities;” thus people will experience inequalities (Cited in Mallinson, 2006, p. 40).
Intersectionality reveals that understandings of the self, the opportunities presented by people
within society, and the treatments that individuals receive depend on their multiple social
perspectives (Levon, 2015, p. 295). People’s status, wealth, age, colour, ability, race, sexual
orientation, and nationality locate them in certain social positions within society, and ultimately

determine social inequality and oppression (Mallinson, 2006, p. 39; Berger and Guidroz, 2009,
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p. 1; Martinez, 2015, p. 220). Crenshaw (1989) asserts that a person cannot be defined by a
single social feature, but by multiple social factors that interact and intersect. Collins (1990),
the developer of Intersectionality theory, adds that inequality and oppression due to colour,
race and sexual orientation cannot be looked at in isolation, as all these aspects are connected
and intersect (Berson, 2019, p. 28-9).

Acknowledging the intersectionality of cultural and social capital, Erel (2010) and
Martinez (2015) identified how cultural capital places individuals or groups of people in a
certain social domain. For example, immigrants and ethnic groups’ cultural capital are
devalued by the majority. Their skills and native language are depreciate by national
institutions. To avoid being located in a low social position, the members’ of these ethnic
groups exercise agency to modify their cultural capital and align with the majority’s cultural
capital. This occurs through a formal education, and acquisition of the legitimate language or
language of authority and power when adopting the majority accent (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 502-
3). Taking these steps helps individuals to legitimise their belongings, share a professional
culture and bridge social capital (Erel, 2010, p. 642—660). For example, African Saudis have
integrated with the majority of Saudi people by institutionalising their cultural capital. They
enrolled in national formal education, and as consequence gained certificates, skills and
linguistic competence which were then accepted by the majority and national institutions.
These legitimate assets helped them devise different types of social networks.

Intersectionality sees that power is rooted in the social structure. The social structure
represents the behavioural rules, which have resulted from individual actions. Human agency,
sometimes can work to resist or modify the social system. Several studies have shown how
women form different social settings exercise agency in selecting certain linguistic structures
to either indicate compliance with the powerful social structures’ ideologies or opposition to

them. Mallinson (2006) employed intersectionality theory to explore the dynamic relationship
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between race, class and gender, focusing on how it influences the linguistic practices of church
ladies and porch sitters in the Black Southern Appalachian community of Texana. The
researcher found that church ladies use certain linguistic features to maintain their social class
and image as good black women. Influenced by their religiosity, they employ a soft feminine
style, which is characterised by a strict use of standard English and complete avoidance of
cursing. However, porch sitters also use slang and code-switch between standard and slang
language, reflecting their poor education and low economic status, the informal relaxed
lifestyle of black mothers and aunties and the acceptance of urban norms. In this study,
Mallinson (2006) indicated that both church ladies and porch sitters reflected their cultural
agency by selecting certain linguistic patterns. Church ladies use Standard English to support
the majority or social structure ideology that insists on the social importance of using the
Standard linguistic form. However, porch sitters employ slang to resist the social structure
ideology, including linguistics structures.

In addition, Pichler (2008) related race, gender and religion, to establish how these
social traits influence language. She depended on critical and conversational discourse analysis
to show how social structure that involves powerful cultural and religious codes influence
Bangladeshi girls’ language. The girls had been raised in the UK in a Bangladeshi community,
and so were not completely integrated with English society. The Bangladeshi community
reserves certain religious and cultural values in relation to gender, sex and marriage, and these
values impact the language of community members. For example, the girls employed teasing
and boasting strategies when they were asked about dating and kissing in public to reflect
religious and cultural objection to these behaviours. The study also showed how the girls
switched between Bengali and English, indicating the powerful influence of Bengali culture on

their spoken language.
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In Intersectionality in language trajectories: African women in Spain, Martinez (2015)
explored Moroccan women’s condition in Spain, discussing multiple social aspects including
gender, educational and economic position and linguistic competence. The author showed that
Moroccan women’s gender, and their low educational and economic status affect their
linguistic competence. Many of the women were encouraged to stay at home instead of
continuing their education because they are women. Additionally, because of their poverty,
they are not able to study additional languages, with the result that their low linguistic
competence. Despite these social challenges, some of them opt to continue their education and
learn the legitimate language in Spain to empower themselves to alter their social status as low-
profile workers.

The intersectionality theory will be used to see how multiple social aspects including

race and gender influence Hijazi participants’ linguistic performance.
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3.4 Contextual framework of Hijaz
Little contextual research has been conducted of Hijaz, including its culture, dialect, racial
groups, and gender issues. Therefore, this section is focused on providing details of the research

context and exploring the origin, history, and social status of the research participants.

3.4.1 Who are the Hijazi?
The participants in this study are Hijazi people. The Hijazi people come from Saudi Arabia and
particularly from the state of Hijaz, which is located on the Red Sea, to the west and north-west
of Saudi Arabia (Almaki', 2000, p.66). The State of Hijaz, in which Arabs and African Saudis
live, is home to the main Islamic holy places in Mecca and Al-Madinah, and is therefore one
of the most important regions of Saudi Arabia (Almaki', 2000, p.66). Its major cities are Mecca,
Al-Medina and Jeddah. Firstly, Mecca is of considerable religious importance, being the
location of the first holy mosque and the birth of the prophet Mohammed. Secondly, Al-Medina
is considered highly important, due to including the mosque and grave of Prophet Mohammad,
as well as being the central city of the Prophet Mohammed Islamic and political movement.
Thirdly, Jeddah is the third main city in Hijaz, being located on the Red Sea coast, and is the
main port of Saudi Arabia (Almaki'!, 2000, pp.68-70). All these religious and geographical
assets were able to attract different social groups including Arabs and Africans to live in Hijaz

and influence its culture.

Hijazi people are either sedentaries, who live in the cities, or nomads, who settle in the

suburbs plus a combination of Arab and non-Arab:

1. Sedentaries are a social group consisting of both Arabs and non-Arabs who have resided
in Hijazi cities over a number of centuries, and are known as the Hadar (the urban) or Al
mojaroon (the neighbours) (Al-Jehani, 1985, p.34; Al-Qahtani, 2009, pp.183-220). The

majority of sedentaries have originated from developed countries, and their influence has
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therefore improved the Hijazi lifestyle, as well as contributing to the upgrading of the
urban community (Al-Jehani, 1985, p.34).
2. Nomads are Bedouins, who live in villages and suburbs, and are known by Hijazis as

Al-Badu (i.e. the Bedouins) (Al-Jehani, 1985, p.34).

A. Hijazi of Arab Descent
Arab are the majority or the dominant group in the Hijaz, and they are part of the research

subject. They are either the Hashemite families, Arabic tribes, or other Arabs.

1. The Hashemite Shrift families are the most well-known inhabitants of Hijaz, with many
family members having been in command of Mecca city prior to Saudi Arabian rule (Al-
Qahtani, 2009, p.204). The family can trace its origins to the Quraysh tribe, whose pedigree
is drawn from Al-Hassan and Al-Hussain, the grandsons of the Prophet Mohammad (Al-
Qahtani, 2009, p.204; Burckhardt?, 1829, p.238).

2. The Arabic Bedouin tribes tend to live in Hijazi suburbs, with the main tribes consisting
of the following: Abs; Huzeel; Harab; Quraysh; Bani Juhina; Bila; Bani Abs; Thaqeef; and
Otibah (Burckhardt', 1829, p.329; Alhamid, 1979, p.195; Al-Qahtani, 2009, pp.184-204).

3. Other Arabs include those originating from Egypt, Morocco, Syria and Yemen, and who
have (as outlined below) a number of different reasons for settling in Hijaz (Siryani, 2005,
pp-189-192; Selm, 1993, p.52):

e Egyptians are known by Hijazis as Masarya. Most arrived as soldiers and
administrators with the occupation of Hijaz by Mohammad Ali Pasha in 1811 (Siryani,
2005, p.189; Selm, 1993, p.52). Others, however, chose to settle in Hijaz due to wishing
to live near the holy mosque, and to easily practice their religious duties (Selm, 1993,

p. 52).
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Moroccans came from Libya, Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco, and arrived in Hijaz for
a number of reasons. Firstly, the Ottoman Empire sent Moroccans soldiers to Hijaz to
secure it from its enemies; secondly French and Italians banished local inhabitants of
the lands they colonised (and in particular those who opposed such colonisation);
thirdly, some Moroccans visiting Hijaz for pilgrimage decided not to return to Morocco
(Siryani, 2005, p.190), and finally, Masud (1990, p.30) demonstrated that some
Moroccans settled in Hijaz in order to trade.

Syrians came from Syria, Palestine, Jordan and Lebanon (Siryani, 2005, p.190; Selm,
1993, p.52), and primarily settled in Hijaz (and particularly in Mecca) for the purposes
of trade. In addition, the existence of The Hijaz rail way or a train from Syria to Hijaz
in 1908 encouraged many Syrians to emigrate to Hijaz to do business. Furthermore the
Palestinian war in 1948 forced Palestinians (and particularly those living in Gaza) to
leave their homes and travel to Mecca (Siryani, 2005, p.191).

Yemenis are known by Hijazis as Hadareem, after the Hadhramout area in Yemen.

They tended to come to Hijaz for religious education and to trade (Siryani, 2005, p.192).

Hijazi of Non-Arab Descent

Non-Arab Hijazi inhabitants including Africans are a group of Muslims who arrived

from a number of Islamic and non-Islamic countries prior to Saudi rule (i.e. before September
1924). Between 1840 and 1924, there was a rapid increase in immigration from these countries
to Hijaz, and particularly to Mecca and Al-Medina (Siryani, 2005, p.183). The main motivation
for Muslims to travel to Mecca is their belief in the importance of Hijrah (immigration) once
they are denied the opportunity to practice their religion freely and peacefully. They are thus
following the example of the migration of Prophet Mohammad from Mecca to Al-Medina in

622 AD, when he and other Muslims were unable to practice Islam in Mecca (Masud, 1990,
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pp. 30-8). This ensured that many left their lands and migrated to Mecca to practice Islam
following: (1) colonisation by the British of India and Africa; (2) the French colonisation of
Indo-China and West Africa; (3) the Dutch colonisation of Indonesia; and (4) colonisation of
central Asia by the Russian Empire, followed by the rule of the Soviet Union (Siryani, 2003,
p.68). However, not all Muslim immigrants left their lands by choice but were exiled (in
particular those who expressed opposition to colonisation) by the British, French and Russian

Empires, as well as the Republic of the Soviet Union (Selm, 1993, p.51).

Some of the non-Arab Hijazi came to Hijaz, and particularly to Mecca, on pilgrimage
and subsequently settled in the area (Alhamid, 1979, p.195; Masud, 1990, p.117), primarily
due to the physical and economic difficulties of repeating such a pilgrimage once they returned
home. They thus chose to remain in Hijaz to ensure they gained the highest most spiritual
advantage by staying near holy places (Masud, 1990, p.118). Such pilgrims were also
encouraged to reside near the holy mosques by the availability of shelters, free food and
financial payments, which were made available to impoverished pilgrims by rich Hijazis,

particularly in Al-Medina (Siryani, 2003, p.68).

Many Hijazis of non-Arab descent are also the descendants of slaves, a practice once
common in Hijazi society (Burckhardt!, 1829, pp.340-1; Al-Orabi, 2010, p.na), with slave
markets present in most of its cities, and in particular its ports (Selm, 1993, p. 54). During the
period of Ottoman rule (1517-1918 AD), most Hijaz households possessed slaves of both sexes
(Burckhardt!, 1829, pp.340-1; Al-Orabi, 2010. p.na), the majority being Africans or
Circassians. Male slaves worked in trade, agriculture and manufacturing, while women worked
as domestic servants or as mistresses (Selm, 1993, p.54; Al-Ghalbi, 2013, p.107; Al-Orabi,
2010, p.na). The Ottoman government also owned slaves appointed to work in holy places and
serve the pilgrims (Al-Ghalbi, 2013, p.107; Al-Orabi, 2010, p.na). A significant decline took

place in the Hijazi market in slaves in 1811, when the British government pressurised the
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Ottoman Empire to put an end to the practice (Al-Ghalbi, 2013, p.107). However, slavery did
not end until 1962 (i.e. during the period of Saudi rule), when King Faisal ordered all slaves to
be freed, and to be offered Saudi citizenship, as well as being considered equal to other Saudis

(Selm, 1993, p.54).

a. African Hijazi

African Hijazi men and women are part of the research participants. There are
approximately 200,000 Saudi Africans in Saudi Arabia (Hamzah, 2002, p.89), who come from
the geographical area between the Atlantic Ocean and the Red Sea (Siryani, 2005, p.192), e.g.
Nigeria; Senegal; Mauritania; Mali; Negar; Chad; and Sudan (Siryani, 2005, p.192). The
people of this social group, who are part of the African research participants in this study, are
known (regardless of their tribe or country of origin) as the Takroni or Takarnah (Selm, 1993,
p.52; Daghistani, 1976, p.154), derived from Takrur, a state covering a large geographical area
stretching from western Sudan to Senegal (Daghistani, 1976, p.154). There are several reasons

for the presence of the Afro-Saudi community in Hijaz.

Firstly, the British colonisation of Northern Nigeria in 1900 (Masud, 1990, p.38;
Alfalati, 1994, p.47). The Sultan Caliphate Tahiru followed the belief in Muslims undertaking
Hijra (migration) from non-Islamic to Islamic land, and thus ordered Muslim Nigerians
(mainly Hausa and Fulani residents) to migrate to Mecca in 1903 (Masud, 1990, p.38; O’Brien,
1999, p.20; Alfalati, 1994, p.47). This resulted in a considerable number of Nigerians moving
to Hijaz, despite the attempt of the British troops to prevent this migration (O’Brien, 1999,
p.20; Alfalati, 1994, p.47), with 10,000 per year leaving their homes for Mecca between 1905
and 1909 (Siryani, 2000, p.219). Secondly, wars related to French colonisation in Africa, and
hunger as a result of drought, forced Africans to leave their lands looking for safe and better
places to live (Siryani, 2000, p.218). Thirdly, many Africans travelled to Hijaz for Hajj (i.e.

pilgrimage) and then settled in the state (Siryani, 2000, p.218). Other groups came to Hijaz for
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spiritual reasons, due to wishing to live near holy places and devote themselves to God (Siryani,
2000, p.218). In addition, religious education and religious lectures in the holy mosques
encouraged some Africans to reside in Hijaz, along with other factors, including slavery and
trade. The most well-known African families in Hijaz are Hausa; Fulani or Fallatah; Borno;
Borgu; and Kambigu (Siryani, 2000, p 218). Most Africans in Hijaz are from the Hausa tribe

followed by the Fulani (Daghistani, 1976, p. 154).

Saudi Hausas came originally from Nigeria, having, like other Africans, moved to Hijaz
for the purposes of pilgrimage, trade and work. It is believed that the immigration of Hausa to
Hijaz took place during a global wave of Islamic migration, resulting from English, French,
Spanish, Italian colonisation as well as that of the Russian Empire and the Soviet rule of Central
Asia. The Hausa Saudi in Mecca are literate and employed (Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-
Matrafi, 2013, p. 130). They work as teachers, doctors, police officers, salespeople and traders.
Hijaz also has another group of Hausa, who are not Saudi, but live illegally in the state, and
particularly in Mecca. Most non-Saudi Hausa are illiterate and unemployed and speak little
Arabic. They tend to work as car washers and porters and are not considered part of the Saudi
Hijaz community. The focus of this current study is on Saudi Africans, who form part of the
Hijazi diasporic society (Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013, p. 130).

Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi (2013) stated that Saudi Hausa speak Arabic in all
contexts, and their reading, writing and comprehension in Arabic is higher than in their own
language, which is consequently declining in use, particularly among the younger generation.
This indicates that Saudi Hausas are experiencing a language shift, due to a preference for the
use of the dominant language of Arabic over the lower status Hausa language, and a desire to
avoid being segmented and differentiated from other Hijazi social groups (pp.134-6). Most
Saudi Hausa are proud to be Saudi, with many of the older generation having fought with King

Abdul Aziz, the founder of Saudi Arabia, to unify Saudi Arabia, and they therefore have little
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interest in learning their African tribe native languages, or visiting their country of origin
(Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013, pp. 136-9). One of the main African Saudi figures
who fought with King Abdul Aziz and made great contribution to the Saudi army is the General
of Army and the author Muhammad Tariq Afriqi (Al-Assaf, 2015). Even Saudi Hausas with
an interest in their own language must learn to speak Arabic fluently to find prestigious jobs,
while geographical factors that ensure that Hausa people live side by side with Arabs, thus
encouraging them to speak Arabic (Tawalbeh, Dagamseh and Al-Matrafi, 2013, pp. 136-9).
3.4.2 The Hijazi dialect

This study focuses on refusals in the Hijazi dialect. The Hijazi dialect is regional and one
of the Arabian Peninsula dialects. It is spoken in the western region of Saudi Arabia and is the
most widely-understood dialect in the Middle Gulf (Omar and Nydell, 1975, p.5). It has a
unique grammatical structure, being a null subject language with the informational and
structural conditions that enable substitution of the omitted subject. Hijazi is also a topic-
oriented dialect, with grammatical functions having a slight influence in determining the word
order. Similar to other Arabic dialects, Hijazi dialect is stress-accented (Alzaidi, 2014, pp.74-
6). Most Hijazi words come from Standard Arabic, but the dialect uses many word formations,
such as word blending and sounds deletion (Al-Ansari, 2018, p.661). For example, a reporting
verb such as [gal] or to/d is usually blended with the following word if it begins with the sound
<I>, so it will become [gali:] or fold me instead of [gal] [li:] (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.14).
Also, Hijazi dialect words that end with the glottal stop sound < "> such as the word [sama ']
or sky experience last sound deletion, and they are pronounced as [sama] (Alturki and Ba
Gader, 2006, p.14). Although the Hijazi dialect is not the same as Standard Arabic, it involves
many standard Arabic lexical items, phrases, and sentences. For instance, the phrase Fee
Amanillah (be with the safety of Allah), which is a Standard Arabic phrase, is used heavily in

the Hijazi dialect (Al-Ansari, 2018, p.661). Hijazi people produce similar sounds to Standard
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Arabic except a few phones such as < 6>, < dh>, <Dh>, due to socializing and communicating

with non-Arab ethnic residents.

There are two types of Hijazi accent — urban and Bedouin (Omar and Nydell, 1975, p.5;
Alzaidi, 2014, pp.74-6). Both are accepted and considered prestigious. Urban Hijazi is spoken
by those residing in the main Hijazi cities, i.e. Mecca, Al-Medina, Jeddah, and Taif, and
Bedouin Hijazi is the accent used by nomads living in rural areas (Alzaidi, 2014, p.73). Al-
Jehani (1985, p.84) noted that sedentaries who speak urban Hijazi, pronounce <t,s> instead of
the Bedouin Hijazi sound < 6>, <d,z> instead of the Bedouin Hijazi sound <dh>, and <D,z>
instead of the Bedouin Hijazi sound <Dh>. Indeed, several Hijazi sounds are pronounced in
various different ways, i.e. the sound < 6> is pronounced by some Bedouin Hijazi people as <
0>, as in classical and Najdi Arabic, and the urban population pronounce it <t>, as in Palestinian

and Egyptian dialects (Omar and Nydell, 1975, p.5; Al-Jehani, 1985, p.84).

The Hijazi dialect is not as pure as other Saudi dialects, but borrows some of its vocabulary
from Egyptian, Jordanian, and Palestinian dialects, English, and Turkish (Omar and Nydell,
1975, p.5, Alahmadi, 2015, p.38). Due to the presence of Arabic immigrants, the Hijazi dialect
is influenced by other Arabic dialects (Hamzah, 2002, p 98). Regarding loaned words, Hijazi
people use some English words for everyday communication. These words have their original
meaning but some phonological modifications. For example, the English word prestige is
pronounced [bres ti:3] in the Hijazi dialect, and the English word style is pronounced [estail]
(Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.14). The Hijazi dialect also includes many Turkish words, as a
result of the Turkish Ottoman colonization of Hijaz over a period of 400 years (Alahmadi,
2015, p.38). Some of the loaned words (and in particular those taken from Turkish) have been
appropriated by Hijazi Arabic in their original form, pronunciation, and meaning, such as
tandah (the roof of a car). Other loaned Turkish words have undergone phonological

modifications without any changes to the meaning; for example, the Turkish word koprii
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(bridge) has been borrowed by the Hijazi dialect with various phonological changes and is

pronounced [kobri:] (Alahmadi, 2015, pp.38-9).

3.4.3 Hijazi culture

Culture is considered a very important factor in modifying language including speech acts
of refusal (Marmaridou, 2000, p. 194); therefore, in this section, Hamzah (2002), Hurgronje
(2006), Selm (1993), Almaki® (2000), Siryani (2005), Burckhardt! (1829), Al-Jehani (1985)
are defining and describing the Hijazi culture. The Hijazi culture is a mixture of a number of
different cultures. It is not a native Arabic Hijazi culture nor a complete foreign culture, but is
formed from a mix of the two, demonstrating a case called a acculturation (Hamzah, 2002,
p.90; Hurgronje, 2006, p.9). This has arisen from a number of socioeconomic, religious and
geographical factors, including that the Hijazi are profoundly influenced by the Prophet
Mohammad’s Islamic Hijrah (i.e. migration) from Mecca to Al-Medina (Selm, 1993, p.53).
They thus accept and welcome foreigners and different people as part of the Hijazi society,
following the example of Al-Medina hosts Ansar towards the Prophet Mohammad and his
companions and followers Almohagreen (Selm, 1993, p.53; Almaki®, 2000, p.213; Hurgronje,

2006, p. 8).

A further reason for the existence of a mixed of ethnicity culture is that when members of
the immigrants and refugees settled in Hijaz (particularly in Mecca), they tended to inhabit
specific quarters, with such social areas thus including at least one isolated ethnic group.
However, the social areas in Mecca and most cities in Hijaz were demolished during the period
of Saudi rule, with considerable development taking place around the holy Mosques, including
in the ethnic groups quarters. This led to most of the ethnic quarters and houses being removed,
being exchanged for generous compensation for the resident families. This development
encouraged ethnic groups to move to new quarters, ones which tended to depend on an

individual’s economic status rather than race or ethnicity. Those who received large payments
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from the Saudi government, or who were already wealthy, bought houses in luxurious districts,
while poorer families moved to houses in a less expansive neighbourhood. As a result, the new

districts include a mixture of different ethnic social groups (Siryani, 2005, pp.205-9).

The economic development of Saudi Arabia as a result of the discovery of oil led to rapid
improvements in the levels of education, employment, transportation and the public health
system. This development contributed to a merging between Hijazi Arabic and non-Arab
ethnicity cultures. Prior to this economic development, nomads or Arab Bedouins did not have
a strong relationship with sedentaries or rulers, most of whom are from a non-Arabic immigrant
background. The nomads visit Hijazi cities (in particular Mecca) to sell their products (such as
honey and sheep) and buy clothes and jewellery. In the past, Arab Bedouins tribes and ethnic
group of non-Arab descent led a completely different life, with each of the two social groups
having its own culture, codes of behaviour, food, drink and view of life. The relationship
between the two social groups was highly formal and based on trade. However, following the
Saudi development, Bedouins moved to Hejazi cities in search of a luxurious and comfortable
life, and thus began to participate in urban life. Nomads tended to interact with other social
groups in the markets, schools, hospitals, at work and in the streets, thus resulting in Bedouins
gradually abandoning some of their traditions and customs and instead adopting a more urban

lifestyle (Al-Jehani, 1985, pp.34-6).

Another social reason for the integration between Arabic and non-Arab cultures is the
existence of strong friendships and intermarriage (Hamzah, 2002, p.90; Burckhardt', 1829,
p.330; Selm, 1993, p.53; Hurgronje, 2006, p. 8). Yemenis marry Africans and Indians tend to
marry Arabs (Hamzah, 2002, p.90), resulting in the creation of a unique Arabic race
(Burckhardt!, 1829, p.330). Hurgronje (2006, p.9) indicated that different skin colours can

often be found among members of one Hijazi family, and that all these factors create a unique
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culture that includes a combination of Arabic traditions and immigrant customs. The main

pillars of the new Hijazi culture are the Arabic language and Islam (Siryani, 2005, p.219).

Acculturation (or a mixture of cultures) has enriched Hijazi culture with unique traditions,
norms, clothing and cuisines. One of the main Hijazi traditions is hospitality and generosity to
strangers, followed by a high level of politeness (Selm, 1993, p.57; Burckhardt!, 1829, p. 369,
Feghali, 1997, p. 352). In Al-Medina in particular, the Hijazi are known for their low pitch
voices and even temper, as well as for their caution when addressing others. Hijazi older
brothers are called Sidi (mister) and older sisters Stita (ma’am). Husband and wife do not call
each other by their first name, but are rather referred to as the father or the mother of the older
sister and brother, i.e. a husband is called Abu Omar (the father of Omar). Older members of
the population, even those who are strangers, are called uncle or aunt, and strangers of the same
age call each other brother or sister (Selm, 1993, p.53). Hijazi people are similar to other Arabs
in their employment of face-saving strategies including the use of indirectness. They usually
use alternative speech or opinions in order to avoid confrontation. They also use certain
communication patterns that relate to their culture, such as the use of pious or religious
formulas including employing the name of God when they communicate (Feghali, 1997,

pp-357-8).

The acculturation process is ongoing, and some social groups remain isolated due to a
language barrier or a need to be socially independent (Selm, 1993, p.53). In addition, Hurgronje
(2006, p.9) noted that although Hijazi ethnic social groups have adopted Hijazi culture, they
have maintained some of their original traditions, clothes, and language. For example, African
Saudis speak Arabic as their native language and follow Islamic Saudi norms, they also
preserve some of their culture’s characteristics, including a distinct speech style, wedding

traditions, and African cuisines.
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A. Individualism and collectivism perspectives in the Hijazi culture

The Hijazi culture is a part of the Arabic collectivist culture. Most people in Saudi Arabia
including Hijaz prioritise cultural, social, and familial responsibilities. For example, they are
obliged to accept invitations to wedding parties and gatherings even if they are busy with other
responsibilities (Al lily, 2018, p.127). Al lily (2018, p.127) noted that these social and familial
responsibilities prevent many Saudis from developing their professional careers, since taking
care of the family is considered more important than going to work on time. Another
characteristic that reflects the collectivism of this culture is the eagerness to give advice and

direct others, as well as adhering with the social norms (Al lily, 2018, pp.127-8).

However, rapid changes have occurred in the Hijazi culture since the discovery of oil in
the region. Due to the significant construction developments, many Hijazi cities have
expanded, the population has significantly increased, and the pace of life has become much
faster. Today, young people prefer to live independently in order to avoid social and traditional
responsibilities; as a result, extended families have almost disappeared and have been replaced
with small nuclear ones (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, pp.60-76). Similarly, many people have
stopped visiting their relatives or neighbours once or twice times per week as in the past, and
instead go out to restaurants, clubs, beaches, and malls (Almaki®, 2000, p.198; Alturki and Ba
Gader, 2006, p.281). In Hijaz, people now seek to form relationships with friends who share
their interests instead of maintaining strong relationships with relatives. In addition, some
Hijazi families form strong connections only with people who have a similar financial status,
and they tend to ignore their blood relationships. For example, wealthy families make
connections with, support, and trust other rich families. All these factors have weakened the

relationship between family members (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.37, 76).

This wave of individualism has come to Hijazi society through the media, the ideologies

of Saudi families who have lived abroad and then returned to Hijaz, and from non-Saudis
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residing in the Hijaz region (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p. 272,328). Today, the Hijazi people
seek to prove their individuality instead of supporting and protecting each other. For example,
a wealthy man is not considered responsible for supporting any relatives facing economic
difficulties. Many people today are not held socially or culturally responsible for supporting or
sacrificing for others as in the past; they also seek to neglect any social issues that harm or do

not benefit them (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, pp.60-76).

Another behaviour that has emerged in the Hijazi culture is showing off. Since financial
status has become one of the main factors informing people’s acceptance and appreciation
within the society, people try to demonstrate their wealth with extravagant parties, expensive
furniture, and travelling abroad (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.35). However, according to
Alturki and Ba Gader (2006, p.60), although individualistic aspects have appeared in the Hijazi
society, it is not purely individualistic, and the Hijazi people strive for a balance between

collectivist and individualistic values.

3.4.4 The status of men and women in Hijaz

Linguistic interaction reflects the structure of social power. Arabic women’s selection of
certain linguistic forms denotes the hierarchy of men and women in society and indicates that
women have a lower status than men (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.61-2). There is also a correlation
between politeness and women’s status (Bassiouney, 2009, p.139). Therefore, this section
discusses the role of men and women in the Hijazi culture. Hijazi society is a gender-segregated
community as it prohibits men and women mixing. In addition, like other Arabic societies, it
prioritises two main factors — honour and morality. The concept of honour is important
because it upholds a family’s public reputation, and the notion of morality is valued in Arabic
society because it encourages people to follow the accepted social conducts. These two codes
are taken from history and religion and are enforced by the religious parties. They require

Arabic and Muslim women to be chaste, modest, hard-working, obedient, and to have had a
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good upbringing (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.61-2). To fulfil the role formed by these two codes, women
can only participate in the private sphere, and they should carry out domestic duties such as
taking responsibility for house chores, raising children, and serving their husbands. Due to
other cultural and religious factors, Hijazi men play a different role in the society and
participate in the public domains. Their responsibilities include protecting their families and

supporting them financially (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.13; Al Lily, 2018, p.9).

These honour and morality codes put huge psychological and social pressure on women by
restricting their movement and leading to gender inequality. Furthermore, the belief that
women should be controlled by society influences their education, employment, and even
social life (Sadiqi, 2003, pp.61-2). Nevertheless, Hijazi society encourages both men and
women to continue with higher education. There are several universities for women which
offer different educational courses. Today, Hijazi women can pursue study in most of the same
fields as men, including medical science, banking, journalism, and law, although not some
engineering majors (Le Renard, 2011, pp.116-123). Indeed, Le Renard (2011, p.141) noted that
the number of women studying at Saudi universities is almost the same as the number of men,;
furthermore, women looking for jobs tend to have better qualifications than men. However,
although both men and women are encouraged to continue their education in Saudi Arabia, this
is not the case if the women want to study abroad. Most Saudi women cannot travel abroad to
study without a guardianship. Saudi women must negotiate with their family members if they
want to pursue their education abroad. These negotiations either end with a decline or with a
conditional acceptance of travelling with a guardian such as a father, brother, or husband (Le

Renard, 2011, pp.244-250).

In business, men and women have similar opportunities. Today, women are able to create
a business without a guardianship or help from men, as some national institutions offer an

interest-free loan to both men and women looking to start a small business (Le Renard, 2011,
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p.148). However, due to cultural and social values, women are not treated like men when
seeking employment. First, women need to obtain permission from their guardians if they want
to work. Although there are Saudi and Hijazi women who work as journalists, lawyers, nurses,
Saudi society still encourages women to only do jobs in which men and women are segregated,
such as teaching in schools or working as bankers, in order to protect their chastity. However,
this rule is not always applied, as being a doctor in a hospital is now considered acceptable (Le

Renard, 2011, pp.241-253).

In addition, men and women have different motivations to work. Men need to work to
support themselves and their families, but there are numerous reasons why Hijazi women are
motivated to seek employment. For example, some women look for a job because they do not
have anything to do at home, and being employed will help them to use their time and avoid
boredom. Other women work not only for the salary, but for the opportunity to go out every
day and meet new people, especially if their family does not allow them to leave the house
regularly or invite friends to visit. Some poor or middle class-women cannot live without work;
they have to work to support themselves, their families, and their husbands. Finally, some
women do not only work but take other courses such English, computing, and self-development
courses in order to prove themselves as productive and to gain a higher social status (Le Renard,

2011, p.141; Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.135).

Hijazi society has traditionally encouraged women to stay at home with their family most
of the time, and when they need to go out, to obtain oral permission from their male guardians
(Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.307; Al Lily, 2018, p.9; Almadani, 2020). However, many
families today believe that women need to go out and socialise with others in their free time in
the same way men do. For example in Jeddah, which is considered more open-minded than
other cities in Saudi Arabia, women go out to restaurants, shops, and malls alone or with their

friends or relatives. They can either organise parties and gatherings at home or in the large
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beach cabins located on the shore of the Red Sea. Nevertheless, Hijazi families still place more
restrictions on women than on men: they are only permitted to go to places that their guardians

know about and they cannot stay out of the home late (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.307).

According to Alturki and Ba Gader, male dominance still exists in Hijazi society; however,
it is not as significant as before. Women’s education and employment, and the political support
of Saudi women’s rights has increased women’s social awareness and independence; as a
result, women today do not accept full male dominance (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.307;
Almadani, 2020). Furthermore, men’s traditional social power has changed at home since
women have shared the financial responsibility. However, it should be noted that although
women have gained higher social status than in the 1980s and 1990s, men are still the main
decision-makers at home (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, pp.58-59). Furthermore, Sadiqi (2003,
p.61) observed that it is normal for Arabic women to use linguistic terminologies that exhibit
men’s dominance and control over women. Indeed, these linguistic features are commonly
used and accepted among women but never used by men. The findings chapter investigates

whether Hijazi men’s and women'’s social role is reflected in their refusals.
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Chapter 4: Methodological background

4.1 Introduction

This chapter covers the research design, and consists of three parts; the first part
presents a review of the literature, focusing on the main research instruments used in speech
act research, which include discourse completion tests (DCT) and interviews. The chapter also
presents the pilot study design, including the reasons for conducting the pilot study, and
information about the participants, research instruments, and data collection methods. The final
and main section of this chapter explains the research procedures followed in the current
research including identifying the research participants and the instruments used, discussing
who the research subjects are as well as how the DCT and semi-structured interviews were
administered. The final section presents the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data;
this section explains the methods used to code, translate and transcribe the DCT and interview

data.

4.2 Data collection methods in speech act studies
The main data collection methods used in speech act research are the discourse completion test
(DCT), and role-play. There are other methods, less frequently used in this kind of research,
including interviews and observations (Roever, 2010, p. 242). The present section will provide
an explanation of DCT, role-play, observation, and interviews in the context of speech act

studies.

4.2.1 Discourse Completion Test (DCT)
The DCT is a written research instrument that is used in this study to record the refusals of
Arab and African men and women. DCT is the most commonly used instrument in speech act
research, and was first used by Bulm Kulka (1982) to study speech acts (Nurani, 2009, p. 669).

The traditional DCT consists of a prompt or a description of a situation, followed by a space
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for the participant’s response (Roever, 2010, p. 243; Houck and Gass, 1999, p. 26). The written
situation includes non-real interactions in a particular setting between imaginary interlocutors.
The given situations are often very detailed, but sometimes are not (Roever, 2010, p. 243). The
purpose of the DCT is to help participants respond with the appropriate speech act in different
situations (Nurani, 2009, p. 667).
There are five types of DCT. The first type is the classical format described above, which
includes a situation followed by a space for the participant’s answer, and ends with a rejoinder
replay (hearer response). The second type consists of a dialogue between interlocutors and
participants; and it includes interlocutor initiation, but there is no rejoinder in this type. The
third type provides a situation, but is more open in that it gives the participants the freedom to
respond verbally without any limitation from an interlocutor initiation and rejoinder. The fourth
type is also open, but gives freedom to the participants to provide both verbal, non-verbal
responses and not to response at all. The last type was developed by Billmyer and Varghese
(2000), and is similar to the third type, with the open-item verbal response. However, the given
situations in this type are more detailed (Nurani, 2009, pp. 667-9). This study adopted Billmyer
and Varghese’s (2000) DCT.

Regardless of type, there are different variables in the DCT that need to be considered,
such as social power, social distance, and the level of imposition. To consider social power, a
researcher examines the speech act in regard to the relationships between people to identify if
the production of a speech act differs when articulated by people with high, low, or equal
power. On the other hand, social distance, another of the main variables, is divided into three
categories: low, medium, and high social distance. For example, low social distance (close
social proximity) occurs between housemates; however, high social distance exists between
strangers on a bus, or customers in a shop. Medium social distance occurs when two people

have something in common, but do not know each other well, such as the relationship between
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professors in the same department (Roever, 2010, p. 244). The last main variable is the level
of imposition. Roever (2010, p. 244) explains that the nature of imposition changes depending
on the type of speech act and the situation itself. For example, in a request, a low-imposition
situation might be if a person asks a housemate to use their printer; a high-imposition situation
might be if someone wants to borrow a large sum of money or asks a person to take them to a
distant airport. There are other variables that may affect speech acts, such as age and gender
(Roever, 2010, p. 244).

Like any research method, DCT has strengths and weaknesses. Regarding the strengths,
there is a similarity between the semantic formula of speech acts in DCT data and natural
methods data. The only differences between the two types of data are the length of the
conversation and the use of speech act strategies; natural data provides longer conversations
and a wider ranges of strategies such as avoidance, than in DCT (Nurani, 2009, p. 670).
Furthermore, DCT enables the inclusion of a larger number of participants from different
backgrounds in a short period of time, as well as helping researchers to find stereotypical
speech act responses in certain social contexts (Nurani, 2009, p. 670; Houck and Gass, 1999,
p. 26; Leech, 2014, p. 253). When using DCT, the given situations can be replicated to test
different social groups; this cannot be achieved with some of the other speech act methods,
such as natural data methods (Nurani, 2009, p. 670). Roever (2010, p. 242) found that DCT is
an effective data method since it reaches the targeted data quickly and easily. DCT can be
administered via the internet, which helps to reach a large number of participants (Leech, 2014,
p. 253). However, DCT does have some weaknesses, since it cannot capture pragmatic cues
such as hesitation and other non-verbal features. For some researchers, DCT is not an effective
research method because they observe that what participants say in the DCT does not
necessarily reflect what they would say in real-life situations (Nurani, 2009, pp. 672-3; Houck

and Gass, 1999, p. 26). Also, DCT participants may not be able to recognise and understand
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all contextual and situational details in the given prompt; this will affect the nature of their
responses (Nurani, 2009, pp. 672-3). In addition, Leech (2014, p. 252) found that, in order to
complete the DCT, a participant must imagine being someone else. For example, a student
might be required to imagine themselves as a manager, a situation which has not occurred in
his life in the past and most likely will not in the near future. Moreover, people write responses
instead of articulating them as they would in real-life situations; this could have a negative
influence on the nature of their responses (Leech, 2014, p. 252).

Although DCT has some weaknesses, as discussed above, there are various strategies
that can be used to overcome some of them. Roever (2010, p. 242) emphasises the importance
of giving detailed prompts in DCT, as this makes participants’ answers more natural. More
specifically, Roever (2010) recommends that the prompt must indicate the participant’s role,
and the nature of the interaction must also be familiar to them. Additionally, the number of
situations or prompts in DCT must not exceed 20, and should ideally be limited to 12 in order
to avoid unenthusiastic responses from participants. In addition, variables such as social power
and distance must remain constant and be systematically controlled to enable the researcher to
obtain accurate results (Roever, 2010, p. 245). Martinez-Flor and Us6-Juan (2011, p. 52) found
that in order to overcome the weaknesses of DCT, researchers should employ content-enriched

DCT, oral DCT, or multiple rejoinder DCT.

4.2.2 Role-play

Role-play is another commonly used method in speech act research, and involves
various different situations; usually, the number of situations should not exceed six. Role-play
participants take on a role and act in a controlled environment (Roever, 2010, p. 245).
Furthermore, researchers who employ this method will usually videotape or audio-record the

interaction (Martinez -Flor and Uso6-Juan, 2011, p. 47). There are two types of role-play: closed
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and open role-play. Closed role-play includes guidelines and instructions for the participants
to participate in certain non-real situations (Martinez -Flor and Us6-Juan, 2011, p. 51). This is
similar to visual and oral DCT because in both methods an interlocutor initiates the interaction
with a statement or by describing a situation, and the scenario ends with another speaker giving
a one-turn answer (Leech, 2014, p. 253; Houck and Gass, 1999, p. 28). By contrast, open role-
play includes two or more interlocutors, and gives the participants the freedom to act out the
situations without any guidelines; they can produce different turns to develop the level of
interaction (Martinez -Flor and Us6-Juan, 2011, p. 52; Houck and Gass, 1999, p. 28). Similar
to DCT, role-play also considers variables such as social power, social distance, and the degree
of imposition (Roever, 2010, p. 245).

Role-play also has strengths and weaknesses. Role-play is an effective data collection
method because it allows for a longer conversation, and is closer to reality than DCT (Roever,
2010, p. 245). In addition, using role-play helps researchers control social variables, such as
social power and distance (Martinez -Flor and Uso6-Juan, 2011, p. 52). Nevertheless, role-play
is not the same as an authentic conversation; role-play participants are aware of the controlled
environment and as a result, they do not have the same motivation as is possible in natural data
method participants. Furthermore, role-play is time consuming and tiring for both researchers
and participants (Roever, 2010, p. 245). Using the role-play method, a researcher will not be
able to have a large number of participants, due to the amount of time required (Martinez -Flor
and Uso6-Juan, 2011, p. 52).

Bearing in mind the strengths and weaknesses of each, the choice between DCT or role-
play depends on what the researcher is seeking to study. If the researcher wants to examine
address terms, formulaic expressions, and the participants’ knowledge of semantic formulae,
DCT is more suitable. However, if the researcher wants to measure the participants’ ability to

produce extended discourse or a complex speech act, role-play is preferable (Roever, 2010, p.
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247). In this research, I chose DCT instead of role-play because it can generate a large amount
of data thus I would be able to identify the refusals’ similarities and differences between Arab

and African men and women.

4.2.3 Observation

Observation is an instrument used to collect natural data from spontaneous speech in a
natural setting, without the interference of a researcher (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010, p. 42; Leech,
2014, p. 254). Speech act researchers use this method because it captures authentic
conversation and spontaneous interaction. There are three types of observation methods used
in authentic discourse research. The first type is field note observation, which is mainly used
in anthropological studies, and aims to collect data of interest via the researcher noting what
he/she encounters, specifically and accurately (Leech, 2014, p. 255). To get the most out of
field note observation, the field workers, which usually consists of a group of students from
the same class or academic year, must participate in the study. Their task is to report an incident
or tasks that occurred in the past, or a situation that they will encounter in the future (Leech,
2014, p. 255). There are some weaknesses to this type of observation, since recording data this
way depends only on memory, and memory is sometimes unable to recall or capture all details.
Furthermore, researchers who conduct field note research do not know if or when they will
encounter their topic of interest.

The second type is discourse analysis observation, which is usually conducted in
interactional and conversational studies. This method is typically used by post-modern or
discourse analytic researchers, and involves recording an interaction or a conversation to test
for politeness. Although this method is known for its high accuracy, the researcher is only able
to observe a few texts, passages, or extracts that reflect politeness. As a result, a researcher is

unable to generalise politeness phenomena based on their limited data (Leech, 2014, p. 256).
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The third type is a corpus analysis observation, which is a common method of corpus
linguistic studies, which focus on studying language through collecting oral (discourse) and
written textual data electronically, in natural contexts. The given data is usually analysed
computationally. This type of observation has some weaknesses as it requires significant effort,
expertise, and a large amount of time to analyse the corpus of a spoken language (Leech, 2014,
p. 256).

In speech acts research specifically, collecting natural data through observation is
challenging. Many interlanguage and cross-cultural researchers find it difficult to adopt this
method since they cannot control social variables, such as gender, ethnicity, educational level,
and social class (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010, p. 42). Also, natural data is known for containing fewer
speech acts in comparison to non-natural data. Observation is also time consuming, one of the
main weaknesses of this method. In addition, the use of video and tape recording can make
participants feel uncomfortable (Nurani, 2009, p. 670). In this study, I also avoided observation
because Saudi people give high value to privacy; video and tape recordings are prohibited in

public and domestic domains (Al lily, 2018, p.35).

4.2.4 Interviews

Interviews, one of the tools used in the present study, comprise conversations where
participants share their cultural knowledge through linguistic phrases and etiquette (Dornyei,
2007, p. 134). Leech (2014, p. 251) found that, in speech act studies, interviews are always
used in combination with other instruments, such as DCT, multiple-choice, or ranking test.
Types of the interview realised through sessions and structure. There are two types of
interview, in regard to the session type: the one-session and the multiple-session interview. The
one-session interview may last from 30 to 60 minutes. By contrast, the multiple-session

interview consists of three meetings. The first meeting aims to introduce the participant to the
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nature of the study and ‘break the ice’; this helps the subject to think about the study before
starting the second interview. The second interview is the most important meeting, and focuses
mainly on asking questions related to the study. The third and last interview is to allow
participants to ask questions or seek clarifications. Some researchers arrange a third interview
to get feedback from participants (Dornyei, 2007, pp. 134-5).

All types of interviews can differ depending on structure, and can be broken down into:
structured, unstructured, and semi-structured interviews. The structured, or closed-ended,
interview is similar to multiple-choice questions’ surveys, and it is closely controlled (Dornyei,
2007, p. 135; Leech, 2014, p. 251). If a researcher employs this type of interview, he/she must
ask all participants the same questions. The second type is the open-ended or unstructured
interview, which is more flexible and informal. This interview is initiated without giving
participants clear directions or guidelines, and without preparing any specific questions;
however, some researchers will prepare one or two questions to open the interview with. In an
unstructured interview, the researchers’ role is only to listen to participants, with minimum
interruption, for example if they want to ask for clarification or to reinforce an idea or a certain
point of view (Dornyei, 2007, p. 136). The third type, semi-structured interviews, falls in the
middle of the two extremes, the structured and the unstructured interview. A researcher who
conducts a semi-structured interview must prepare questions, guidelines, and general direction
in advance, and will usually ask all participants the same questions, though not necessarily in
the same order or with the same phrasing. The researcher will also allow the participants to
explain and interpret their ideas, and new questions may arise and be asked by the researcher
to gain further information about the research topic (Dornyei, 2007, p. 136). In this project,
semi-structured interviews are used to identify the motives behind the refusal behaviours of

Arab and African participants. I chose a telephone interview instead of face to face interview
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because it matches the Hijazi conservative values that prohibit a face to face meeting and

communication with men, who are not members of the family (Al lily, 2018, p.7).

4.3 The pilot study

In this research, a pilot study with particular objectives and goals was carried out. The
objectives of the pilot study were to examine if gender, culture, social distance, or
communicating with someone of the same or different gender would influence Saudi-Arab and
-African men and women’s refusal strategies, and the number of words their refusals contained.
The pilot study also explored the level of difficulty faced when Saudi-Arab and -African social
groups refused interlocutors’ requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions, and investigated
whether refusing is face-threatening or face-enhancing. The goal of this partial study was to
assess the length of the research instruments, to examine the clarity of the research instruments,
to identify whether the given situations in the DCT were familiar in the Saudi culture, and to

measure the effectiveness of the research instruments and the data analysis.

4.3.1 Participants
Thirty subjects participated in this study: seven Saudi-Arab men, seven Saudi-African men,
nine Saudi-Arab women, and seven Saudi-African women completed the DCT survey. Of the
30 subjects, 23 completed the feedback survey; only two participants were interviewed. All of
the participants were Saudi and spoke Arabic, in particular the Hijazi dialect. Their ages ranged
from 18 to 54 years, and they worked as teachers, administrators, technicians, lecturers,
journalists, and soldiers. The chain sample technique was employed to access participants,

which includes selecting participants who know each other (Albirini, 2016, p. 55).
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4.3.2 Research instruments

The pilot study utilised three research instruments: the discourse completion test (DCT),
the feedback survey, and semi-structured interviews carried out via phone. The DCT survey
was divided into three parts. The first part contained questions about the demographic
characteristics of the participants, such as age, gender, occupation, education, dialect, and
ethnicity/culture. The second had four sections covering invitations, requests, offers, and
suggestions; each of these sections consisted of two situations: the first included a person of
the same sex as the participant, in a close relationship with the participant, such as a friend or
sibling; the second situation involved a person of a different sex than the participant, in a close
relationship with him/her. The last part of the survey followed the same procedure as the
second, and included another eight situations; however, these situations included people at
great social distance, such as an unfamiliar person at the airport (for more details, please see
Table 2.1 below). In the second and third parts, and in each situation, Likert scale questions
were included. In the pilot study, the Likert scale measured how difficult the participant felt it
was to refuse. The Likert scale offered four response options, ranging from “extremely

difficult” to “not at all difficult.”

N Prompt Description Speech Acts Sociopragmatic Variables
Social Distance | Same or Opposite
Gender

1 | Request assistance in a project Request Close Same

2 | Request to host a guest Request Close Opposite

3 | Invitation to a wedding party Invitation Close Same

4 | Invitation to visit the house of a Invitation Close Opposite
nephew or niece

5 | Offering to teach a school subject Offer Close Same

6 | Offering a book fair ticket Offer Close Opposite

7 | Suggesting hosting a party Suggest Close Same

8 | Suggesting taking a course in Suggest Close Opposite
English

1 | Request to complete a Request Far Same
questionnaire

2 | Request to change a flight seat Request Far Opposite

3 | Invitation to teachers’ gatherings Invitation Far Same
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4 | Invitation to attend a workshop Invitation Far Opposite

5 | Offering to give money Offer Far Same

6 | Offering to pay the bill Offer Far Opposite

7 | Suggesting supervising children Suggest Far Same

8 | Suggesting to go to a five-star Suggest Far Opposite
hotel

Table 4. 1: Overview of the piloted DCT

After completing the DCT, the participants were also asked to evaluate the DCT by
completing the feedback survey. The feedback survey consisted of three sections; the first
section included questions to test the clarity of the DCT, the second contained questions about
its length, and the last section included questions about the cultural appropriateness of the DCT
situations.

After analysing the DCT and obtaining the findings, the semi-structured interview
questions were created. The interviews covered different themes, such as how people perceive

refusals, the number of words refusals contain, refusal strategies, gender and culture.

4.3.3 Data collection and analysis methods

Data from the DCT and feedback survey was collected electronically using Survey
Monkey, a website that helps creating surveys. The participants were interviewed via
telephone, and the interviews were recorded and saved on Google Drive. Then, quantitative
and qualitative methods were used to analyse the data. For the DCT data, in order to explore
and measure the frequency of refusal strategies and to calculate the number of words refusals
contained, manual coding and Microsoft Excel were employed. In addition, the Chi-square via
SPSS was used to identify if there were significant differences between Saudi-Arab and -
African refusal strategies and the number of words in refusals. Furthermore, the level of
difficulty of refusing the interlocutor’s requests, invitations, offers, and suggestions were

calculated using Microsoft Excel.
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The quantitative findings of the feedback surveys automatically appeared on the Survey
Monkey tool, so no additional analysis was needed. However, the interviews were coded and

analysed according to different topics and themes.

4.3.4 Results

1. Length of the research instruments

There are three factors which indicated that the DCT was too long. First, 18.75% of
participants completed only half of the survey; second, Survey Monkey showed that the
participants took between 40 and 50 minutes to complete the survey. Furthermore, in regard to
the feedback survey, 31.58% of the participants found the survey too long. As a result, the
length of the DCT survey was shortened by providing less detailed instructions and editing the
DCT situations. Some situations were deleted, specifically those that included the speech acts
of offers and suggestions. Eight scenarios out of 16 were retained, edited, and improved.
Regarding the interviewees’ feedback, the length of the interview was deemed appropriate, at
approximately 15 minutes.

2. Clarity of the research instruments

The feedback survey showed that 89.47% of the participants found the DCT instructions to
be clear, and 95% of the participants reported that the situations given in the DCT were clear.
Therefore, regarding the clarity, no changes were needed. The interviewees’ feedback also
indicated that the interview questions were clear.

3. Appropriateness of the research instruments

The feedback survey revealed that 82% of the participants found the situations given in the
DCT to be familiar and relevant to the Arabic Saudi culture. Correspondingly, no changes are

needed.
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4. Effectiveness of the research instruments and analysis

The DCT and semi-structured interviews were judged to be effective data collection
methods since they helped me to collect the required data in a short period of time. Regarding
the analysis, analysing the data through SPSS and Microsoft Excel was effective as these pieces
of software helped me to calculate the numerical data accurately. However, the DCT manual
coding was initially not a consistent method. Multiple rounds of revisions were made to
increase the level of accuracy of the coding. Therefore, a second reviewer, an expert in Arabic
discourse analysis, was needed for coding. Having a second reviewer for the DCT coding helps

to increase accuracy and reduce the level of subjectivity.

4.4 The main study

4.4.1 The researcher’s position

Concerning researchers, Brain Bourke stated, “we can never truly divorce ourselves of
subjectivity” (2014, p. 3). Researchers’ position in society, as well as their gender, race,
ideology, education, cultural background, and social and economic status are typically reflected
in the research they produce, and can assist with or hinder interpretation of the research topic
(Bourke, 2014, p.3; Moser, 2008, p.385). My position as a researcher places me in an ideal
position to write about this research topic. I am a woman who has lived through all the gender
related movements in Saudi Arabia in recent years, including the conservative movement
between 1970 to 2001, the pre-gender equality era from 2001 to 2014 and the gender
empowerment movement which began in 2015 and is still in progress. Although there was
gender segregation for more than 40 years in Saudi Arabia, I have a good understanding of
Saudi men’s social role and behaviour, due to my daily contact with male family members, my
communication with male colleagues at work, and my observation of discourse on social media

either created by men or addressing and describing the role of men. In addition, my mixed
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ethnic background enriches my cultural competence, enabling me to observe the dynamic
relationship between Arabic and African culture. Moreover, my mixed-race gives me the
opportunity to access to both Arabic and African communities. I am not perceived as an

intruder by Saudi Arabian and African participants, but as an insider.

4.4.2 Participants

The main study included 303 participants. Of the 303 research subjects who
participated in this study, 74 were Afro-Saudi males, 74 were Afro-Saudi females, 76 were
Arab Saudi males, and 79 were Arabic Saudi females. The reason for including a large number
of participants was to obtain accurate findings that reflect the general sociolinguistic pattern in
Hejaz. Since this study is focused on the linguistic patterns of people in certain communities,
the snowball or chain sample technique was used to access participants, which involves
selecting participants who know each other (Albirini, 2016, p. 55). Both Arab and African
Saudis live in Saudi Arabia, particularly in the cities of the western region, such as Jeddah,
Mecca, Al-Madinah, and Al Taif, and they speak Saudi Arabic as a native language. Although
some of them speak English fluently, due to travelling and studying abroad, and some Africans
speak African native languages, such as Hausa, all must use Saudi Arabic particularly Hijazi
dialect as their main language of interaction because it is the targeted dialect in this study. The
participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 60 years, and they had different educational and
occupational backgrounds, and different jobs, working as teachers, medical doctors, bank
managers, and administrators.

4.4.3 Research design and method

This research is a mixed-methods study, which combines quantitative and qualitative
instruments. Using mixed methods adds value to the study; the quantitative method enables
generalisations to be made, and the qualitative method can maximise the data that is collected

(Albirini, 2016, p. 48; Dornyei, 2007, p. 45). The mixed-methods design is suitable for this
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study because it is considered the best tool for researching complex topics that study people
and other social variables, and how these variables influence behaviours and attitudes,
including linguistic ones (Dornyei, 2007, p. 45). However, before applying this method in this
research, some factors needed to be considered, which will be discussed below.

The first factor is timing, which refers to the order in which quantitative and qualitative
methods are applied (Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 138). In this research, the quantitative
method (DCT) was used, and the data it obtained, was analysed first. Then, the qualitative
method (the semi-structured interviews) was applied, and the findings it yielded were analysed.
To be more specific, the DCT was used to uncover the main findings, including refusal
strategies, level of difficulty, and number of articulated refusal strategies per response. Once
the DCT data had been analysed, the interviews were conducted to determine how culture or
ethnicity, social distance, gender, communications with people of the same and opposite
gender, requests, and invitations can influence Arabic and African Saudi refusals. The reason
for conducting and analysing the DCT data before conducting the interviews was so that the
DCT findings could be used to create the interview questions. For instance, the DCT findings
may require changes or additions to be made to the topics covered in the interviews; thus, it
was necessary to start by conducting the DCT and analysing the findings.

The second factor is weighting, which relates to whether the quantitative or qualitative
method takes priority in the research (Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 138). In this study, the
quantitative method (the DCT) is considered more important than the qualitative method (the
semi-structured interviews). The quantitative method answered the core questions and yielded
the main findings; the qualitative method was used only to extend the sociocultural knowledge
about the speech act of refusal.

The final factor is the mix, which relates to how and when the quantitative and

qualitative methods are combined (Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 139). In this research, the
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DCT and interviews were conducted and analysed independently; they were then integrated in

the interpretation and discussion stage, particularly in section (6.2).

This research followed a design taken from a study by Saito and Ebsworth (2004, as

cited in Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p. 140), shown below:

QUAN QUAN Connect QUAL QUAL Interpret
Interpretati
DCT (4 Statistical Selecting Follow up Thematic on based on
groups) analyses participants interview analyses QUAN and
for QUAL QUAL

Figure 4. 1: The research design

4.4.4 Discourse Compilation Test as a research instrument

The DCT was used to examine gender, culture, social distance, communications with
people of the same and opposite gender and production of the speech act of refusal in the Saudi
Hijazi context. The DCT survey used was a modified version of Billmyer and Varghese’s
(2000) new DCT, which provides detailed descriptions of certain situations (Nurani, 2009, p.
669). The reason for using this newer version of the DCT is its ability to provide more
information about the given situations, such as the nature of the relationship between
interlocutors, and the social distance between them. These details could make the given
situations closer to reality and, as a result, yield more accurate findings.

The statements in the DCT are authentic. They emerged from observations of actual events
and authentic interactions among Saudi people in Hijazi society. This makes the study more
accurate and closer to reality. In addition, the statements concerning these scenarios are very
commonplace and familiar to the members if Saudi society; 82% of the pilot study’s

participants indicated these statements are high frequency. The familiarity of these scenarios
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facilitates my capacity to answer the DCT. Furthermore, the existence of the tested variables
serves as an important reason for selecting the statements in these scenarios. For example, to
test social distance, the scenarios presented in the first part of the DCT involve interlocutors
who are very familiar to the participants, including relatives and friends. However, the
scenarios in the second part include interlocutors whom the participants had met for the first
time, such as an airline passenger. In addition, both parts of the DCT represent interactions
between people of the same or opposite gender, such as interactions between friends of the
same gender, and interactions between work colleagues with different genders. In addition, all
parts include requests and invitations, such as requests to host guests or usher invitations to a
wedding party. The following section describes the DCT parts in detail.

As shown in Table 2.2 below, the DCT survey is divided into three parts. The first part
contains questions about the demographic characteristics of the participants, such as age,
gender, occupation, education, dialect, and ethnicity. The second part of the survey has two
sections, with each section consisting of two situations including invitations and requests. The
first situation includes a person of the same sex as the participant, who has a close relationship
with the participant, such as a cousin or friend. The second situation involves a person of a
different sex than the participant, and who has a close relationship with him/her. The last part
of the survey follows the same procedure as the second part, and includes four further
situations; these situations involve people at a great social distance, such as an unfamiliar
person at university. In the second and third parts, and under each situation, Likert scale
questions are included. These kinds of questions are useful in assessing participants’ feelings
regarding certain behaviours (Wagner, 2010, p. 28). In this study, the Likert scale questions
measured how much difficulty people felt when refusing, and offered four options, ranging

from “extremely difficult” to “not at all difficult.”
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N Prompt Description \ Speech Acts Sociopragmatic Variables
Social distance Same or Opposite
Gender

1 | Request assistance in a project Request Close Same

2 | Request to host a guest Request Close Opposite

3 | Invitation to a wedding party Invitation Close Same

4 | Invitation to visit the house of a Invitation Close Opposite
nephew or niece

5 | Request to complete a Request Far Same
questionnaire

6 | Request to change a flight seat Request Far Opposite

7 | Invitation to teachers’ gatherings Invitation Far Same

8 | Invitation to attend a workshop Invitation Far Opposite

Table 4. 2: Description of the main DCT

The survey was written in standard Arabic and the quotations in the scenarios were
translated by into the Hijazi Arabic dialect to be closer to the Saudi reality, and then distributed
to the participants by me. The participants read and imagined the written situations, then filled
in the blanks by responding to the invitations and requests in the eight given situations. Before
completing the survey, the participants read and agreed with the consent form, which was
attached to the survey. The consent form included an explanation of the study and a statement
regarding the confidentiality of the results. This form also informed the participants of their
freedom to refuse to participate or stop at any time, if they wished (Dornyei, 2007, p. 70). If
the participants were happy to proceed with the study, they were asked to select “Agree.” The
survey also included instructions that advised participants to answer only in Hijazi dialect, and
that surveys completed in Standard Arabic would be excluded.

I created two versions of the survey, an electronic and a hard copy. The reason for using an
electronic copy was to save time and money, since collecting data through traditional methods
is more expensive and time-consuming (Dornyei, 2007, p. 121). Also, collecting data
electronically increases the level of anonymity and puts participants at ease when completing
the survey, which may increase the level of honesty in their responses. Moreover, the electronic

copy enables access to a wider population, as well as more easily reaching special social groups
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such as African Saudi people (Dornyei, 2007, p. 121). To this end, the Survey Monkey website
was used to publish the electronic version of the survey. Printed copies of the surveys were
also created, in case there was a need to reach more participants not accessible online. The
intention was to only use the electronic copies, if enough online surveys were completed.

4.4.5 The interviews

I applied a qualitative method, conducting semi-structured interviews with Arab and
African Saudi males and females via telephone. The telephone interview themes were taken
from both parts of the DCT quantitative findings. The first part details the quantitative findings
of the refusals and pragmatic markers that stratified by gender and culture. Also, this part
includes the level of difficulty Arab and African Hijazi perceived when producing refusals in
requests and invitation scenarios. The second part involves the quantitative findings for refusals
and pragmatic markers based on social distance (close and far social proximity) and
communication with people of the same and opposite gender. This part is similar to the
previous one because it demonstrates the level of difficulty the participants perceive in relation
to social distance and communications with people of same and opposite gender.
The themes in the interview are not coming from all the quantitative findings, but they are only
originated from findings that are existed in both request and invitation scenarios. For example,
because Arab and African refusal’s selection and rank are similar in both request and invitation
scenarios, these findings were used as a theme concerning culture or ethnicity. Also, one of the
interview themes, which is related to social distance, is developed from the findings that
indicate refusing friends and relatives more extremely difficult than declining unfamiliar
people because it occurred in both requests and invitation scenarios.

One interview session was conducted with each participant, which lasted between 15
and 20 minutes. Two African Saudi males, three African Saudi females, two Arabic Saudi

males, and two Arabic Saudi females were interviewed. I used the participants’ phone number
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or email address, which had been provided in the DCT, to contact and arrange the interviews.
The telephone interviews were recorded. To do this, prior to conducting the interviews, I
downloaded and tested a call recorder. Before starting the interview, I read the consent form in
a clear voice. If the participants were happy to proceed with the study, they stated “yes”.
Different types of questions were put to the participants. Beginning with questions related to
the participants’ backgrounds helped the participants to relax; these were followed by content
or the main study questions, probes, which were used for clarifications, and closing questions,
which allowed the research subject to add something further or to ask a question (Dornyei,
2007, p. 137). The interviews were informal and friendly, and the employed language was the
Hijazi dialect. After conducting the interview, the interview recordings were saved on Google
Drive, and were used only for research purposes. Another copy of each of the recorded

interviews was created as a backup.

4.4.6 Data analysis

4.4.6.1 Discourse Compilation Test
The data was analysed in two stages: raw data analysis and quantitative analysis. After

receiving the DCT questionnaire, I first coded the data. The next section will describe how the
DCT was coded.

1. Coding

The DCT was coded using Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s
(1998) classifications of the speech act of refusal. Most participants in the current study used
more than one refusal strategy and pragmatic marker per response; therefore, the coding was
conducted in different stages. First, I coded each refusal as either direct or indirect, based on
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) refusal strategies. For

example, when the participants wrote:
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e [ am sorry, [ will not be able to attend because I am very busy.
e [ cannot, but can you please let me know if there are similar courses in the future.
The refusals were coded as follows:

e [ am sorry [indirect] + I will not be able to attend [direct] + because I am very
busy. [indirect]

e [ cannot [direct] + but can you please let me know if there are similar courses in
the future. [indirect]

In the second stage, specific direct and indirect refusals were coded based on Beebe,

Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) refusal formulas, as shown below:

e [ am sorry [indirect + regret] + I will not be able to attend [direct + negative
ability] + because I am very busy. [indirect + explanation/reason]

e [ cannot [direct + negative ability] + but can you please let me know if there are
similar courses in the future. [indirect + request for assistance or help]

The third stage involved coding of the pragmatic markers, for example:

e [ am sorry [indirect + regret] + I will not be able to attend [direct + negative
ability] + because I am very busy. [indirect + explanation/reason] + [pragmatic
marker + intensifier|

e [ cannot [direct+ negative ability] + but can you please let me know if there are
similar courses in the future. [indirect + request for assistance or help] +
[pragmatic marker + politeness markers]|

Finally, coding of the minor strategies was applied, based on Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) refusal classification scheme. For instance:

e [ am sorry [indirect + regret (apology)] + I will not be able to attend [direct +

negative ability] + because [ am very busy. [indirect+ explanation/reason (vogue

reason)|+ [pragmatic marker+ intensifier]
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If the utterance lacked minor strategies, the coding was as follows:
e [ cannot [direct+ negative ability] + but can you please let me know if there are
similar courses in the future. [indirect + request for assistance or help] +

[pragmatic marker + politeness markers] - (minor strategy)

2. The coding scheme
This section discusses the coding scheme used in this study to analyse Arab and

African Saudi men and women’s refusals. The first table consists of direct refusals only.

Semantic formulae for direct refusal

1- Performative: e.g. (I refuse your request)
2- Non-performative

e Negative ability: e.g. (I can’t help you )
e Negative willingness: e.g. (I don't want to meet her husband)
e No, and explicit negation: e.g. (hard, impossible, no way)

Table 4. 3: Direct Refusals

All direct refusals were taken from Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-
Issa (1998), except for ‘no’, and the explicit negation formula, which were taken from Al-Issa’s
(1998) coding scheme. The next tables present the indirect refusals used in the current study.
These indirect refusals are divided into two groups. The first group reflects the indirect refusals
cited in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and/or Al-Issa (1998). The second group
includes any refusals that originated from the current data, or refusals that originally existed in
Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and/or Al-Issa’s (1998) classifications and were

then developed by me.
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Indirect refusals cited in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and/or Al-Issa
(1998)

1- Wish: e.g. (I wish I could help you)
2

Setting condition for past or future acceptance
e Condition for past acceptance: e.g. (I wish you had arranged with me earlier or
reminded me)
e Condition for future acceptance: e.g. (If it were tomorrow, I would have joined
you)
3- Promising to accept in the future: e.g. (Let it be another time)
4- Statement of principle: e.g. (I don’t like to work on research with anyone)
5- Statement of philosophy: e.g. (This is study, not fun)
6- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (attack and lack of empathy)
e Attack: e.g. (Get lost, Go away)
e Lack of empathy: e.g. (You forgot, so it’s your problem. Solve it.)
7- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (request for assistance and information): e.g. (If
there are similar courses in the future, I hope you will let me know)
8- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (let interlocutor off the hook): e.g. (But no problem,
it’s alright)
9- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (request for empathy)
e Request for empathy: e.g. (I'm lost as well. I’ll hardly focus.)
10- Acceptance that functions as a refusal: e.g. (God willing)
11- Avoidance (postponement): e.g. (Let me think and get back to you)
12- Avoidance (hedging): e.g. (But I don’t know if I’ll be able)
13- Avoidance (repetition of part of the request or invitation): e.g. (Next Thursday?)
14- Conditional acceptance: e.g. (If there is a chance, it will be an honour for me to

come)

Table 4. 4: Basic Indirect Refusals

All indirect refusals in the above table are present in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) classifications, except setting the condition for future

acceptance, lack of empathy, request for empathy, acceptance that functions as a refusal, and
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repetition of part of the request or invitation, which are exclusively cited by Beebe, Takahashi,
and Uliss-Weltz (1990), and conditional acceptance, which is found only in Al-Issa’s (1998)
classification. The following table presents the indirect refusals that were created or developed

in this study.

New or developed indirect refusals

1- Regret
e Apologising: e.g. (Sorry)
e Asking for forgiveness: e.g. (Forgive me)
e Asking for an excuse: e.g. (Excuse me)
e Description of distress: e.g. (I’'m ashamed)

2- Reason

e Vague reason: e.g. (I have so much to do)

e Detailed reason: e.g. (My daughter is a baby and I need to be close to her because
her mother has little experience in childcare)

e Family-related reason: e.g. (Because my wife is sick and I have to stay with her
and help her)

e Appealing to a third party reason: e.g. (My family don’t allow me to go out except
for family events)

e Uncontrollable reason: e.g. (But today I'm sick)

3- Alternative

e Offers to do X instead of Y: e.g. (But I don’t mind if you’d like me to call your
friend’s husband and apologise to him)

e Suggests to the requester or inviter to do X instead of Y: e.g. (You can ask the
restaurant to send you dinner)

e We can do X instead of Y: e.g. (We can meet in a city that is halfway between
us, so that it is close to you and me)

e Alternatives in a counter-question form: e.g. (But what do you think of meeting
after the lecture?)

e Alternatives in a conditional form: e.g. (I remain at your disposal if you require
any further assistance)

4- Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (showing negative or positive consequences)

e Statement of negative consequences to the requester: e.g. (I’'m concerned if we
work together, you’ll get into trouble or lose marks because of me)
e Statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor or a rejecter: e.g. (If 'm

late, I’'m doomed)
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5-

6-

7-

e Statement of negative consequences to a third party: e.g. (Because if the baby
cries, the whole plane will be disturbed)

e Statement of negative consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejecter):
e.g. (If the professor finds out we worked together, we may both fail this subject)

e Statement of positive consequences to the interlocutor (rejecter): e.g. (But I want
to work with other students to have a different experience with different students)

e Statement of positive consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejecter):
e.g. (I think everyone should work on their project on their own to show their
unique work. Everyone has their unique strengths and so it won’t all be the
same.)

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (criticise):

e Criticising the requester: e.g. (You are lazy and so dependent)
e (Criticising a third party: e.g. (Some passengers are not cooperative, and the
airplane is crowded)

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor (advice): e.g. (You should also be stronger and
rely on yourself)

Counter question: e.g. (How so? Are you serious?)

Table 4. 5: New or developed indirect refusals

The origin of the new and developed refusals will be discussed below:

Regret is originally taken from Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-
Issa (1998) classifications. The description of distress formula is the only one that
originated in the present study, and was created based on Hijazi refusals.

Detailed and vague reasons are cited by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s
(1990) and Al-Issa (1998), and appealing to a third party is one of Rubin’s (1981)
refusal formulae. However, other minor formulae, such as familial and
uncontrollable reasons, were developed in the present study.

The alternative formula is also mentioned by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz
(1990) and Al-Issa (1998). However, I developed the statement ‘We can do X
instead of Y’, alternatives in a counter-question form, and alternatives in a

conditional form.
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The statement of negative and positive consequences includes six minor strategies.
One of these six (statement of negative consequences) is mentioned by Beebe,
Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998). The other five formulas
were developed by myself.

Criticising the interlocutor is also taken from Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s
(1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) classifications; however, criticising a third party was
developed in this study.

Both advice and counter questions were developed in the current research.

The next table presents five pragmatic markers that were identified in the present study.

Pragmatic markers

1- Adjunct

2- Intensifier

3- Address forms

4- Abusive markers

Giving a positive opinion or feelings: e.g. (May you always be happy)
Showing empathy: e.g. (I understand your request)

Using language to fill pauses: e.g. (Oh, Hmmm, Aha)

Showing gratitude: e.g. (Thank you for the invitation)

Softener: e.g. (May Allah guide you)

Swearing with the name of God: e.g. (I swear with the name of God)
Repetition: e.g. (Seriously, seriously)

Intensive forms: e.g. (So much, Very, Definitely)

Kinship terms: e.g. (Sister, Brother)
Friendship terms: e.g. ( Mate, Friend)
Affectionate terms: e.g. (Dear, Honey)

formal terms: e.g. (Sir)

Attacking character markers: e.g. (Stupid)
A resemblance to animal markers: e.g. (Donkey)

Sexual reference markers: e.g. (Ladyboy)
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5- Politeness markers: e.g. (please).

Table 4. 6: Pragmatic Markers

Most of the pragmatic markers were taken from previous studies in linguistics. The
adjuncts and their minor formulas, except the softeners, were developed by Beebe, Takahashi,
and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998). The softener formula was found in the present
study; it is a prayer that was used by the participants when they employed an aggressive speech
act. The aim for using such a formula is to maintain politeness and reduce the impact of the
threatening act. The intensifiers, particularly the intensive forms, originate from Ito and
Tagliamonte (2010). Other intensifiers were found in the current research. Both address forms
and abusive markers are cited in Parkinson (1985). Politeness markers, especially the word

“please”, originate from Blum-Kulka (1987).

3. Inter-coding reliability

I followed certain steps to maintain the reliability of the coded data. First, the study
depended mainly on Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) coding
schemes, which have been cited and used by many researchers. Second, the data was coded
twice. In the first coding phase, I coded any utterances that indicated refusals or other pragmatic
markers. When the first coding stage was complete, the second coder, who is from Hijaz and
speaks the Hijazi dialect, revised all coded materials. The second coder is a lecturer in English
who holds a Master’s degree in applied linguistics, and is the author of a PhD thesis in speech
act theory in a bilingual setting, and so is familiar with pragmatic and discourse markers. If
there was a disagreement between the first coder and the second coder, a third coder was
consulted. The third coder holds a Master’s degree in teaching English as a second language,
and teaches Arabic as a second language. There were slight differences between the first and

the second coding. The second coder agreed with 95% of the first coding; 5% of the data was
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either changed or maintained depending on the third coder’s evaluation. The main
disagreement between the first and second coders was on coding the phrase “?in fa:? ?allah”
or (God Willing). The first coder considered it a statement that reflects acceptance and
implicitly means refusal. However, the second coder had a different view, that “God willing”
is used as a promise. In this case, a third coder was contacted to test the first and the second
coding. Based on the third coder’s evaluation, “God Willing” was coded as an acceptance that
functions as a refusal; this is in agreement with Rubin’s (1981, p. 8) point of view on this
phrase, that “In Arabic speaking countries, the following is a negation: Let’s have a picnic next
Saturday? Imshaallah (God willing), (equivalent to ‘no’). But Imshaallah plus time and details

(equivalent to ‘yes’)”.

4. Translation and transcription

The participants’ responses were written in Hijazi Arabic. After the first coding,
conducted by myself, and the second coding that was carried out by the second coder, the data
was translated into English. In some cases, two or more Arabic sentences or words were equal
to one sentence or word in English. For example, Hijazi people use (Takfa), (Lo: tikaramti),
(?ardzu:k), and (Wabillah) to mean “please”. Therefore, phonetic transcription of the Hijazi
refusals was done to enable readers who do not speak Arabic to read and understand the
phonetic and structural differences between these words and sentences. I then used Gairdner’s
(1925) International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) to transcribe the data. A sample of these letters

is given below:
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Arabic phonetic system
IPA Arabic IPA Arabic IPA Arabic IPA Arabic
Letter Letter Letter Letter

n O u: 3
a f —a

q 3 W )
a J .5 h )

r D X e
aj & h c

S o Y ¢
aw 5 1

s o= z )
b - 1 <

) E z 2
d 2 ] &

t o ? :
ds ) k g 3

t¢ Lk S ¢
dz z 1 J

0 &
o) 3 1

u }
6§’ L m e

Table 4. 7: The IPA used for the phonetic transcription

5. Quantitative analysis

Using MS Excel, the frequencies and percentages of direct and indirect refusals and
pragmatic markers in each social group and in each situation were calculated (please see
Appendix (I). Additionally, the frequencies and percentages of these refusals and other markers
were calculated depending on sociopragmatic variables such as gender, ethnicity/culture, social
distance, and the speech acts of request and invitation; for more details, please see the first

section of the findings. The frequencies and percentages of the Likert scale responses, which
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reflect how people perceive refusals, were also calculated using MS Excel; please see
Appendix (J) and the first section of the findings. After calculating the frequencies, a chi-square
test was performed to check whether there are significant differences between Arab and
African men and women when articulating refusals, and when using pragmatic markers. The
aim being to ascertain if there are significant differences in use of refusals and pragmatic
markers in request and invitation scenarios, as are stratified by social distance and
communications with people of the same and opposite gender. In addition, the same statistical
test was employed to identify whether level of difficulty refusing requests and invitation
scenarios differed significantly.

The findings in this research included both significant and non-significant data for
several reasons. First, presenting both types of data maintains objectivity and avoid bias in the
data analysis. Second, the non-significant data is not wrong, but is simply insufficient to
conclusively determine the relationships between variables. In this study, even where there is
no statistical evidence, there is other evidence available in the literature and qualitative data.
For example, there are no statistically significant differences between men and women in terms
of how they perceive refusals, but the literature review and interview findings indicated a
difference exists due to their gender position in society as well as cultural values. In addition,
in this study, the non-significant data is very valuable because it still describes Arab and

African refusal patterns and their perceptions towards refusals.

4.4.6.2 Interviews
Qualitative data analysis

After conducting the interview, the recorded conversations were transcribed into text. |
transcribed all interviews manually. After the transcription stage, I translated the interviews

from Hijazi dialect to English. Then, I read the whole text, highlighted the targeted points, and
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began the initial coding. The aim of coding was to convert participants’ answers into single
sentences or short phrases united under one theme (Holliday, 2010, p. 102). Examples of these
themes include gender, ethnicity/culture, social distance, request, and invitation. There were
also codes within these themes. For instance, there were two codes under the theme of gender:
women’s perception of refusal, and men’s perception of refusal. The themes are used as
headings in the findings section. Under the headings, examples and extracts from the data are
given (Holliday, 2010, pp. 102-3). Finally, the interview findings were interpreted and related

to the quantitative findings.
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Chapter 5: Results and findings

5.1 Introduction

The findings’ chapter is the longest and most important in this thesis. It includes
analysis and discussion of the quantitative and qualitative data. The quantitative data was
derived from the discourse completion test (DCT), and provides details regarding the frequency
of direct and indirect refusals and the pragmatic markers of Arab and African Hijazi
participants, when declining requests and invitations. Additionally, it explores the frequency
of semantic formulas and pragmatic markers used in refusal when the participants reject the
requests and invitations of interlocutors with close and far social distance, and people with the
same and opposite gender. This quantitative section also shows the level of difficulty that
Hijazi people perceive when refusing requests and invitation scenarios. The qualitative findings
include two main parts. The first is driven from the DCT, and presents definitions and examples
of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers as articulated in requests and invention scenarios.
This part also shows whether gender, culture, social distance and communicating with people
of the same and opposite gender influences the content of these strategies. The second part of
the qualitative section discusses the interview findings. It indicates how gender, culture, social
distance, communicating with people of the same and different genders, and requests and
invitations play important roles in influencing Arab and African Hijazi individuals’ refusal
behaviour. Furthermore, this part explores the participants’ attitudes towards direct and indirect

refusals and pragmatic markers.

5.2 Quantitative Findings

This quantitative section presents the findings of the discourse completion test (DCT). It is
divided into four parts: The first part (5.2.1) details all the refusals and pragmatic markers

employed by the participants, regardless of their gender or culture. The second part (5.2.2)
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includes two sections; the first exploring each social group’s refusals and pragmatic markers
in requests scenarios, and the second in invitation scenarios. This part also includes the level
of difficulty Arab and African Hijazi perceived when producing refusals in both invitation and
request scenarios. The third part (5.2.3) details the quantitative findings for refusals and
pragmatic markers based on social distance (close and far social proximity) and communication
with people of the same and opposite gender. This part is similar to the previous one, because
it is divided into two sections. The first section demonstrates refusals and pragmatic markers
in request scenarios, and the second section investigates refusals and pragmatic markers in
invitation scenarios. This part also discusses the level of difficulty the participants perceive
relative to social distance and communications with people of same and opposite gender. The
final part of the quantitative findings (5.2.4) covers the similarities and differences influencing
the selection of refusals and pragmatic markers, rank, average for response and frequency in

the request and invitation scenarios.

5.2.1 Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers across all participants

The total (n=8423) refusal strategies and pragmatic markers for the Arab and African Saudi
male and female participants (n=303) were identified from the data. The participants,
regardless of their culture, gender, social distance, and their communications with people of
the same or opposite sex provided two main types of refusal strategies, which are direct and
indirect refusals alongside pragmatic markers. The table below shows the refusal strategies and

pragmatic markers’ according to rank and frequency in detail:
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Table S. 1 Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers across all participants

(n=303)
Refusal strategy Count Percentage
Direct refusals
Negative ability/willingness 782 9.28%
No/explicit rejection 94 1.12%
Performative 2 0.02%
Total 878 10.42%
Indirect Refusals
Reason 1994 23.67%
Regret 1234 14.65%
Alternatives 634 7.53%
Promise of future acceptance 425 5.05%
Wish 272 3.23%
Conditional acceptance 164 1.95%
Acceptance that functions as a refusal 149 1.77%
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 76 0.90%
Avoidance postponement 56 0.66%
Dissuade negative/positive consequences 54 0.64%
Statement of principle 53 0.63%
Dissuade criticise 32 0.38%
Condition for future or past acceptance 31 0.37%
Avoidance hedging 24 0.28%
Dissuade request for assistance, help 24 0.28%
Counter question 22 0.26%
Letting the interlocutor off the hook 18 0.21%
Dissuade request for empathy 14 0.17%
Avoidance repetition of part of the request or 12 0.14%
invitation
Statement of philosophy 12 0.14%
Advice 8 0.09%
Total 5308 63.02%
Pragmatic Markers
Intensifier 987 11.72%
Adjunct 720 8.55%
Address form 507 6.02%
Politeness marker 12 0.14%
Abusive markers 11 0.13%
Total 2237 26.56%
Overall total 8423 100.00%

Percentages were calculated for the total refusals and pragmatic markers (n =
8423) Refusal strategies and pragmatic markers are arranged in descending order
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Direct refusal is the first major type of refusal strategy, and includes three semantic
formulas; negative ability and willingness, no and explicit rejection, and performatives. The
most used direct strategy is negative ability and willingness (n=782; 9%) such as:

o el e
Maqdar ?asaSidak
I can’t help you
o Jaill dlae s sud £l e
Ma:rah ?asawi: maSa:k 2alfuyul
I won’t do the work with you
Negative willingness was also used extensively by the participants in Nelson, Carson, Al Batal,
and El Bakary’s (2002a) and (2002b) studies. The second most frequently used direct strategy
is the word “No” and explicit negation (n=94; 1%). In Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman’s
(2010) study, the refusal expression “no” was also ranked as the second most used strategy. An
example of explicit negation is:
( Laa
s‘aCab
Hard
[ 4 d.x;ﬁm
Mustahi:l
Impossible
The least used direct refusal formula is performative (n=2; 0.02%). Performative statements
are only used twice by participants when declining requests or invitations. An example of this

strategy appears below:

o il
2ana ?arfudf
1 refuse

The second type of refusal is the indirect, and includes 21 semantic formulae. The most
commonly used indirect strategy is reason (n=1994). 23% of the data was coded as the reason
formula. The participants also used reason statements, such as:

o Aia ul
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?ana mafyulah
I'm busy

o Al bl e

Cindi: ?asbabi: ?alxa:sfah
I have my personal reasons

The reason strategy is the most frequently used in research conducted by Nelson, Carson, Al
Batal, and El Bakary (2002a) and (2002b), Al-Eryani (2007), Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman
(2010), Al-Issa (1998), and in Morkus (2009). Regret is ranked as the second most often used
indirect strategy (n=1234). 14% of the data consists of regret statements; i.e.

o il

Acsif
Sorry

[ L‘ﬂ.\A J.\.K;i
?2a€tafir minak
I beg your pardon

The third most used strategy is alternatives (n=634; 7%). Examples of alternative statements

arc:
o Juadl gHu e dulizany LIS

Lo: tikalimi: wahdah @anijah min badri: ?afdfal
It is better that you talk to someone else in advance

o gl dES szl

rah 2azu:rakum qabil ?alzawa:d3

I'll visit you before marriage
The promise of future acceptance (n=425; 5%) and wish (n=272; 3%) are ranked fourth and
fifth in this study. The least commonly used indirect strategy is letting the interlocutor off the
hook (n=18; 0.21%), Dissuading the interlocutor from making a request for empathy (n=14;
0.17%), Avoidance by repeating part of the request (n=12; 0.14%), Statement of philosophy
(n=12; 0.14%) and advice (n=8, 0; 0.09%).

In addition, the table shows the participants employed indirect refusals almost five

times more often than direct ones, when refusing requests and invitations. The total number of
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direct refusals was only (n=878, 10%); however, the research participants produced (n=5308)
indirect refusal formulas; 63% of the data consists of indirect refusal strategies.

The Pragmatic markers are accompanied by refusal strategies, and the research data
includes (n=2237) markers. In this study, Arab and African Hijazi men and women produced
five types of pragmatic markers, which are intensifiers, adjuncts, address forms, politeness and
abusive markers. The most frequently used pragmatic marker is the intensifier (n=987; 11%)).
The participants swear with the name of God and use some words, such as s« marah (so
much), S Kka@i:r (a lot), di= hajl (very) to intensify their viewpoints. Adjuncts appear after
the intensifiers as the most used markers. The data contains (n=720) adjuncts. The participants
provided five types of adjuncts in this study, four being similar to the ones in Beebe, Takahashi
and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) work, which are statements of positive opinion/feeling or agreement,
statements of empathy, pause fillers, and statements of gratitude or appreciation. The new
adjunct, developed in the current study, is a softener. This softener is a statement that softens
unmitigated refusals. This adjunct will be discussed in detail in the content of the semantic
formulas section. The least used markers are politeness and abusive markers. The participants

provided only 12 politeness markers and 11 abusive phrases.

5.2.2 Refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture

1. Refusing interlocutors’ request

This section explores the refusals of Arab Saudi men (n=76), Arab Saudi women
(n=79), African Saudi men (n=74) and African Saudi women (n=74) when declining requests
in the first scenario (request assistance in a project), the second scenario (request to host a
guest), the fifth scenario (request to fill in a questionnaire) and the sixth scenario (request to

change a flight seat). Each table in this section exhibits the selection and ranking of refusals in
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each group, and is distinguished by either gender (men or women) and culture (Arab and
African).

Additionally, the following tables include the average rate for response, which is the
average number of refusals and pragmatic markers used by each participant in all four
scenarios, and the total number of refusals and pragmatic markers in each group divided by the
total number of participants in each group. The reason for expressing the average for response
is to contrast between the four social groups. In addition, all the tables below show that the
participants (n=303) used direct, indirect strategies and the pragmatic markers when declining
other’s requests. The following section will discuss their usage of the principal refusal
strategies and pragmatic markers in details:

A. Direct refusals

Table S. 2 Direct refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %
Direct refusals
Performative 0 0.00% 1 0.93% 1 0.82% 0 0.00%
No and explicit negation 22 19.30% 14 13.08% 22 18.03% | 25 21.93%
Negative ability /willingness 92 80.70% 92 85.98% 99 81.15% 89 78.07%
Total 114 100% 107 100% 122 100% 114 100%
Average number of responses per 15 1.4 15 15
person across 4 scenarios

In respect of refusal selections, the table above shows African men and Arab women

are the only two social groups to use all the direct refusal strategies. In contrast, Arab men and
African women employ only two types of direct refusals, which are negative willingness and
ability, and use no explicit negation formulas. The average response in the table demonstrates
that each participant from each of the social groups used around one direct refusal in the four
request scenarios. In addition, According to the total of direct refusals, there is no significant
difference between the four social groups in employing the direct refusals (x*= 0.0006,

p=0.9810).
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Average of Response per Person
152 -
1.5 15
15 -
148 -
146 -
1.44 -
142 -
14

1.38 -

Across the four requests scenarios

1.36 -

1.34

Arab Men African Men Arab Women African Women

Figure 5. 1: Direct refusals’ average of response across gender and culture in request
scenarios

Concerning the ranking for direct refusals, Arab and African men and women exhibited
similar results. All four groups employed negative ability and willingness intensively when
rejecting requests. In total, 80% (n= 92) of the Arab men’s direct refusal data and 85% (n=92)
of the African men’s direct refusal data consisted of negative ability and willingness
statements. Negative ability and willingness statements comprise 81% (n= 99) of Arab
women’s and 78% (n=89) of African women’s direct refusal responses. The second most used
strategy for Arab and African men and women is no or explicit negation. Arab men and women
return the same result in terms of the rank of no and explicit negation strategy. Each group only
provided (n=22) of such statements. The African men produced (n=14) no and explicit negation
phrases; however, the African women employed more no and negation phrases, as they used

(n=25) such statements when refusing to request data. The strategy least used by African men
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and Arab women was the performative strategy (n=1); this strategy is not employed by Arab

men nor by African women across the four scenarios.

Performative
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Figure 5. 2: Direct refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios

B. Indirect refusals

Direct Refusals

1

No and explicit negation

92

14

African Men

Negative ability + Negative Willingness

99

22

1

Arab Women

African Women

89

25

0

Table S. 3 Indirect refusals across gender and culture in request scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %
Indirect refusals

Regret 170 | 26.65% | 151 | 26.08% | 242 | 27.66% | 213 32.52%
Wish 15 2.35% 10 1.73% 28 3.20% 19 2.90%
Reason 244 | 38.24% | 223 | 38.51% | 311 | 35.54% | 242 | 36.95%
Alternative 137 | 2147% | 131 | 22.63% | 163 | 18.63% | 108 16.49%
Condition for future or past acceptance 2 0.31% 1 0.17% 5 0.57% 4 0.61%
Promise of future acceptance 1 0.16% 7 1.21% 9 1.03% 6 0.92%
Statement of principle 5 0.78% 3 0.52% 22 2.51% 11 1.68%
Statement of philosophy 2 0.31% 0 0.00% 3 0.34% 1 0.15%
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 23 3.61% 21 3.63% 20 2.29% 12 1.83%
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 3 0.47% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dissuade criticise 8 1.25% 4 0.69% 15 1.71% 5 0.76%
Letting the interlocutor off the hook 1 0.16% 4 0.69% 5 0.57% 4 0.61%
Dissuade negative consequences 11 1.72% 9 1.55% 23 2.63% 11 1.68%
Dissuade request for empathy 2 0.31% 0 0.00% 9 1.03% 1 0.15%
Acceptance that functions as a refusal 0 0.00% 4 0.69% 1 0.11% 0 0.00%
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Avoidance postponement 7 1.10% 3 0.52% 1 0.11% 1 0.15%
Avoidance hedging 2 0.31% 3 0.52% 5 0.57% 3 0.46%
Avoidance repetition of part of the 1 0.16% 0 0.00% 2 0.23% 1 0.16%
request
Counter question 3 0.47% 1 0.17% 7 0.80% 7 1.07%
Conditional acceptance 1 0.16% 2 0.35% 2 0.23% 2 0.31%
Advice 0 0.00% 2 0.35% 2 0.23% 4 0.61%
Total 638 %100 579 %100 875 %100 655 %100
Average number of responses per 8.3 78 11.0 3.8
person across 4 scenarios

Regarding the selection of refusal strategies, the data indicates that each group followed
a different pattern when excluding refusal strategies. Arab women participants used indirect
refusal strategies when rejecting one another’s requests, except requests for assistance or help.
Further, Arab men employed all refusal strategies except use of acceptance that functions as
refusal and advice refusal formulas. Out of 21 possible indirect refusals, African men only used
17 refusal strategies, excluding statements of philosophy, requests for assistance, requests
involving empathy, and repetition of part of the request. African women also preferred to use
19 refusal semantic formulas except when dissuading the interlocutor by making a request or
asking for help, and acceptance functioning as a refusal. Looking for the highest average
number of responses, the data shows Arab women provided more indirect refusals than other
social groups. Each Arab woman employed around (n=11) indirect refusal strategies, whereas
each Arab man only used (n= 8). Each African man only gave (n=7) indirect refusals; however,
each African woman produced (n=8) refusal formulas in four request contexts. Having said
that, the data indicated a significant difference in the number of using indirect refusals by the

four social groups (x*>= 6.2217, p=0.0126).
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Figure 5. 3: Indirect refusals’ responses across gender and culture in request scenarios

In respect of the indirect refusal ranks, the most commonly used refusal formula in the
Arab and African men’s and women’s data is reason. Around 35% of all the participants’
responses, regardless of their culture and gender, consist of reason statements. The four groups’
second and third most used strategies are regret and the alternatives. Regret statement phrases
comprise 26% of the Arab and African men’s data. In the Arab and African women’s data,
27% of the Arab women and 32% of the African women use regrets. Alternative’s frequency
is also high in the Arab and African men’s and women’s data. There are (n=137) alternative
forms from Arab men, and (n= 131) alternative statements from African men. Arab women
employed (n=163) phrases suggesting alternatives, whereas African women gave (n=108)

alternatives strategies.
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Figure 5. 4: Most common indirect refusals’ across gender and culture in request scenarios

There are some differences in the strategies least used by the four groups across the
four scenarios. Arab men’s least common strategies are promising future acceptance (n=1),
letting the interlocutor off the hook (n=1), avoidance of the interlocutor by repeating part of
the request (n=1), and conditional acceptance (n=1). However, the least used strategies,
employed once or twice by African men, are the conditions for past and future acceptance,

counter questioning, conditional acceptance and advice.
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Least Used Indirect Refusals
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Figure 5. 5: Least common indirect refusals’ in request scenarios

Despite the above, in the Arab women’s data, acceptance that functions as a refusal
(n=1), avoidance by postponing and holding request (n=1), avoidance by repeating part of the
request (n= 2), conditional acceptance (n=2) and advice (n=2) are the least used strategies.
Whereas, the African women'’s least used strategies are statement of philosophy, dissuading
the requester by requesting empathy, and postponement and avoidance through repeating part

of the request.
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Figure 5. 6: Least common indirect refusals’ in request scenarios

C. Pragmatic markers

Table 5. 4 Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %
Pragmatic markers
Politeness markers 0 0.00% 2 1.63% 4 1.47% 1 0.61%
Abusive markers 5 2.96% 6 4.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Intensifier 91 53.85% 59 47.97% | 144 | 52.94% 84 51.22%
Adjunct 24 14.20% 21 17.07% 56 20.59% 26 15.85%
Address form 49 28.99% 35 28.46% 68 25.00% 53 32.32%
Total 169 %100 123 %100 272 %100 164 %100
Average number of responses per 2.2 1.6 34 22
person across 4 scenarios
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Starting with the selection of pragmatic markers, the table indicates the only group to
use all the pragmatic markers in the four request scenarios are African male participants. The
other three groups exclude one of the markers. The Arab men’s data includes intensifiers,
adjuncts, abusive markers, and address forms, but excludes politeness markers. Also, Arab and
African women use all the pragmatic markers given in the table except for the abusive
formulas. Resembling the average response in terms of indirect refusals, each Arab woman
used more pragmatic markers than each of the Arab men and the African men and women.
Each Arab woman employed around (n= 3) pragmatic markers, but each Arab man and African
woman only used (n=2) pragmatic markers. African men’s data included the lowest average
response, as each African man only provided (n=1) pragmatic formulas in four requests
scenarios. Looking to the difference between the four groups in the total number of using

pragmatic markers, the data show no significant differences (x> =1.4886, p=0.2224).
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Figure 5. 7: Pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture in request
scenarios
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Concerning the pragmatic markers’ ranks, intensifiers were the most common
pragmatic markers for all social groups, as approximately half the Arab and African men’s and
women’s pragmatic markers responses were intensifiers. The address form comes just after the
intensifier as a preferred strategy by Arab and African men and women. Arab men employed
(n=49) address forms, and the African men used (n=35) address forms across the four request
scenarios. The Arab women provided (n=68) address form when declining a request, and the
African women used (n=53) the address form. The pragmatic strategies least used by Arab men
are abusive markers (n=5); however, Arab women and African men and women used politeness
markers less often than other pragmatic markers. The politeness markers were only used four
times in the Arab women’s data, and only once or twice in the African men’s and women’s

data.
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Figure 5. 8: Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request scenarios
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D. Totals and the average responses

Table 5. 5 Total and the average response in request scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F % F % F % F %

Total for direct Refusal 114 | 12.38% 107 13.23% 122 9.61% 114 12.22%
Total for indirect refusal 638 | 69.27% 579 71.57% 875 68.95% 655 70.20%
Total for pragmatic markers 169 | 18.35% 123 1520% | 272 [2143% | 164 17.58%

Total 921 809 1269 933

Average number of responses per 12 10.9 16 12.6

person across 4 scenarios

The table (5.5) indicates a significant difference between the Arab and African men and women

in overall total of refusals and pragmatic markers (x>= 7.5752, p=0.0059). Also, It shows Arab

and African men and women followed similar patterns when selecting and ranking refusals and

pragmatic markers. All the social groups used a greater number of indirect refusals and

pragmatic markers than they did direct refusals. Between 68% and 70% of the data was

comprised of indirect refusals. However, the percentage of direct refusals in each social group’s

data was much lower, as only between 9% and 13% of all data is a direct formula.
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Figure 5. 9: Total for refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture in request
scenarios
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As mentioned above, the average number of responses correlate with the average
number of refusals and pragmatic markers produced by each participant in all four scenarios.
By looking at figure (5.10) below, it is apparent that Arab women shared the highest rate of
refusal strategies and pragmatic markers in the four request situations (n=16). Meanwhile, in
contrast, African men employed the lowest number of refusal strategies and pragmatic
formulae in the given scenarios (n=10.9). Arab women and African men’s average responses
explain why Arab women’s data result in the highest total for refusals and other markers’, and
why African men’s refusals and pragmatic formula total is the lowest.
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Figure 5. 10: Refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture
in request scenarios

E. Gender, selection, rank and the frequency of refusal and pragmatic markers

By linking gender with the selection of refusals, the data in tables (5.2) and (5.3) did
not show a remarkable relationship between gender and the selection of direct and indirect
refusals. Arab and African men and women followed a different pattern in terms of preferring
and excluding direct and indirect refusal formulas, despite their gender. For example, Arab and
African men varied when choosing and avoiding refusals. Arab men excluded advice, but

African men avoided other indirect strategies, such as a statement of philosophy, or requests
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for empathy. Nevertheless, the selection of pragmatic markers appeared to be influenced by
gender. The Arab and African women selected all the pragmatic markers and avoided abusive
formulas. However, the men, regardless of their culture, employed abusive markers when
rejecting requests.

Also, the rank of refusal is apparently not influenced by gender, since the participants’
data shared almost the same rank in terms of frequently used refusal strategies and pragmatic
markers, despite their different genders. For example, the participants, including the men and
women, chose from statements of negative ability and willingness, reasons, regrets,
alternatives, attacks, wishes, intensifiers, address forms, adjuncts more than other refusals and
pragmatic formulas.

The frequencies of responses were apparently influenced by gender. As shown in table
(5.5), Arab women’s average responses in the four situations were higher than in the Arab
men’s data. Each Arab female participant provided more refusals and pragmatic markers (n=
16) than each Arab man (n= 12) in the request scenarios. Additionally, each African woman
employed more refusals and pragmatic markers (n=12.6) than each of the African men

(n=10.9).

F. Culture, selection, rank, the frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers

Similar to the previous section, the selection of refusals in the four request scenarios
were not noticeably influenced by culture, since no similarities or differences in the refusal
selections or ranking are determined by culture. The rank of refusal is apparently not affected
by culture, since the participants’ data shared the same rank.

The number of refusals and pragmatic markers were also influenced by culture. Arab
Hijazi provided more responses when declining requests than the African group did. In detail,

Each Arab man’s total number of responses (n=12) were higher than the African man’s
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responses (n= 10.9). Also, the Arab women’s average responses’ (n= 16) are noticeably higher
than the African woman ones (n= 12.6).

G. Difficulty refusing request stratified by gender and culture
This section explains the participants’ perception of refusals, and their difficulty refusing each

of the requests. In addition, the table below indicates how people perceive refusals, and if there

is a relationship between perceptions and gender and/or culture.

Table S. 6 Difficulty refusing requests stratified by gender and culture

Gender Male Female
Culture Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
Difficulty with refusals | F % F % F % F % X? P-
value
Extremely difficult 34 |1 11.18% | 30 | 10.14% | 14 | 4.43% | 24 | 8.11% | 2.5374 | 0.1111
Somewhat difficult 66 |21.71% | 66 | 22.30% | 71 | 22.47% | 67 | 22.64% | 0.0567 | 0.8121
Slightly difficult 72 [ 23.68% | 67 |22.64% | 76 | 24.05% | 71 | 23.99% | 0.0003 | 0.9867
Not at all difficult 132 1 43.42% | 133 | 44.93% | 155 | 49.05% | 134 | 45.27% | 0.8088 | 0.3684
Total 304 | 100% | 296 | 100% | 316 | 100% |296 | 100%

Around half the responses in the Arab and African men’s and women’s data suggested
that refusing requests is not difficult at all. Regarding perceiving refusals as slightly difficult
and somewhat difficult, around 20% of Arab and African men’s and women’s responses
indicated this to be the case. A small number of responses showed refusing requests is
extremely difficult. Perceiving refusals as extremely difficult is influenced by gender, since the
Arab men and African men responded “extremely difficult” more often than women in their
culture. However, culture as an independent variable does not have a significant influence on

the data, since the participants provide almost similar responses regardless of culture.
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Summary

The above section explored the selection, average rates of response and ranking of
direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic markers in the first scenario (request assistance on a
project), the second scenario (request to host a guest), the fifth scenario (request to fill in a
questionnaire) and the sixth scenario (request to change a flight seat). In respect of the selection
of direct refusal, there was evidence that both Arab men and African women were following
similar patterns. Also, Arab women and African men selected the same direct refusals. With
regard to indirect refusal strategies, the data showed the four social groups followed different
patterns in selecting these refusals. Similarity was apparent between the Hijazi Arab and
African women regarding selection of all the pragmatic markers, except for the abusive
formulas. In regard the average number of responses, women used more refusal strategies and
pragmatic markers than men. Also, Arabs communicated using more refusal strategies and
pragmatic markers than the Africans. In terms of the ranking of refusals, the participants
preferred to use statements of negative ability and willingness, reason, regret, alternative and
intensifiers more than other formulas when rejecting requests. The level of difficulty when
refusing request data indicates that a high number of Arab and African men’s and women’s

responses show that it is not difficult to refuse interlocutors’ requests.
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2. Refusing interlocutors’ invitations

This section will demonstrate the selection, rank, and average responses for refusals
and pragmatic markers from Arab and African men and women in the third, fourth, seventh
and eighth invitation scenarios. These scenarios are an invitation to a wedding party, an
invitation to visit a nephew’s or niece’s house, an invitation to a teachers’ gathering, an
invitation to attend a workshop. In the four invitation scenarios, the data shows the participants,
regardless of their culture and gender, used direct, and indirect refusals, plus appropriate
pragmatic markers. The following section discusses this in detail.

A. Direct refusal

Table S. 7 Direct refusals across gender and culture in invitations’ scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %
Direct refusals

Performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
No and explicit negation 1 1.04% 3 3.23% 3 2.31% 4 3.92%
Negative ability /willingness 95 98.96% 90 96.77% 127 97.69% 98 96.08%
Total 96 100% 93 100% 130 100% 102 100%

Average number of responses per 1.2 1.2 1.6 1.3

person across 4 scenarios

Regarding the selection of direct refusals, the Arab and African men’s and women’s

data in the table (5.7) indicates that only two strategies detailing direct refusals had been

selected. The participants used no and explicit negation and negative ability and willingness,

and excluded performative statements when declining invitations. The participants from each

group used approximately one direct refusal when responding to the four invitation scenarios.

Also, there is no significant difference has been shown between the four direct refusal total (x>

=1.1505, p=0.2834).
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Figure 5. 11: Direct refusals’ average of responses across gender and culture in the invitation
scenarios

According to the rank of refusals, the data indicates that negative ability is the most
common formula given in direct refusal strategies, and it is significantly well used by the Arab
and African men and women, with more than 90% of direct refusals in the invitation data
expressing negative ability and willingness. The Arab women gave (n=127) negative ability
and willingness, but the Arab men and African men and women produced between (n=90) and
(n=98) of this same strategy. However, in the Arab and African men and women data, no, and
explicit negation is ranked second after expression of negative ability and willingness by the
participants, although its use is limited. From (n=1) to (n=4) of Arab and African men and
women responses express no and explicit negation. This indicates that Arab and African Saudi
people prefer to avoid using no and other negation when rejecting invitations across the four

invitation scenarios.
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Figure 5. 12: Direct refusals across gender and culture in invitation scenarios

B. Indirect refusals

Table S. 8 Indirect refusals across gender and culture in invitations’ scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %
Indirect refusals
Regret 119 | 19.29% | 109 19.57% 125 15.84% 105 17.56%
Wish 38 6.16% 32 5.75% 82 10.39% 48 8.03%
Reason 239 | 38.74% | 219 39.32% 300 | 38.02% | 216 | 36.12%
Alternative 16 2.59% 15 2.69% 38 4.82% 26 4.35%
Condition for future or past acceptance 4 0.65% 4 0.72% 7 0.89% 4 0.67%
Promise of future acceptance 89 14.42% 84 15.08% 113 14.32% 116 19.40%
Statement of principle 1 0.16% 1 0.18% 9 1.14% 1 0.17%
Statement of philosophy 2 0.32% 0 0.00% 2 0.25% 2 0.33%
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 8 1.30% 3 0.54% 8 1.01% 2 0.33%
Dissuade criticise 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Letting the interlocutor off the hook 1 0.16% 1 0.18% 1 0.13% 1 0.17%
Dissuade negative consequences 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dissuade request for empathy 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.25% 0 0.00%
Acceptance that function as a refusal 45 7.29% 38 6.82% 31 3.93% 30 5.02%
Avoidance postponement 9 1.46% 7 1.26% 14 1.77% 14 2.34%
Avoidance hedging 2 0.32% 2 0.36% 6 0.76% 1 0.17%
Avoidance r@peFltlc.)n of part of the 2 0.32% 2 0.36% 3 0.38% 1
invitation 0.17%
Counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 0.51% 0 0.00%
Conditional acceptance 42 | 681% | 40 7.18% | 44 | 558% | 3l 518%
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Advice 0 | 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Total 617 100% 557 100% 789 100% 598 100%

Average number of responses per 8.1 75 9.9 3
person across 4 scenarios

When selecting indirect refusal strategies, Arab women selected more indirect refusals
than the individuals from the other social groups. Of 21 indirect refusals, Arab women used
(n=17) refusals and the Arab men and African women only employed (n=15). The number of
indirect strategies chosen by African men was the lowest (n=14). All participants avoided using
the four strategies inappropriate to invitation contexts. These four strategies dissuade the
interlocutor by attacking him/her, criticising, dissuading the speaker by showing negative
consequences if complying with an invitation, and advice. In addition, the statement of
philosophy was not used by African men, although it was used twice in the other social group’s
data. Request for empathy and counter question formulas were only employed four times by
Arab women; Arab men and African men and women avoided using this strategy when
declining an invitation. Regarding the average number of responses, the data indicated that
Arab women provided more indirect refusal strategies than the other participants did. Each
Arab Saudi woman gave approximately (n=9) indirect refusals. Each Arab men only employed
(n=8) indirect refusals, and each African man and woman used between (n=7) and (n=8)
indirect refusal formulas. Regarding the total of indirect refusals, a significant difference has

been traced between Arab and African men and women (x> = 4.8146, p= 0.0282).
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Figure 5. 13: Indirect refusals’ average of response across gender and culture in invitations’
scenarios

The participants, regardless of their culture and gender, ranked indirect refusals almost
the same. The most common refusal strategy for all four groups is reason. Approximately 38%
of all groups’ indirect refusal responses were reason statements. As in the request data, regret
formula was also one of the most selected indirect strategies. 19% of the Arab and African men
data expressed regrets. Arab and African women’s percentage for expression of regret was
lower than men’s. Only 15% of the Arab women in the data expressed regret, and only 17% of
the African women’s responses used this strategy. A promise of future acceptance was also
used remarkably often in the invitation data. The Arab and African men gave between (n= 84)
and (n=89) promise phrases, and the Arab and African women employed more promise
statements, as they produced between (n=113) and (n=116) formulas. The Saudi participants
used the wish formulas intensively in the data. The Arab women reported the highest number
of wish statements, as they employed (n= 82) wish phrases in the invitation scenarios. The

Arab men and African men and women used between (n= 30) and (n=50) wish phrases.
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Figure 5. 14: Most common indirect refusals’ across gender and culture in invitations’
scenarios

Arab and African men and women are similar in their selection of the least used indirect
refusals. The letting the interlocutor off the hook formula is the least used strategies and was
only used once in each group invitation data. In addition, avoidance of refusal by repeating part
of the invitation is considered one of the lowest used formulas as it was only used once by
African women, twice by Arab and African men, and three times by Arab women. A statement
of principle was only employed once each by Arab men and African men and women. Request
for empathy is one of the least frequently used indirect refusals in the Arab women’s data. This

strategy is not employed at all in the remainder of the data.
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Figure 5. 15: Least common indirect refusals’ in invitations’ scenarios

C. Pragmatic markers

Table S. 9 Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in invitations scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %
Pragmatic Markers
Politeness markers 2 0.54% 1 0.40% 1 0.17% 1 0.32%
Abusive markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Intensifier 133 35.66% 101 40.73% 243 42.19% 132 42 .31%
Adjunct 156 | 41.82% 91 36.69% 231 40.10% 115 36.86%
Address form 82 21.98% 55 22.18% 101 17.53% 64 20.51%
Total 373 100 248 100 576 100 312 100
Average number of responses per 4.9 33 73 42
person across 4 scenarios

For the selection of pragmatic markers, the data in the table indicates that the

participants used all the pragmatic markers except for the abusive formulas. The abusive

markers were completely avoided in the invitation scenarios. According to the average number

of pragmatic markers, each Arab woman provided a higher number of pragmatic markers than
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the other social groups did. She gave around double the other groups’ pragmatic marker
responses. According to the total of the pragmatic markers, there are no statistically significant
differences between the four groups (x> =3.6083, p=0.0575) despite each Arab woman

provided higher pragmatic markers than other social groups.

Average Response per Person

7.3

4.9
42

33

Across the four invitation scenarios
N

Arab Men African Men Arab Women African Women

Figure 5. 16: Pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture in
invitations’ scenarios

The data shows that the intensifier marker is the most used by African men and women
and Arab women only. There are between (n= 101) and (n= 243) different phrases of
intensifiers in the three social groups data. The adjunct is the most common marker in the Arab
men’s data (n= 156), and is the second most frequently used formula among the Arab women
(n=231) and African men (n= 91) and African women data (n= 115). Politeness markers are
the least used. They are only used twice in the Arab men’s data and once in the Arab women’s

and African men’s and women’s data.
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Figure 5. 17 : Pragmatic markers across gender and culture in invitation scenarios

D. Total and average responses

Table S. 10 Total and the average response in invitation scenarios

Male Female
Arab African Arab African
Participants N 76 74 79 74
F | % F | % F | % F | %

Total number of direct refusals 96 8.84% 93 10.36% 130 8.70% 102 10.08%
Total number of indirect refusals 617 | 56.81% | 557 62.03% 789 52.78% | 598 59.09%
Total number of pragmatic markers 373 | 34.35% | 248 27.62% 576 38.53% 312 30.83%

Total 1086 898 1495 1012

Average number of responses per 14.2 12.1 18.9 13.6

person across the 4 scenarios

All the four participants provided a significantly different total number of refusals and
pragmatic markers in the four invitation situations (x*= 10.8579, p=0.0009). Similar to
declining requests, the participants, regardless of their culture and gender, used more indirect
refusals and pragmatic markers than direct refusals, principally to save the interlocutors face.
The four social groups only produced between 8% and 10% of direct refusal data. However,
between 52% and 62% of the Arab and African men’s and women’s data is comprised of

indirect refusals.
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Figure 5. 18: Total number of refusals and pragmatic markers across gender and culture in
invitation’s scenarios

The average of responses in the four invitation situations explains why Arab women
report the highest refusals and pragmatic marker total, and why African men report the lowest.
Arab women provided the highest rate of responses, as each Arab woman gave around (n=18)
refusals and pragmatic markers in the four invitation situations. However, African men have
the lowest direct, indirect and pragmatic marker total, because African men only employed
around (n=12) refusal strategies and pragmatic markers when declining invitations. Each Arab
man and African woman’s average rate of responses is around (n=14) refusals and pragmatic

markers.
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Figure 5. 19: Refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ average of response across gender and culture
in invitations’ scenarios

E. Gender, culture, selection, rank, frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers

As seen in tables (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9) the selection and rank of refusals and pragmatic
markers is not obviously influenced by gender or culture, since the participants follow almost
the same patterns regardless of their gender and culture. The average for participants’ responses
are affected by the two independent variables, culture and gender. Arab and African women’s
average responses are higher than those of men in their cultures. According to cultural norms,
the data indicates that each of the Arab male and female participants provided a higher total
number of responses than the African men and women. When looking at the table (5.10), it
emerged that each Arab man (n=14.2) employed more responses than each African man
(n=12.1). In addition, each Arab woman’s total number of responses (n=18.9) was greater than

African women’s responses (n=13.6) in the four invitation scenarios.
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F. Difficulty refusing invitations as stratified by gender and culture

As detailed in the request situations section, the perception of refusals by the participants will

be demonstrated and then linked to both culture and gender.

Table 5. 11 Difficulty refusing invitations stratified by gender and culture

Gender Male Female
Culture Arab African Arab African
Participant N 76 74 79 74
Difficulty with refusals | F % F % F % F % X’ P-
value
Extremely difficult 34 | 11.18% | 40 | 13.51% | 15 | 4.75% | 24 | 8.11% | 0.5825 | 0.4453
Somewhat difficult 96 | 31.58% | 86 |29.05% | 56 | 17.72% | 65 | 21.96% | 1.2156 | 0.2702
Slightly difficult 89 129.28% | 79 |26.69% | 105 | 33.23% | 93 | 31.42% 0.0001 | 0.9917
Not at all difficult 85 [27.96% | 91 |30.74% | 140 | 44.30% | 114 | 38.51% | 1.940 | 0.1636
Total 304 | 100% | 296 | 100% | 316 | 100% |296 | 100%

Arab women and African men and women exhibited similarities when deciding on

refusals for invitations, as they relate to other types of perceptions. Between 30% and 44% of

the three groups’ do not find it at all difficult to refuse one another’s invitations. However,

Arab men’s highest rate of responses relate to somewhat difficult. 31% of the Arab men’s level

of difficulty when refusing result from level of difficulty responding. Establishing the lowest

rate of difficulty across all groups is extremely difficult.

A further point is that the level of difficulty refusing invitations appears to be influenced

by gender. The table above shows that both Arab and African men perceived refusals as

extremely difficult more so than women in their culture. In addition, Arab and African women’

total response rate stating not at all difficult are higher than Arab and African men’s ones.

However, there is no noticeable relationship between culture and the level of difficulty

refusing.
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Summary

This section presented Arab and African selection, rank, and average responses to
refusals in four invitation scenarios. These scenarios were being invited to a wedding party,
being invited to visit a nephew’s or niece’s house, being invited to a teachers’ gathering, and
being invited to attend a workshop. Regarding the selection of refusal and pragmatic markers,
the data shows the participants followed almost the same pattern. They employed direct
refusals entirely, except for the performative type. For indirect refusals, Arab and African
Hijazi disregarded aggravated refusal strategies such as attack, displaying lack of empathy and
criticism. Again, the four social groups selected all the pragmatic markers, except for abusive
formulas. In respect of the average number of refusals and pragmatic markers employed, the
data indicated that women, regardless of their culture, and Arabs, regardless of their gender
engaged in more refusals and used more pragmatic markers than other groups. In addition, in
these scenarios, the speakers intensively employed negative ability/willingness, reason, regret,
promise of future acceptance, adjuncts and intensifiers. The least used strategies were
statements of principles, letting the interlocutor off the hook, repeating part of the invitation
and politeness markers. Concerning level of difficulty, a high number of the Arab and African

participants’ responses showed that it is not difficult to refuse one another’s invitations.
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5.2.3 Refusals and pragmatic markers based on the social distance and refusing
interactions with people of the same or opposite gender

1. Refusing interlocutors’ requests

This section will focus on the selection, rank and frequency of the refusals and

pragmatic markers produced by the participants. The total number of participants’ refusals and

pragmatic formulas will be analysed, depending on social distance and communications with

people of the same and opposite gender, instead of on the gender of the participants and their

culture. Here, only the features of refusals and other markers across the four request situations

will be demonstrated. The four request scenarios are:

1. Scenario one (request to assist in a postgraduate project), which includes close

social distance and communication with people sharing the same-gender variable.

2. Scenario two (request to host a guest), which includes close social distance and

communication with people of the opposite-gender variable.

3. Scenario five (request to fill a questionnaire), which includes far social distance and

communication with people sharing the same-gender variable.

4. Scenario six (request to change a flight seat), which includes far social distance and

communicating with people of the opposite-gender variable.

Table 5. 12 Pragmatic markers and refusals to request based on same/opposite gender and social distance

Social distance

Close social distance

Far social distance

Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite
Scenarios N S.1 S.2 S.5 S.6
Across all participants 303 303 303 303
Direct refusals F % F % F % F %
Performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 1.09%
No and explicit negation 23 19.66% 17 19.10% 3 4.41% 40 21.86%
Negative ability / 94 80.34% 72 80.90% 65 95.59% 141 | 77.05%
willingness
Total 117 100% 89 100% 68 100% 183 100%
Indirect refusals
Regret 195 29.95% 97 12.81% 222 30.92% | 262 | 42.19%
Wish 19 2.92% 2 0.26% 39 5.43% 12 1.93%
Reason 207 31.80% 300 39.63% 269 3747% | 244 | 39.29%
Alternative 77 11.83% 239 31.57% 148 20.61% 75 12.08%
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Condition for future or past acceptance 6 0.92% 4 0.53% 2 0.28% 0 0.00%
Promise of future acceptance 5 0.77% 13 1.72% 5 0.70% 0 0.00%
Statement of principle 40 6.14% 1 0.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Statement of philosophy 4 0.61% 1 0.13% 0 0.00% 1 0.16%
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 14 2.15% 56 7.40% 1 0.14% 5 0.81%
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dissuade criticise 24 3.69% 7 0.92% 0 0.00% 1 0.16%
Letting the interlocutor off the hook 2 0.31% 6 0.79% 5 0.70% 1 0.16%
Dissuade negative consequences 18 2.76% 0 0.00% 22 3.06% 14 2.25%
Dissuade request for empathy 8 1.23% 2 0.26% 1 0.14% 1 0.16%
Acceptance that function as a refusal 2 0.31% 1 0.13% 2 0.28% 0 0.00%
Avoidance postponement 11 1.69% 0 0.00% 1 0.14% 0 0.00%
Avoidance hedging 11 1.69% 2 0.26% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Avoidance repetition of part of the 1 0.15% 3 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
request
Counter question 0 0.00% 17 2.25% 0 0.00% 1 0.16%
Conditional acceptance 1 0.15% 1 0.13% 1 0.14% 4 0.64%
Advice 3 0.46% 5 0.66% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Total 651 100% 757 100% 718 100% 621 100%
Pragmatic markers
Politeness markers 0 0.00% 5 2.87% 2 0.78% 0 0.00%
Abusive markers 8 3.60% 0 0.00% 3 1.17% 0 0.00%
Intensifier 129 58.11% 57 32.76% 137 | 53.31% 55 73.33%
Adjunct 20 9.01% 34 19.54% 60 23.35% 13 17.33%
Address form 65 29.28% 78 44.83% 55 21.40% 7 9.33%
Total 222 100% 174 100% 257 100% 75 100%
Total of direct refusals 117 11.82% 89 8.73% 68 6.52% 183 | 20.82%
Total of indirect refusals 651 65.76% 757 74.22% | 718 | 68.84% | 621 | 70.65%
Total of the pragmatic markers 222 22.42%, 174 17.06% 257 24.64%, 75 8.53%
Overall Total 990 1020 1043 879

In all four request situations, depending on the social distance and the gender of the requester,
the Saudi participants adhered to specific patterns, as will be discussed in detail below:

A. Scenario one (close social distance and communicating with people of the same

gender)

In the first situation, the requester is very close and shares the same gender as the

participant. The data shows that when a lazy close cousin asks for help on a postgraduate

project, the Saudi Hijazi participants declined his/ her requests by employing direct and indirect

refusals alongside pragmatic markers. Thus, it appears that all the direct refusals in this

situation had been selected except for one, which was the performative statement, “I refuse.”
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In addition, the participants used all the indirect refusals and pragmatic markers except counter
questions and politeness markers.

Regarding the rank of the individual refusing, the most common direct refusals related to
negative ability and willingness. The participants used these intensively when refusing
someone relationally close of the same gender as the interlocutor. About 80% of the direct
refusal average total pertains to negative ability and willingness formulas. The second most
extensively used direct refusal is no and explicit negations. The Saudi participants did not feel
hesitant about saying “no” or using other negations when they rejected their relative’s requests,
as these statements were used (n=23) times. Looking for indirect refusals in the first situation,
it was shown that reason is considered the most frequently used strategy, and it is used (n=207)
times by the participants. The other most used strategies are regrets and then alternatives.
Between (n= 77) and (n=195) of the data pertaining to this situation is regret and alternatives
statements. Intensifiers, which are in the pragmatic marker group, are considered the most

common (n= 129).
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explicit ability + principle form
negation  Negative

Willingness

Figure 5. 20: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the first scenario
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When the participants refused to assist with the project, they tried to save the requester’s
face by using more indirect refusals and pragmatic markers than direct one’s. Indirect refusals
totalled (n=651; 65%) and pragmatic markers overall account is (n=222; 22%), however, direct
refusals are only (n=117; 11%).

S1

m Direct mIndirect m Pragmatic Markers

Figure 5. 21: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

B. Scenario two (close social distance and communicating with people of the opposite
gender)

In this situation, the requester is close to the participants but has a different gender. The
requester in this scenario is a husband or wife asking his/her busy partner to host guests. As in
the first situation, the participants employed direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers
when refusing. For direct refusals, only negative ability and willingness, and no explicit
negation are used; however, indirect refusals have been employed with the exception of three,
which are a request for assistance and help, showing the negative consequences if a request has
been approved, and postponement. When the participants declined their husbands and wives

requests, they used pragmatic markers avoiding abusive ones.
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When making direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers, some strategies were
used very intensively. Specifically, negative ability and willingness were used repeatedly in
direct refusals; this formula was employed (n=72) times. No and explicit negation strategy was
used, and negative ability and willingness were the most frequently used direct formulas. The
Hijazi research subject used less no and explicit negation with their partners, differing from
when they declined their cousins. No and other negation was only employed (n=17) times. In
addition, reason and alternatives strategies were extensively employed to reject hosting guests.
More than half the data comprises reasons and alternative statements. The Saudi Hijazi
participants employed address forms more frequently than other pragmatic markers when

rejecting their partners, which indicated the closeness and intimacy between them.
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Figure 5. 22: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the second scenario

Rejecting a partners’ request is a face threatening act; therefore, to reduce the threat,
indirect refusals and pragmatic markers were employed more often than direct refusals. The
participants gave (n= 757; 74%) indirect refusals, and (n=174; 17%) pragmatic markers. The

total of direct refusals is approximately half the total for pragmatic markers.
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Figure 5. 23: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

C. Scenario five (far social distance and communicating with people of the same
gender)

The requester is a student with great social distance from, although the same gender as the
participant. This student is requesting that the participant fill in a questionnaire at an
inappropriate time for the students or the research participants. When declining this request,
the participants used direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic markers. Concerning direct
refusals, only negative ability and willingness were mentioned, and no and explicit negation
strategies were used. For indirect refusals, of 21, just 13 indirect refusals were employed to
decline socially far distant interlocutors. The participants excluded statements of philosophy
and principle, requests for help, criticisms and etc. Although many indirect refusals had been
neglected in the request situation, the participants made use of all the pragmatic markers.

The results of the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers were very similar to those for
the first situation. Regarding direct refusals, the participants expressed a high quantity of
negative willingness and ability (n=65). For the indirect refusals, the Arab and African men

and women frequently used reason, since around a third of the data set consisted of this
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strategy. Regret and alternatives were also employed extensively in this situation. The
participants also adopted regret (n=222) and alternative (n= 148) formulas. In the pragmatic
marker data, the total number of intensifiers was very high (n=137), and it is considered that
the most used pragmatic markers were used here, since about half of the pragmatic markers’

responses consisted of this strategy.
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Figure 5. 24: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the fifth scenario

Although the requester had great social distance from the participants, they were careful to
refuse him/her, by using more indirect and pragmatic markers than direct refusals to save
his/her face. In this situation, there are (n=718; 68%) indirect refusals, (n=257; 24%) pragmatic

markers, and only (n=68; 6%) direct refusals.
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Figure 5. 25: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

D. Scenario six (far social distance and communicating with people of the opposite
gender)

In scenario six, the interlocutor making the request was a traveller, who wished to change
his/her flight seat. In declining his/her request, the participants used direct, indirect refusals
and the pragmatic markers. When choosing refusal strategies and other markers, the data in the
table above indicates that Arab and African men and women employed all direct refusals
strategies; however, they only used 12 indirect refusals. In addition, out of five, they only
selected three types of the pragmatic markers: intensifiers, adjunct and address form.

Based on figure (5.26), negative ability and willingness were the most frequently used
direct refusals (n=141) when the participants were declining a request from a socially far distant
person of the opposite gender. More than half the direct refusal data consisted of this strategy.
In regard to the ranking of the indirect refusal, the participants expressed more regret than they
gave reasons. Here, regret was the most used strategy (n=262), and 42% of the indirect refusals
contained such statements. These were followed by reasoning strategy (n=244), which

accounted for only 39% of the participants’ responses. As in the first and fifth scenarios,
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intensifiers were the most used pragmatic strategies in this situation. The participants employed

(n=55) intensifiers when declining changing their flight seat.
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Figure 5. 26: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the sixth scenario

Refusing to change seats had not been perceived as threatening in previous situations, as
the participants had provided more direct refusals, rather than pragmatic markers. In this
situation, they gave (n=183; 20%) direct and (n=612; 70%) indirect refusals, but also employed

a very low number of pragmatic markers (n=75; 8%).
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Figure 5. 27: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

E. Overall totals for request scenarios

Table 5. 13Pragmatic markers and refusals to request based on same/opposite gender and social distance

Social distance Close social distance Far social distance
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite

Scenarios S.1 S.2 S.5 S.6

Across all participants 303 303 303 303
Total of direct refusals 117 11.82% 89 8.73% 68 6.52% 183 | 20.82%
Total of indirect refusals 651 65.76% 757 74.22% 718 68.84% | 621 | 70.65%
Total of the pragmatic markers 222 22.42% 174 17.06% 257 24.64% 75 8.53%

Overall total 990 1020 1043 879

According to the totals given, the participants provided more refusals and pragmatic

markers when declining unfamiliar requests from interlocutors of the same gender (n= 1043).

The reason for establishing the highest total is the extensive usage of intensifiers. When Saudi

men and women chose not to fill in the questionnaire, they used intensifiers extensively. This

contributed to a noticeably high overall total. However, when the participants declined a person

of far social distance and opposite gender, they returned the lowest total number of refusals

and pragmatic markers (n=879). The low number of refusals and pragmatic markers in the six

scenarios reflects Arabic cultural values that discourage men and women from speaking to
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strangers of the opposite gender, to avoid immorality and potential infidelity (Almadani, 2020).
In addition, there are statistically significant differences in the frequency of using direct refusal
(x2=41.4343, p=0.0000), indirect refusals (x2= 14.9777, p=0.0001), pragmatic markers (x2
=36.5752, p=0.0000) in the all four request scenarios are obvious. Also, The overall four

situations’ totals show significant differences (x2=9.8864, p=0.0016).
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Figure 5. 28: Overall totals in request scenarios

F. Similarities and differences in the request situations

There are some similarities and differences between the four request scenarios in terms of
the selection, rank, and total number of refusals and pragmatic markers. In respect of the
selection of preferred direct refusal method, the data indicated that only two direct refusals had
been used in all the request situations except one, the performative. In scenario six, the
participants used all the direct refusal strategies. When selecting indirect refusals and pragmatic
markers, the participants followed different patterns.

According to the refusal and pragmatic markers rankings, negative ability and willingness
strategies were ranked first as the most used direct refusal formulas in all situations. Also

reason, regret and alternatives were produced intensively in the request data. However, in

174



situation six, the participants expressed more regret than they gave explanation when declining
others; this was not apparent in the other three situations. Looking at the pragmatic markers,
intensifiers were employed far more often than the other markers, except for scenario two, in
which the data included more address forms than intensifiers.

In situations one, two and five, the participants gave pragmatic markers more than the direct
refusals. However, in scenario six, the Saudi participants preferred to give more direct refusals

than pragmatic markers.

G. Social distance, communicating with people of the same or opposite gender,

selection, rank, frequency of refusal and pragmatic markers

Social distance and communicating with people of the same or opposite gender had a slight
influence in the requests’ data. In far social distance scenarios, the participants selected fewer
indirect refusal strategies than in closely social ones. In detail, when the participants declined
arelative or a partner, they used between 19 and 18 indirect refusals. However, when the Hijazi
participants declined unfamiliar people’s requests, they used between 11 to 13 indirect refusals
only.

In terms of declining a request involving participants of the same or opposite gender, the
data indicated that Arab and African participants provided more pragmatic markers when

rejecting a request from a person of the same gender.

H. Difficulty refusing requests stratified by social distance and communicating with
people of the same and opposite gender

The participants perceived varying levels of difficulty when refusing a request from a
person of the same or opposite gender as well as when they declined familiar and unfamiliar

interlocutors. This section will discuss the perceived level of difficulties experienced by the
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participants, and identify any relationship between social distance, the gender of the requester

and the level of difficulties.

Table 5. 14 Difficulty to refuse requests based on same/opposite gender and social distance

Social Distance

Close social distance

Great social distance

Same/Opposite gender | Same gender | Opposite gender | Same gender | Opposite gender
Scenario Sit. 1 Sit.2 Sit.5 Sit.6
Difficulty of refusals F % F % F % F % X? P-

value

Extremely difficult | 34 | 11.22% | 49 16.17% 3 | 0.99% 16 5.28%
4.2387 | 0.0395
Somewhat difficult 117 | 38.61% 96 31.68% 23 | 7.59% 34 11.22% | 3.8281 | 0.0504
Slightly difficult 93 | 30.69% 75 24.75% 64 | 21.12% 54 17.82% | 0.0351 | 0.8513
Not at all difficult 59 | 19.47% | 83 27.39% | 213 | 70.30% | 199 | 65.68% | 4.353 | 0.0369

Total 303 | 100% | 303 100% 303 | 100% | 303 100%

The data demonstrates that the Saudi participants’ responses were somewhat difficult

and rated highest amongst the other difficulties levels, when declining friends and relatives

requests. Between 31% and 38% of the data consists of this category. However, most Saudi

participants felt that it was not difficult at all to refuse unfamiliar people. Responses to this

effect included declining requests from people of greater social distance, totalling between 65%

and 70% of all responses. This is most likely because of the collectivist values that encourage

Hijazi people to actively support their relatives, group members or members of their close

community (Al Lily, 2018, p. 127). In addition, the participants find it extremely difficult to

refuse people of the opposite gender. An explanation of this linguistics pattern will be given in

section (5.4.4).
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Summary

This section demonstrates the participants’ refusals of requests based on social distance
when speaking with people of the same and opposite gender. The data reflects the selection
used, ranking and frequency of refusals. Regarding the selection of direct refusals, the research
subjects followed the same pattern in the majority of scenarios; selecting only negative ability
and willingness and “no” and explicit negation. For indirect refusals and pragmatic markers,
the participants selected distinctive patterns. Concerning refusals’ and pragmatic marker’s
rank, negative ability and willingness, reason, regret, alternatives, intensifiers were employed
more often than other strategies. Furthermore, the data indicates that the Hijazi people issued
more refusals and pragmatic markers when declining people with greater social distance but
with the same gender; however, fewer formulas were used when the participants were rejecting
a request from people of greater social distance but a different gender. In terms of the level of
difficulty experienced, the participants found it more difficult to refuse relatives’ and friends’

requests.
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2. Refusing interlocutors’ invitation

This section is similar to the previous one, as the participants’ findings will be analysed

and organised depending on the social distance and gender of the inviter. What makes this

section different, is the category. Here, the study results are related to four invitation situations.

These situations are:

1. Scenario three (inviting to a wedding party), which includes close social distance

and communicating with people of the same-gender variable.

2. Scenario four (inviting to visit a nephew or niece house), which includes close

social distance and communicating with people with the opposite-gender variable.

3. Scenario seven (inviting to the teachers’ gatherings), includes far social distance

and communicating with people with the same-gender variable.

4. Scenario eight (inviting to attend a workshop), which includes far social distance

and communicating with people of the opposite-gender variable.

Table S. 15 Pragmatic markers and refusals to invitation based on same/opposite gender and social

distance
Social distance Close social distance Far social distance
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite
Scenario S.3 S.4 S.7 S.8
Across all participants 303 303 303 303
Direct refusals F % F % F % F %
Performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
No and explicit negation 1 0.94% 2 1.89% 5 5.05% 3 2.73%
Negative ability + 105 | 99.06% 104 | 98.11% 94 | 9495% | 107 | 97.27%
Negative willingness
Total 106 100% 106 100% 929 100% 110 | 100%
Indirect Refusals
Regret 175 | 28.32% 91 11.93% | 128 | 2098% | 64 | 11.23%
Wish 49 7.93% 57 7.47% 23 3.77% 71 12.46%
Reason 222 | 3592% | 280 | 36.70% | 207 | 33.93% | 265 | 46.49%
Alternative 10 1.62% 54 7.08% 18 2.95% 13 2.28%
Condition for future or past acceptance 4 0.65% 0 0.00% 6 0.98% 9 1.58%
Promise of future acceptance 58 9.39% 115 15.07% | 153 | 25.08% | 76 13.33%
Statement of principle 6 0.97% 0 0.00% 4 0.66% 2 0.35%
Statement of philosophy 1 0.16% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 0.88%
Dissuade attack, lack of empathy 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dissuade request for (assistance, help) 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.16% 20 3.51%
Dissuade criticism 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
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Letting the interlocutor off the hook 0 0.00% 1 0.13% 2 0.33% 1 0.18%
Dissuade negative consequences 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Dissuade request for empathy 1 0.16% 1 0.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Acceptance that function as a refusal 47 7.61% 56 7.34% 22 3.61% 19 3.33%
Avoidance postponement 12 1.94% 2 0.26% 20 3.28% 10 1.75%
Avoidance hedging 2 0.32% 3 0.39% 3 0.49% 3 0.53%
Avoidance repeating part of the 1 0.16% 0 0.00% 3 0.49% 4 0.70%
invitation
Counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.33% 2 0.35%
Conditional acceptance 30 4.85% 103 13.50% 18 2.95% 6 1.05%
Advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Total 618 100% 763 100% 610 100% | 570 | 100%
Pragmatic markers
Politeness markers 2 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.87%
Abusive markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Intensifier 108 | 27.55% | 234 |46.99% | 111 | 40.36% | 156 | 45.35%
Adjunct 208 | 53.06% 87 17.47% | 124 | 45.09% | 174 | 50.58%
Address form 74 18.88% | 177 | 35.54% | 40 14.55% | 11 3.20%
Total 392 100% 498 100% 275 100% | 344 | 100%
Total of direct refusals 106 9.50% 106 7.75% 99 10.06% | 110 | 10.74%
Total of indirect refusals 618 | 5538% | 763 | 55.82% | 610 | 61.99% | 570 | 55.66%
Total of pragmatic markers 392 | 35.13% | 498 | 3643% | 275 | 27.95% | 344 | 33.59%
Total 1116 1367 984 1024

In the following sections, the selection, the rank and the frequency of refusals and
pragmatic markers in each situation will be discussed in details. Then, the similarities and
differences between refusals and other markers will be demonstrated across the four invitation

situations.

A. Scenario three (close social distance and communicating with people of the same
gender)

The inviter in this situation is a friend who invited the participant to attend her/his sister’s
wedding party. The gender of the inviter is the same as the participants’ gender. In this
situation, the participants used all the main refusal types: direct, and indirect beside pragmatic
markers. In detail, the Arab and African people selected all direct refusals except for
performatives. For indirect refusals, they only used 14 indirect refusal categories such as

reason, regret, alternatives, promise of future acceptance and conditional acceptance. The
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participants also employed all pragmatic markers, excluding abusive markers, since it is not
appropriate to swear in invitation contexts.

Almost all the participants gave direct refusals, citing negative ability and willingness. The
data indicates that the Hijazi people did not prefer to use no and other explicit negation nor
performatives when being invited by friends of the same gender. No and explicit negation was
only employed once and performatives were not used at all. In addition, when declining an
invitation, the participants gave many reasons, regret, adjuncts and intensifiers to convince the
interlocutors of the need to decline attending the wedding party. Around 61% of the indirect
strategies involved giving reasons (n=222) and expressing regrets (n=175), and 80% of the

pragmatic markers’ responses were adjuncts (n=208) and intensifiers (n=108).

S.3

Direct Indirect = Pragmatic Markers
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105 108
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No and Negative Regret Wish Reason  Promise of Intensifier — Adjunct Address

explicit ability + future form

negation  Negative acceptance

Willingness

Figure 5. 29: The most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the third scenario

Moreover, the pie chart below (5.30) demonstrates that when people declined the invitation,
they chose to protect their face and the inviter’s also. As a result, they issued more indirect
refusals and adjuncts than direct ones. The participants in this situation used (n=618; 55%)

indirect refusal, (n=392; 35%) pragmatic markers, and only (n=106; 9%) direct refusals.
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Figure 5. 30: Percentages for direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

B. Scenario four (close social distance and communicating with people of the opposite
gender)

In scenario four, the participants are asked to respond to an invitation from a close nephew
or niece. The speaker is of the opposite gender to the participant. All main refusal categories,
and pragmatic markers were used when declining to visit a relative’s house. When refusing
this invitation the participants only used two types of direct refusal. They employed negative
ability intensively, and no or explicit negations only twice. For the indirect refusals and
pragmatic markers, the participants used only half of the indirect refusal. The pragmatic marker
data only includes intensifiers, adjuncts and address forms.

As in the previous situation, negative ability is the most commonly used direct strategy by
participants to refuse an invitation from a relative of the opposite gender. The data
demonstrates that approximately all the direct refusal data consists of negative ability
statements and willingness. However, the Hijazi subjects only used no and explicit negation
twice to save their relatives’ face and to avoid disappointing him/her. On the other hand, the
selection of the second most used indirect refusals and pragmatic markers differed from those

used in the previous situation. Here, reason and promise of future acceptance are used more
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than other indirect refusals. Around (n=280) reason and (n=115) promise of future statements
phrases were set out in this situation. In addition, intensifiers and address forms were used
more frequently than adjuncts in this context. Around half the pragmatic markers are
intensifiers (n=234), and a third of the responses are address forms (n=177). The intensive
usage of the address form indicates the closeness and affection between the participants and

their close in age nephew or niece.

S.4
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Figure 5. 31: Most frequently used refusals and pragmatic markers in the fourth scenario

The division of the total number of main categories is similar to the previously stated one
as the total for indirect refusals and the pragmatic total is higher than for indirect ones. The
direct refusal total is only (n= 106; 7%); however, the total for indirect refusals and other
markers is noticeably higher, as there are (n=763; 55%) indirect refusals and (n=498, 36%)

pragmatic markers.
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Figure 5. 32: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

C. Scenario seven (far social distance and communicating with people of the same
gender)

The inviter here is a teacher, who is unfamiliar with the participants, although they share
the same gender. As in all the scenarios, the participants used refusals and pragmatic markers
to decline the teacher’s invitation. Similar to the previous scenario, the participants only
selected negative ability and willingness with no, and explicit negation to refuse directly.
However, to decline the teacher’s invitation, the Hijazi participants selected more indirect
refusal strategies than was the case in the previous situation. 15 out of 21 indirect refusals were
employed. For the pragmatic markers, the study subjects only used intensifiers, adjuncts and
address forms.

The ranking of direct and indirect refusals is very similar to that undertaken in the previous
situation. Negative ability and willingness are the refusal strategies most preferred by the
participants (n=94), and around 94% of the data describes this formula. No and explicit
negations are considered the second most frequent direct strategies, although they were used
very infrequently in the data to preserve the teacher’s face. For indirect refusals, reason (n=207)

and promises of future acceptance (n=153) were employed extensively, for declining to attend
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gatherings. More than half the data includes these two strategies. Adjuncts were used more

than other pragmatic markers, and then intensifiers. The participants used (n=124) adjuncts to

demonstrate positive feelings and (n=111) intensifiers to stress certain points or to contribute

a sense of credibility.

S.7
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No and Negative Regret wish Reason Promise of Intensifier ~Adjunct  Address
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negation  Negative acceptance

Willingness

Figure 5. 33: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the seventh scenario

Here, the indirect refusal total is higher than that for direct refusals and pragmatic markers.

The Hijazi participants provided softer and more indirect refusals to avoid displeasing the

teacher. The total number of indirect refusals is (n= 610; 61%), but for direct refusals, the

overall account is (n= 99; 10%). The pragmatic markers total is higher than that for direct

refusals, at just (n=275; 27%).
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Figure 5. 34: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

D. Scenario eight (far social distance and communicating with people of the opposite
gender)

A new colleague of the opposite sex is the inviter in this situation. He/she invited the
participants to attend a workshop. As in the previous three invitation situations, the participants
used refusals and pragmatic markers to decline the invitation. When the Saudi participants
refused the invitation made by unfamiliar and opposite gender interlocutors, they used direct
refusal strategies, with the exception of performatives. In addition, they employed 16 different
indirect refusal strategies, such as promise of future acceptance, wishes, alternatives and
regrets. In order not to disappoint unfamiliar colleagues, they used all the pragmatic markers
except for abusive ones to support their refusals.

Regarding the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers, and as in the other invitation
scenarios, the Hijazi research subjects intensively used negative ability and willingness, as
there are around (n=107) such statements in the situational data. In addition, reason and
promises of future acceptance were used frequently when refusing to attend a workshop.
Around half the data contains reasons (n=265); promises of future acceptance, and refusal

strategies from the second rank as the most frequently used indirect refusals (n=76), and also
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dominates 13% of responses. Intensifiers (n=156) and adjuncts (n=174) are also employed

extensively as pragmatic markers; around 95% of the data consists of both strategies.

S.8

mDirect mIndirect = m Pragmatic Markers

265
174
156
107
64 71 76
-
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negation  Negative acceptance

Willingness

Figure 5. 35: Most common refusals and pragmatic markers in the eighth scenario

Although the participants declined the interlocutors with far social distance, they still tried
to save face his/her face by using indirect refusals and adjuncts. To refuse a new workmate,

the Hijazi men and women produced (n=570; 55%) indirect refusals and (n= 344; 33%)

pragmatic markers and only (n=110; 10%) direct refusal.

S.8
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Figure 5. 36: Percentages of direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

186



E. Overall totals in invitation scenarios

Table S. 16 Pragmatic markers and refusals to invitation based on same/opposite gender and social

distance
Social distance Close social distance Far social distance
Same/Opposite gender same Opposite same Opposite

Scenario S.3 S. 4 S.7 S.8
Across all participants 303 303 303 303

Total of direct refusals 106 9.50% 106 7.75% 929 10.06% | 110 | 10.74%

Total of indirect refusals 618 | 55.38% 763 55.82% | 610 | 61.99% | 570 | 55.66%

Total of pragmatic markers 392 | 35.13% | 498 | 3643% | 275 | 27.95% | 344 | 33.59%
Total 1116 1367 984 1024

The above table (5.16) indicates that the Hijazi people provided more refusals and pragmatic

markers when refusing friends’ and relatives’ invitations. In addition, the participants provided

the highest number of refusals and pragmatic markers (n=1367) when declining an invitation

from a relative of the opposite gender; but gave the lowest strategies (n=984) when declining

an invitation from an unfamiliar teacher of the same gender. Statistically significant differences

between the four invitations scenarios’ indirect refusal totals are apparent (x2= 12.2961,

p=0.0004). However, the frequency of all direct refusals and pragmatic markers show no

significant difference. Direct refusals results is (x2=0.2917, p=0.5891) and pragmatic markers

chi-square findings is (x2= 0.0215, p=0.8832). Although almost half of the data show no

significant difference; the overall totals in the four invitation contexts indicate significant

differences (x2=7.3449, p=0.0067).
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Figure 5. 37: Overall totals in invitation scenarios

F. Similarities and differences in invitation situations

There are noticeable differences and similarities regarding the selection, rank and the
frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers in all four invitation situations. Looking for the
Hijazi men and women’s selection, it appears from the data that they used only two types of
direct refusal, which are negative ability and no and explicit negation, despite the level of social
distance and the inviters’ gender. Regardless of the nature of the relationship with the inviter
or his/her gender, the participants, in all four invitation situations completely avoid using
statements of attack, criticism, or negative consequences if the invitation is fulfilled, advice
and abusive markers.

Looking at the ranking of the four situations, the data shows that negative ability and
willingness were employed intensively when encouraging individuals to decline the invitation
directly. No and explicit negation was also used, but very infrequently, since it seemed
inappropriate to decline the invitation using the word “no”. Regarding indirect refusals,

explanations and promises of future acceptance, formulas were used more often than other

188



indirect strategies, except in situation three, as the participants preferred to use explanation and
regret when declining a friend’s wedding invitation. In addition, to support their refusals and
save face, the participants frequently used intensifiers and adjuncts more often than other
pragmatic markers, except in the situation four, in which the participants used more address
forms beside intensifiers to indicate solidarity and closeness.

In respect of frequency, in all four invitations contexts, the participants tried to maintain
face and that of the inviter also by employing more indirect refusals and pragmatic markers

than direct strategies.

G. Social distance, communicating with people of the same or opposite gender

influence on selection, rank, frequency of refusals and pragmatic markers

Social distance does not have a noticeable influence, except in terms of the frequency and
selection of refusals and other markers. The participants provided a higher number of direct,
indirect refusals strategies and pragmatic markers, when declining relatives’ and friends’
invitations, to minimise the refusal threat, than they did when rejecting unfamiliar people.
However, the participants also selected more varied indirect strategies when refusing
unfamiliar people.

The data did not show a significant relationship between the gender of the inviter and the
selection, rank, and frequency of refusals and pragmatic strategies.

H. Difficulty refusing invitations, stratified by social distance and communicating
with people of the same/opposite gender

This section demonstrates how Arab and African Saudi people perceived refusals when
declining invitations. Here, the perception of refusal was related to social distance and the

gender of the inviter.
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Table 5. 17 Difficulty to refuse invitation based on same/opposite gender and social distance

Social Distance Close social distance Great social distance

Same/Opposite gender | Same gender | Opposite gender | Same gender | Opposite gender

Scenario Sit.3 Sit.4 Sit.7 Sit.8

Difficulty of refusals F % F % F % F % X? P-
value

Extremely difficult 24 7.92% 49 16.17% 7 2.31% 33 10.89% 3.0691 0.0797

Somewhat difficult 88 29.04% 84 27.72% 64 21.12% 67 22.11% 0.1584 0.6906

Slightly difficult 95 31.35% 86 28.38% 98 32.34% 87 28.71% 0.0087 0.9256
Not at all difficult 96 | 31.68% | 84 | 27.72% | 134 | 44.22% | 116 | 38.28% | 0.003 | 0.9563
Total 303 | 100% 303 100 % 303 | 100% 303 100%

In all the invitation situations, feeling that it was not at all difficult or slightly difficult
to decline invitations received the highest response rate among the types of refusals and
perceptions in all scenarios. More than half the responses were from these two categories.
However, regardless of social distance and the gender of the investors, fewer respondents
indicated finding refusing an invitation to be extremely difficult.

The social distance and gender of the interlocutors influenced the perception of refusals.
The participants felt that it was extremely difficult to refuse friends and relatives invitations,
more so than to reject unfamiliar workmates. In addition, the Hijazi participants perceived a
lesser threat when declining people with greater social distance, because more of the research
subjects indicated that it was not at all difficult to refuse unknown people, whereas refusing
relatives was harder.

The gender of the inviters also affected the data, as the Saudi participants felt it was
extremely difficult to reject a person of the opposite sex, more so than declining an invitation

from an interlocutor of the same gender.
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Summary

This section explores the refusals and pragmatic markers used in the invitations
scenarios. These strategies were found to be influenced by social distance and the gender of
the inviters. The data shows the participants follow the same pattern of disregarding
performative statements, criticism, attack, advice, negative consequences and abusive markers.
The most frequently used refusals and pragmatic markers were negative ability and
willingness, reason, regret, promise of future acceptance, intensifiers, and adjuncts. Regarding
the frequency of the strategies used, the Hijazi participants relied more on pragmatic markers
when rejecting family and friends’ invitations than direct refusals. In respect of the level of
difficulty refusing, the participants found it more difficult to refuse relatives and friends, and

those of a different gender.
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5.2.4 An overview of refusals and pragmatic markers similarities and differences in
requests’ and invitations’ scenarios

In this section, the similarities and differences when employing refusals and pragmatic
markers depending on whether the situation was a request or an invitation will be discussed. It
will detail and explore the selection, rank, average number of responses, and frequency of
refusals and pragmatic markers in requests and invitations. First, in the refusal and pragmatic
markers selection, the data indicates that the participants employed direct, indirect refusals and
pragmatic markers in both the request and the invitation scenarios. However, Arab and African
men and women used some strategies in request scenarios and avoided them in the invitation
situations. For example, attack, and lack of empathy statements were evident in the request
situations, but never employed in the invitations’ contexts. In addition, criticism and showing
negative consequences were only used to refuse requests. In addition, Arab and African men
used abusive markers when rejecting requests, but not for declining invitations.

Regarding the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers, negative ability and
willingness, reason, regret and intensifiers were the most popular formulas in the request and
invitation situations. However, no and explicit negation, alternative and attack statements were
noticeably more commonly used in request situations, although in the invitation scenarios,
these strategies were used much less or avoided entirely. Also, the promise of future acceptance
is one of the most commonly used strategies in invitation contexts, but was used only a little in
request situations.

In respect of the average number of responses and frequency, the data indicates that, in
most request and invitation scenarios, the participants employed more indirect refusals and
pragmatic markers than direct ones, except in scenario six when the participants declined
requests from people with far greater distance and of the opposite gender. Also, part (5.2.2)
indicates that Arab and African women’s average number of responses was higher than that of

men from the same culture in both request and invitation scenarios. Also, Arab men’s and
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women’s refusal response counts are greater than those of Saudi African men and women
responses. However, the same section proves that Arab and African men and women employed
more pragmatic markers for invitations than they did in request contexts. Furthermore, the
Saudi participants’ average responses were greatest for invitation than request situations. In
addition, in part (5.2.3) the participants provided more refusals and pragmatic markers in
invitation scenarios than in request prompts, except in situation seven, when the participants
declined invitations from people of greater social distance and a similar gender. Regarding the
level of difficulty the participants received when refusing others, the higher response rate

shows it is not difficult to refuse requests or invitations.
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5.3 Qualitative Findings

The qualitative findings are presented in the second part of this chapter. Below, an
exploration of the content of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers derived from the
discourse completion test (DCT) are given. This section provides definitions and examples of
direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers. The direct refusals include three strategies;
the indirect refusals include twenty-one strategies; and the pragmatic markers include five
strategies. Some of these strategies have other minor semantic formulas. The examples
presented in this section are taken from the Arab and African Hijazi participants’ data and from
both the request and invitation scenarios. If a certain example is used by all or some social
groups, additional information will be given regarding this example including the scenario
number, gender and culture of the participants. If the refusals or pragmatic markers' statements

are employed by only one social group, the gender and culture of their users will be given.

5.3.1 Direct refusals
1) Negative ability and negative willingness

Negative ability and negative willingness were employed intensively by the
participants. These aggravated strategies reflect interlocutors’ inability or desire to comply with
requests or invitations. Additionally, negative ability and negative willingness are direct
strategies, but they are less direct and less offensive than using “no” and other forms of explicit
negation.

a. Negative ability

The negative ability strategy was used in both the request and invitation scenarios. The most

frequent form of negative ability used by the Arab and African men and women was:
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1. %
Magqdar

I can’t (Arab and African men and women.)

This short statement, which indicates inability, was used by all social groups in all eight
situations. It was used by participants either at the beginning, middle, or end of their refusals.
A similar form also used frequently by all social groups was:

Magdar ?asaSidak

I can’t help you (Arab and African men and women.)
Arab and African men and women employed this exact statement to refuse their relative’s
requests in the first scenario. One of the Arab male participants also used it in the second
scenario to refuse his wife’s request.

3. sl

Ma:hajimdi:ni

I’m not able (Arab men and women and African women.)
This statement was employed frequently by Arab men and women in the close social distance
scenarios. The Arab men used it in scenarios one, two, and three, and the Arab women used it
in scenarios one, three, and four. The African women also used it, but in scenario eight, to

communicate with interlocutors of a far social distance and opposite gender. Other examples

of data produced exclusively by one of the social groups are:

1. g_;-’LSALJ OsS C)LA
Ma: rah jiku:n bi?imka:ni 2abadan
I would never be able (Arab men.)

2. ae i) L8 L
Ma: 2aqdar ?afa:rik maSa:k
I can’t participate with you (Arab women.)

4, Mas isal a8l ) cuibla

Ma:ofani:t ?ini:?aqdar 2axuf maSa:k
I don’t think I can participate with you (African men.)

195



5. St Jaid) il
Ma: 2aqdar ?aftayil maSa:ki
I can't work with you (African women.)

b. Negative willingness
Arab and African men and women depended more on negative willingness in the request
scenarios than in the invitation scenarios, since they considered it face threatening to show an
unwillingness to accept others’ invitations. Furthermore, negative willingness statements were
not used frequently by any of the participants. The following are examples of the negative

willingness strategies used and by whom:

1 L) di 4 Jl
Mali: raybah ?aqabil zo:dzha
I don't want to meet her husband. (Arab men.)

2. bl bas) @ La £k
Ma: ra:h 2afa:rik ?anad fi: 2almafru:¢
I won't partner up with anyone for the project. (Arab men.)

3. Jal) dllas s gl £ e
Ma:rah ?asawi: ma€a:k ?alfuyul
I won’t do the work with you. (Arab women.)

4. 5l g2 oSlae o S1 21 i) L oK
Lakin ma: ?a€taqid rah ?aku:n ma€a:kum dil marah
But I don't think I'll be with you this time. (Arab women.)

5. éﬂ}.\m d..a\ﬁ\ C‘J La
Ma: ra:h?aqa:bil d*uju:fak
I won't meet your guests. (African men.)

6. Sl s e
Mani ra:jin 2aftari ?akil
I won't buy food. (African men.)

7. SSe uad Juadl L
Ma: ?afad‘il tayji:r makani:
I don't want to change my seat. (African women.)

8. aalb Jl

Ma:ni t'a:bxah
I won’t cook. (African women.)
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2) “No” and explicit negation

According to Al-Issa (1998), “no” and other explicit negations are direct refusals. Al-
Rubai’ey (2016) argued that refusing with the word “no” in Arabic society is considered
impolite and shameful, and is therefore a very strong refusal type. Indeed, the Hijazi
participants in the current study attached this strategy to indirect refusal strategies in order to
reduce the level of threat, and when the Saudi participants used this formula they usually
followed it with reason or regret formulas in order to maintain face. Furthermore, they mostly
used this strategy in the request rather than invitation scenarios, since employing the word “no”
in the latter was considered socially inappropriate. The direct strategies “no” and explicit
negation do not include any sub-strategies. The following are examples of the participants’ use
of these strategies taken from the data:

a. “No” (Arab and African men and women.)

This statement was employed by all social groups in the request and the invitation scenarios.
Arab men used it in the first, second, third, fifth and sixth scenario; Arab women employed in
the first, second, sixth, seventh and eighth scenario; African men and women used this form in

all scenarios except three and eight..

b. Explicit negation

The only statement used by all social groups regardless of gender and culture in both the request

and invitation scenarios was:

1. «ua

s‘afab
Hard (Arab and African men and women.)

This word, which indicates negation, was produced by Arab men and African women in
scenario two, Arab women in scenario seven, and African men in scenario four. The following

are other examples taken from the data that were only produced by certain social groups:
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1. Jaie
Mustahi:l
Impossible (Arab men.)

2. G
Ma:fi:
No way (Arab men.)

3. e Bl
Ma: ?2ad‘un titjasar
I don’t think it’s possible. (Arab women.)

4, ady e ole o
Bas Ma:rah jinfa$
But it won't work. (Arab women.)

5. Syl 4Y
Wa la: fil 2ahla:m
Not even in your dreams. (meaning no way) (African men.)

6. AL
Tistari:h
Just rest! (meaning no way) (African men.)

7. Y
La: ti:d3i
She must not come. (African women.)

3) Performative

The performative verb ‘refusing’ “actually refers to the act in which s is involved at the
moment of speech” (Leech, 1983, p.215). Performative is also an aggravated strategy and was
used much less frequently in this study than other direct refusals, and only to refuse requests.
This strategy comes in one form, thus no minor strategies were generated. The following are

examples of this performative strategy used by participants:

I oSl i) U
?ana ?arfud® t‘alabkum
I refuse your request. (Arab women.)

?ana ?arfud® ?2ayajir maq€adi
I refuse to change my seat. (African men.)

198



5.3.2 Indirect refusals

1) Reason
In this study, ‘reason’ refers to an excuse given by participants for not meeting the
requesters’ or inviters’ expectations. Reason has been observed as a common mitigation
strategy for refusal in numerous Arabic cross-cultural and interlanguage studies. Arab
participants employed this strategy in research conducted by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El
Bakary (2002a and 2002b), Al-Eryani (2007), Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010), Al-
Rubai’ey (2016), Al-Issa (1998), Stevens (1993) and Morkus (2009). The data gathered in the
current study shows that the participants used different types of sub-strategies for reason, such
as vague, detailed, related to family, appealing to a third party, and uncontrollable reasons.
Also, reason statements were differentiated when they were used in counter-question forms.
Arab and African men and women used both vague and detailed reasons to decline others’
requests and invitations. These findings contradict the findings of Al-Issa (1998) regarding
refusals, which were gathered from a DCT and indicated that Jordanian men and women only
give undetailed reasons when they speak Arabic. In the current study, some participants
provided very vague reasons. In addition, use of vague reason as a sub-strategy was not
influenced by gender, culture, communication with the same or opposite gender, or social
distance. Examples of participants’ use of this sub-strategy are given below:
1. S Jlee) gaie
Cindi:? afma:l kaOi:rah
I have so much to do. (Arab men.)
2. asl G b clal i) g L)
?ana Cindi: ?iltiza:ma:t fi: nafs 2aljom
I have commitments on the same day. (Arab men.)
3. b gaie Ga

Bas Sindi: 0*uru:f
But I have some matters to attend to. (Arab women.)

4, Galall bl sxie
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Cindi: 2asbabi: 2alxa:s‘ah
I have my private reasons. (Arab women.)

5. gsmase oS sdie
Bisabab €indi: kam mo:dfu$
Because I have some issues. (African men.)

6. ieluis e ,lal
?alofuru:f ma:hatisaCid
The circumstances will not allow me. (African men.)
Cindi: ?asbab faxs‘ijah
I have my personal reasons. (African women.)
Cindi: ?irtibatfa:t
I have commitments. (African women.)

Saudi men and women employed less vague reasons, which were also are not influenced by
social variables; however, they were used in all situations except situation six in the following
form:
1. gada /J giia Ul
?ana mafyul / mafyulah
I'm busy. (Arab and African men and women.)
The example above, which represents a vague reason, was frequently used by Arab and African
men and women to indicate refusal. Arab men and women plus African women employed it in
all situations except two, three, and six. African men frequently used this reason strategy in all
situations except six. Other examples from the data that reflect less vague reasons are:
1. psall e as aga 20 g0 (gaie u

Bas €indi: maw¢{id mu:him fi: naffs 2aljo:m
But I have an important appointment on the same day. (Arab men.)

2, BJZSMA}A Lﬁi
?2ana mu: mustaSidah
I'm not ready. (Arab women.)

3. e e das
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murtabit® bimo:€id ha:m
I have an important appointment. (African men.)

4, mamlao e B

waqti: marah ma: jismah

My time doesn't allow me to at all. (African women.)
It is also notable that some of the vague statements used to reflect explanation included
euphemism. The data shows that male participants used a sensitive topic — an indication of a
lack of money — as a reason to decline the invitations. However, they adopted euphemism by
referring to this topic indirectly and using metaphor to describe their difficult financial
situation. They adopted this euphemistic strategy because they considered it culturally
shameful to directly indicate a lack of money. Furthermore, the inviters would have directly
assumed that the interlocutors needed financial support from them. In this study, these cases
occurred when the male participants declined to visit a relative’s house because they did not
have the money for transportation and when they rejected paying for and going to a teacher
gathering because they were struggling financially. For example, when one Saudi man declined
to visit a relative, he substituted the word “money” with another general word in order to refer

indirectly to his limited budget:

1. 384k sa salall Wil
halijan ?alma:dah mu mutwafirah
I don’t have enough item or commodity (referring to money) currently. (Arab men.)

Another man used metaphor to describe his difficult financial situation by referring to his tight

budget as an empty well:

2. otk 5yl e cailg
wa?intah Ca:rif 2albi:r wa yat‘a:h
You know what’s inside the well and its cover. (Meaning: You are well aware of the
financial situation.) (African men.)

In this study, the euphemisms relating to a lack of money were exclusively used by male

participants because Saudi women are not financially responsible for themselves or their family
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(Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006, p.135); therefore, using lack of money as a refusal reason does

not apply to their social role.

In addition, the short and general reason statements and in contradiction with Al Issa’s
(1998) findings, the Arab and African men and women provided very long and detailed

explanations to convince both socially close and far requesters and inviters. For example:

Lo OsS) ey Wl o ju J) (505 23 21 5)) g 4glimly Lgal 308 A8 Ly 3y () 58I Uil g dzpia ) S
peti
Binti: rad‘i:€a wa 2ahta:d3 2aku:n biqurbiha: ligilat xibrat 2umiha: bil €inajah
wa na hnu:?azwa:d3 dzudud wa di 2awal saffrah li:na wa habib 2aku:n
dzanbahum
My daughter is just a baby and I need to be close to her because her mother has little
experience in childcare. We are a newly married couple and this is our first time
travelling and I want to be near them. (Arab men.)

2. e o 4 Juagy N asal g cman ge saad Uina 55 il e a5 138 Llaa 558 Jlee ) (saie
glaia
Cindi: 2a¥ma:] kaOi:rah wa maSaja kada wahid min ?as‘habi: wa radzfattna:
lidzidah ma€a baSad® wa ?alju:m ?ili: bawsfal fi:h d3idah Cindi: ?id3tima$
I have so much work and several friends with me and we're going back to Jeddah
together. And I have a meeting on the day I reach Jeddah. (Arab men.)

3. o Glldialy o5 e o e e s pia G aliad ) e Lilalaia) G
Bas ?ihtimamatana mara tixtalif ?inti mafru:€ik yi:r €an mafru:§i wa
?ihtima:mati yi:r
But our interests are so different. Your project is different from mine and so are my
interests. (Arab women.)

4. L se o J8 (e ol i 5 agibile ey (e, psall JHES Hlnan aa 4diie Ul
?ana mutafigah ma¢€a s‘ahba:ti netgabal 2aljom min zama:n ma: fuftahum wa
qult lak min qabil $ala mo:Sidna
I've agreed with my friends to meet today. I haven't seen them for ages and I told you
before about our appointment. (Arab women.)

5. sl aeaxdy ool sl sl XS e 5 Y (58 (Y
li?ani: tawini: mutazawid3 wa yajr kioa ?alwahid wadu:b jiq?ud ma€a ?ahlu:
Because I've just got married and other than that I can hardly spend time with my
family. (African men.)

6. Ll sl ) Wamy g il (8 4 g Galla g Jad g2ie Ul Ga
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Bas ?ana €indi: fuyu:l wa d3alis jo:m fi: landon wa ba€daha: ra:jih ?ispanija.
But I have work and I'm staying in London for one day. After that I'm going to Spain.
(African men.)

7. a5 Jaidl oal Luld coisil ) Qs aa) ae Lo Jaidl 5 50 JS
Kul marah ?aftaqil fi:zha maSa ?ahad ?ahis ?ini: ?atfatat fa?abya ?ad3zarib
2aftayil liwahdi
Every time I work with someone I feel distracted, so I want to try working on my
own. (African women.)

8. (o JS i s Ul g | gms Jaidia 5 Ui il (e B2a 5 Ul (o
Bas ?ana wa wahdah min s‘ahba:ti ?itafaqna: wahaniftayil sawa wabada?na wa
ratabna: kul [aj
But one of my friends and I have agreed that we'll work together. We have started and
arranged everything. (African women.)

Some of these excuses were delivered in the counter-question form rather than in sentence
form. This counter-question strategy was employed by both men and women only when

refusing opposite gender requests in the second scenario:

1. SlaaY ml ) ) ellilil U
?2ana ma: qultalak ?ini: rajih li?as® habi:
Didn't I tell you that I'm going to my friends? (Arab men.)

2. Tl ae 2o ga gaic 48 )le 5a
Mu: €arfah ?ini:€indi: mo:€id ma€a ?alfaba:b
Don't you know that I have an appointment with the guys? (Arab men.)

R IR C NG PNt FUITI
Nisi:t ?ini: xa:ridzah
Did you forget that I'm going out? (Arab women.)

4. S na sie) go Ul Caps cludi)
?i[ bak nisi:t 2ana muwa€Sidah s‘ahba:ti:
Did you forget that I'm meeting my friends? (Arab women.)

5. fasdl dne gxie O (s xke (Sin
jatni: ma: tidri:n ?in Sindi: €azi:mah ?aljo:m
Didn’t you know that I have an invitation today? (African men.)

6. Sosll Sliral Qi =1 4 08 (e @l (i je 5a Ul
?2ana mo: moratib maSa:k min qabil 2inuh ra:h 2aqa:bil ?2as‘diqa:?i ?aljo:m
Haven't we agreed that I'm meeting my friends today? (African men.)
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7. SLE go i) daan s a5l
?aljo:m Sindi: dzamSat 2albanat mu: ?itafaqna:
Haven't we agreed that I’'m having a girls' meeting today? (African women.)

8. ol das jre (L Cun Sl
?aj[bak nisi:t ?ini maSzumah ?aljo:m
Did you forget that I'm invited today? (African women.)

According to Al lily (2018, p. 127), Saudi people give high priority to their family.
Indeed, in the current study participants used familial excuses to convince interlocutors of why
they could not fulfil their expectations. All participants — regardless of gender, culture, social
distance, and the gender of the inviter or requester — used this strategy. The familial reasons
either related to the whole family or to one aspect, such as parents, a husband and his family,
a wife, brother, son, or cousins. The following examples present the use of this strategy in

detail;

lizanu: hurmati: talba:nah wa lazim ?aqSud ?asaSidha
Because my wife is sick and I have to stay with her and help her. (Arab men.)

2.l o gl 138 b as e U G
Bas ?ana murtabit® fi: hada: ?2aljo:m maSa ?ahli:
But I’'ll busy with my family that day. (Arab men.)

3. o) st AP e Al i
mafyu:la marah fi: bajti: wa maSa zuds3i:
I'm so busy with my home and my husband. (Arab women.)

4. 555 haisl as) daldie ) alaie Lal Slal 2S5 S
Kul wi:kajnd ?aslan ?ihna: €ind ?ahil zo:d3i: aw nimafi: ?albazu:rah
We spend each weekend with my parents or with my husband's parents or having a
walk with the kids. (Arab women.)

5. asdll pudy (JA A5 )5 ) gaie G
Bas €indi: zawad3 walad xalati: binaffs ?2aljo:m
But my cousin's wedding is on the same day. (African men.)

6. Jhadl Jal Jeasla
Hawa sfil 2ahli: 2almatfa:r
I'll drive my family to the airport. (African men.)
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7. ?MQ\.A.JB gie Loy Jboa Aalal (g
Cindi: ?at'fa:] s®iya:r wa ma: Cindi: xadamah timsikhum
I have little kids and I don't have a maid to hold them. (African women.)

8. la iy juS) Gl ey Gased S al saie (alal Gl Gy
Bas ?ana ?adj3lis €ind 2u:mi kul xami:s wa ma: ?ahib ?aksir bixat‘irha:

But I spend each Thursday at my mother's place and I don't like to let her down.
(African women.)

In addition, the Saudi participants gave other family-related refusals that reflected two social
cases. The semantic formulation of the familial reasons given as refusal statements illustrates
the segregation between men and women in Saudi and Hijazi society. Some of the African
female participants declined the invitation by giving reasons such as being busy with gatherings
for their mother and sisters; for example:

1. 5050 dnans Gusadl) Aa 5o

murtabitfah ?alxami:s bidzam€at 2alwalidah
On Thursday, I’'m busy with my mother’s gathering. (African women.)

2. JAY\JSWJM\)L\(:ALL Q\P\}w\e)ﬂ\uma)mU,u
Bas xasa:rah nafs ?aljoom ?2umi: wa ?axwa:ti: Cindahum ?istirachah wa
mud3ami€i:n kul ?al?ahil
But unfortunately, my mother and sisters have a gathering on the same day and have
invited everyone. (African women.)

Men used the same reasons but related to their fathers, reflecting how sons are expected to

support their fathers when they are in need, especially in social gatherings:

1. AL o gum onic ) )
2alwalid €induh df iju:f ?2alilah
My father has guests tonight. (Arab men.)

2. ;Lﬁctﬁwﬂ\}l\e},ﬁ\é\ﬁwﬁw
Bas nafs da:k 2aljo:m ?2alwalid misawi: ¢afa
But my father is hosting dinner on the same day. (Arab men.)

3. A s ale Y 1) o Lo o
murtabit* ma?a ?alwalid lizanuh ¢a:zim ridsa:1 2alajlah
I am busy with my father as he is inviting some men today. (African men.)

However, the data shows that no statements were made indicating a daughter’s support of her

father or a son’s support of his mother for any gatherings, because these gatherings were
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usually made either for men or women. This reflects the arguments made by Al lily (2018,
p.13), that male hosts do not interact with female guests or go to their spaces and vice versa,
and children can go to both men-only and women-only spaces or rooms and are used to deliver
messages and food to the men and women. Indeed, mixed-sex parties are not allowed in the
Saudi tradition, which depends on Islamic values that prohibit men and women mixing in one
place (Almadani, 2020).

One of the socially-significant phenomena reflected in the data is women driving. Women
in Saudi Arabia have only recently been permitted to drive (Almadani, 2020), and driving is
still a male-dominated activity in Saudi society. Although some women know how to drive,
they tend to avoid it, especially during busy hours, due to the men’s aggressive driving (Al
Lily, 2018, p.10). Therefore, it is still considered the responsibility of men to drive their
families to school, the airport, and shops. This attitude was clearly demonstrated by the African

men when they employed reason strategies in their refusals; for example:

1 888 sl A8l sl e Jsadias 5 ) 0 058 a5l
?aljo:m haku:n marrrah mafyu:l maSa 2awalidah fi: mafa:wi:r kaOi:rah
I'll be so busy with my mother today running several errands. (African men.)

2.l Sl Jeagla
Hawa sfil 2ahli: 2almatfa:r
I'll drive my family to the airport. (African men.)

In addition, some Arab and African Saudi women declined invitations because they did not
have drivers; for example:

1. (ila 55 shons 408 131 (g0l Lad liad 4 = 5 350 ) gl (el jilase (a5 allall oY
lizan ?alofahir Zo:d3i: musa:fir binafs ?afahar ?2ili: bitjizawad3 fi:h 2uxtik fama:
?adri: ?i0a fi:h saja:rah tiwas‘ilni:
Because it seems that my husband will be travelling during the same month of your
sister's wedding, so I don't know if there will be a car to drive me. (Arab women.)

2. ilagan) iles ilas LAl G
Bas ?axuja musafir wa mafi: 2ahad jawas‘ilni:
But my brother is travelling and there's no one to drive me. (African women.)
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Nevertheless, the Hijazi participants also employed uncontrollable reasons as a strategy to
avoid disappointing the inviters. These uncontrollable reasons were related to sickness, being
out of town, and working night shifts. These sub-strategies were only employed in the
invitation context. They were also predominantly used by men, except for reasons related to
sickness, which were employed by Arab men and women and African women when rejecting
the wedding invitation in the third scenario. The example below is a sickness reason given by

a male participant:

1. s asd o
Bas ?aljo:m mari:d*
But today I'm sick. (Arab men.)

These are similar examples given by Saudi women:
1. 3)1&\ AT 4_\\_1:&
taCbanah haOih ?alfatrah
I’m not feeling well these days. (Arab women.)

liznu:d3zismi: talba:n wa mus‘adi€ah
Because my body aches and I have a headache. (African women.)

The following are other examples of uncontrollable reasons given by Arab and African men

when they declined invitations from socially close people in the third and fourth scenarios:

1. laall clll gaie ol sl 8 o <)~
rah ?aku:n fi:?2aldawam Cindi: ?alfift 2almasa?i
I'll be at work. I have the night shift. (Arab men.)

2. glaal gaic oan ad Jagy Mol
wa ?alju:m ?ili: bawsfal fi:h Cindi: ?id3tima¢
And I have a meeting on the day I reach Jeddah. (Arab men.)

3. Al zola dae (8 jaise (8O Sa lga s
Jo:maha: haku:n fi: mu?tamar fi: madi:nah xarid3 ?alsu€udijah
That day I'll be in a conference in a city out of Saudi Arabia. (Arab men.)

4. ol sally 48 Al () S gall i G
Bas finaffs ?aljo:m haku:n fi ?alfarqijah bi?aldawam
I'll be at work in Ash Sharqiya on the same day. (African men.)
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5. dad il g sSla o dlagall b
Fi:?almi:Cad da: haku:n musafir fuyu:l
I'll be travelling during that time for work. (African men.)

6. JdDid gxie Lagn Y
lizanu jo:maha: Sindi: fift lajl
Because I have a night shift on that day. (African men.)

Most of the uncontrollable reasons were given by the male participants, which demonstrates
the influence of gender and context on this sub-strategy. Of appealing to a third party, Saudi
women only used their families, parents, and husbands as reasons for being unable to comply
with the invitations of close or unfamiliar people in order to avoid criticism. Examples of

appealing to a third party sub-strategy are given below:

1. Al cillid) e allal Ll | gaia e la)
?ahli: ma: jird‘u: ?inana ?atfla¢ yir 2almunasabat 2al€a?ilijah
My family don't allow me to go out except to family events. (Arab women.)

2. aemle o2
Zo:d3i: ma: jismahli:
My husband doesn't allow me. (Arab women.)

Ba:ba ma: jirdsa: 2atla¢ maca 2albana:n
My father doesn’t accept me going out with my girlfriends. (Arab women.)

4. A ranile ol
?2umi: ma: tismah li:
My mother doesn't allow me. (African women.)

5. bl il s
Zo:d3i: ma: jixali:ni: 2atla¢
My husband doesn't allow me to go. (African women.)

6. laball a5 yall 588 Gl ) a5 Jilile
Wa €a?ilati: wa?ahli: ra:fidi:n fikrat 2alxuru:d3 maSa ?2als*ahba:t
And my family and parents don’t accept the idea of going out with friends. (African
women.)

The participant’s use of the sub-strategies of giving uncontrollable reasons and

appealing to a third party reveal a connection between refusals and men’s and women’s social
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roles in Saudi Arabia. As discussed in the contextual chapter, Hijazi men and women have
different roles in Saudi society. The local customs oblige Hijazi men to protect their families
and to have a job to support them financially. As a result, the men make final decisions
regarding all familial matters. In the current study, the social roles of Saudi men and women
were reflected in their language, specifically in their uncontrollable refusals statements. The
male participants provided reasons related to duties outside the home when they declined the
invitations, such as being busy with work, conferences, meetings, and night shifts. However,
the uncontrollable circumstances described by the women were not related to work or
conferences, because these responses were not applicable to their traditional social roles. The
use of the appealing to a third party strategy indicates the Saudi women’s acceptance of the
social structure’s gender rules, and it shows how the hierarchical nature of the relationship
between men and women is reflected in women’s linguistics features, particularly in relation
to pragmatics, which demonstrates men’s dominance and control over women in Hijazi society.
Furthermore, it appears that because the men, as fathers and/or husbands, were the decision-
makers in the family, the women used their authority as a reason to decline invitations, because
they could not leave the home without their permission. Indeed, many families in Saudi Arabia
still discourage women from going out unless necessary. Going out with friends to parties is
still uncommon in Saudi society. The data show no evidence of women’s resistance against

this behaviour.

2) Regret

Regret was one of the most frequent refusal strategies used by the participants in this
study. This mitigation strategy has been significantly cited in cross-cultural and interlanguage
Arabic refusal studies including Stevens (1993), Al-Issa (1998), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and
El Bakary (2002a), Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002b), Morkus (2009), and

Abdul Sattar, Lah, and Suleiman (2010). According to Al-Issa (1998), they use three types of
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regret: apologising, asking for forgiveness, and asking for an excuse. The data for the current
study includes a fourth regret type used by participants — a description of distress. It also
shows that no sub-strategies were influenced by social variables except the description of
distress. The reasons people tend to use these strategies is to save face, to be very polite, and
to prevent the requesters or the inviters from insisting with their requests or invitations (Al-
Rubai’ey, 2016). Examples of these strategies used in the current study are given in the
following sections.
a. Apologising
Arab and African men and women frequently used three apologising forms in all eight

scenarios. These forms were:

1. Aaul/caul
A:sif/ A:sifah
Sorry (Arab and African men and women.)

2. Uhlee
ma¢Salajf
Sorry (Arab and African men and women.)
3, <l el
?aCta0ir minak
I beg your pardon (Arab and African men and women.)

Other two apologising statements used less frequently were:

1. sl

?2alma¢0Oirah

Sorry (Arab men and women and African men.)
The above statement was used in both the request and invitation scenarios by Arab men and
women and African men. Arab men employed this form in scenarios one, three, five, and six;
Arab women also used this form when they refused people in scenarios three, five, six, and
seven; and African men used this form in scenarios five, six, and seven.

2. el L

Taqabal/ Taqabali 2iStiOari
Accept my apology. (Arab and African men.)
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The Taqabal/ Taqabali ?i€tiBari (accept my apology) strategy was used more than once in
the Arab and African men’s invitation scenarios. Both social groups used an apologising
statement in the third scenario; Arab men also used it in scenario eight. Finally, the following
example was only used by one Arab man:

3. Lﬁ)\;ﬁ‘;\}gﬁjl‘;@:‘ﬁ

Taqabali: CuBri: wa ?2i€ti@a:ri:
Accept my excuse and apology. (Arab men.)

b. Asking for forgiveness strategies
The participants also repeatedly employed some strategies to ask for forgiveness. For example:

Sa:mihni: / Sa:mihini:
Forgive me (Arab and African men and women.)

This strategy was used multiple times by Arab and African men and women in both the request
and invitation scenarios. Arab men used it in all scenarios except in situations six and eight.
Arab women also employed it in most situations, but not in scenarios three and eight. African
men asked for forgiveness in scenarios one, two, four, seven, and eight, and African women
used this strategy in scenarios one, three, four, five, and seven. The following example was

employed less frequently than the one above:

2. Gede B/de ¥l
Ma: tiz€al/ tiz€ali: mini:
Don't be mad at me. (Arab women and African men.)

The example above was only used by Arab women and African men in the third and fourth
scenarios to refuse the invitation. African men also employed it in the first scenario to decline
the request. The following examples were only used by certain social groups in the invitation

scenarios:
1. <hlas il

Ma: ta?xu0 bixa:tfirak
Don’t be disappointed. (Arab women.)
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2. CM\ Sl Qllal
?at‘lub minka ?alsama:h
I ask your forgiveness. (Arab men.)
c. Asking for an excuse
As with the previous regret sub-strategies, the data related to asking for an excuse reveals that
participants frequently used a particular statement, which was:
2i€Ourni: / 2i€Ourini:
Excuse me (Arab and African men and women.)
This strategy was employed by Arab and African men and women in almost all the study
situations to refuse requests and invitations. Arab men used it in all scenarios except situation
three. Arab women and African men employed it in scenarios one, three, four, five, and six.
However, the African women only used it in scenarios one, three, five, seven, and eight. The
following example was only used by Arab men in the fifth scenario and African men in the
fifth and eighth scenarios:
2. o e [

ismahli: / ismabhili:
Excuse me (Arab and African men.)

d. Description of distress

The following examples was the only sub-strategy influenced by gender, as it was only cited
twice by Arab and African men participants in the request and invitation scenarios when they
communicated with a person of the same gender. An Arab man employed it to refuse a friend’s
invitation in the third scenario, and an African man used it in the first scenario to refuse a
relative’s request:

[, ez mall

?2ana muharid3 minak
I’m ashamed. (Arab and African men.)
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3) Alternatives

Statement of alternative refusal strategies were adopted when the Hijazi people
declined other Saudi requests and invitations, whereby they provided a substitute option to
reduce the refusal threat and to save face. This mitigation strategy has been previously observed
by Nelson, Carson, Al Batal, and El Bakary (2002a and 2002b), Al-Eryani (2007), Al-Issa
(1998), and Morkus (2009). Two alternative refusal strategies — originally identified by
Beebe, Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990) — were used in the current study. These occurred when
the rejecter offered to do X instead of Y or suggested that the requester or inviter did X instead
of Y. Additional alternative strategies were found in this study. The first was the proposal to
do X instead of Y together, which reflects the collectivistic Saudi culture that gives high value
to group solidarity and focuses more on group benefits than on individuals (Al lily, 2018,
pp.127-8). Arab and African participants employed alternative strategies in three different
forms: A) in statement form, B) in counter-question form, and C) in a conditional form.

Examples of these different strategies are given below:

a. Icando X instead of Y
This strategy was not influenced by social variables, and was observed in most request and

invitation situations:

1. Al gaicle il 4ie liel s climlia 7 5 A1 Ul a3 1)
Bas ?i0a tihibi ?ana ?akalim zo:d3 s‘ahbatik wa ?a¢tadir minuh binafsi: ma:
Cindi: mufkilah
But I don't mind if you'd like me to call your friend's husband and apologise to him.
(Arab men.)

2. 5ol A58 haall Qb e Sl all (308 0 oSile pen
hamur €alajkum marah min ?almarat min ba:b ?2alma€azah wa talbijat
?aldaSwah
I'll visit you out of love and to accept the invitation. (Arab men.)

3. Lein i a0l dilleli 5

Wa 2infa? 2allah ?azu:raha: fi: bajtaha:
I'll hopefully visit her at her place. (Arab women.)
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4.

3 _palaall e JlE g ane ) 5 Gl A (S
Mumkin ?axud ?al?istibja:n wa?aSabih wa nitqa:bal ba¢d ?2almuha:d‘arah
I can take the survey and fill it in and we can meet after the lecture. (Arab women.)

el 5 4y 5 Capeall Sl (e U
?2ana mumkin ?astaqbil ?ald‘ajf fuwajah wa ?am/i:
I can receive the guest for some time and go. (African men.)

Ll lea 5 2ala

Bas h?axud zo:d3aha: ma€aja

But I'll take her husband with me. (African men.)

Al e & g ge gl 85 L Canial 1) G

Bas ?i0a ?ihtad3t 2istifa:rah fi: 2aj mo:dfu:§ Suju:ni lik

I'll be at your service, if you need consultation on any topic. (African women.)

Sl 5 5 g oy gall Gl 1)) gl J gl

2aha:wil 2afu:f ?i0a fi: nafs 2aldo:rah fi: waqat tani: wa?asad3il

I'll try to see if the same course is available at another time and sign up. (African
women.)

b. Why don't you do X instead of Y?

This strategy was only used when the participants refused the request of a relative or spouse in

scenarios one and two.

Wa tiqdari: tit'lubi: min 2almat‘Cam jiwasilakum ?al€afa?
And you can ask the restaurant to send you dinner. (Arab men.)

S FENESPIEN PPN
Kalimi: wahid min ?axwanik
Ask one of your brothers. (Arab men.)

Qo) 5 531 (oo Al B2n 5 el )
Lo: tikalimi: wahdah @anijah min badri: ?afdfal
It is better that you talk to someone else in advance. (Arab women.)

peoce QA 3l saas el (S ol AL 5

Ju:fi: 2albana:t 2a0anijin jimkin jibyu: wahid jiftayil maSahum
See the other girls, maybe they also need someone to work with.(Arab
women.)

c)S,\ L;"H dﬂ)aa A_A;
Xali: d*uju:fak jidzuni bukrah
Let your guests come to me tomorrow. (African men.)
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6.

Ju:f 2ahad tani yajri
Find someone else. (African men.)

Uasd sie s clalias ) dali (Sas
Mumkin tit?ad3al zija:rat s‘ahbak wa hurmatu: lijjo:m 0ani:
Y ou can postpone visiting your friend and his wife to another day. (African women.)

ALIs 8568 o Lie 0 )Y 5a 5 IS e n

d3i:b min barah ?akil wa mu lazim €afa bas qahwah wa [ahi
Go buy some food. It doesn't have to be dinner, just coffee and tea. (African women.)

c. We can do X instead of Y

This strategy occurred when a rejecter proposed an alternative and at the same time suggested

for a requester or inviter to collaborate with him/her. It was employed in both request and

invitation scenarios and by all social groups except Arab men.

1.

&l g2ie L 3 _palall .\.z_\d_\t.m‘s_m.a
tihibi nitqa:bal ba€ad ?2almuhadfarah ma: €indi: ma:ni¢
Would you like to meet after the lecture? I don't mind. (Arab women.)

Glia 5 e dy 8 Ly il dae b Jilis

Nitqa:bal fi: madi:nah bilnus® binanah qari:bah mini wa minak

We can meet in a city that is halfway between us, so that it is close to you and me.
(African men.)

Niha:wil nitqa:bal fi: mant‘iqah wasat‘h bain almadinatin
We'll try to meet somewhere that is halfway between both cities (African women.)

d. Alternative in a counter-question form

Similar to the counter-question reason strategy, this strategy was only used when men and

women refused people of the opposite gender, except in the fifth scenario when an Arab male

participant declined to fill out the questionnaire of a male requester and proposed an alternative

in counter-form by saying:
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1. So_palaall aay L) el ) iy OS] (s dge ) 8 L
Ma: 2aqdar ?a€abi:h dahi:n lakin wajf ra?jak ?aqa:bilak baSad ?almuha:d*arah

I cannot fill it out now, but what do vou think of meeting after the lecture? (Arab
men.)

The following are examples of alternatives in counter-question form used by men and women

when communicating with people of the opposite gender:

1. S0 g (g
Teqdar tid3i: London
Can you come to London? (Arab men.)

2. A AL Al g ) pagddag )y cliaba a5 el Gl
?aj[ ra?jak nixali: s'ahbak wa zo:d3zatuh jid3zu ?al?isbu:§ ?ald3zaj bi?idin ?allah
What do you think about making your friend and his wife come next week, God
willing? (Arab women.)

3. el pdl ey sa i lghe il e Jad el Gl
?aj[ ra?jak ti:dzi €ala london minha: tiyajir d30: wa minha: ?afufak
What do you think of coming to London for a change and to meet? (Arab women.)

4. Sodny I () sSI) el ady
jinfa€ 2ah dfur 2alku:rs ?2ili: baSduh
Can I attend the next course? (African men.)

5. 958 s aglas el (il
?ajf ra?jak naxali:hum ji:d3u bukrah
What do you think of making them come tomorrow? (African men)

6. Selie al aSh gl 5o )So g clalia cli ) i
?aj[ ra?jak s*ahbak jid3i: bukrah wa ?asawilakum ?ahla €afa
What do you think of making your friend come tomorrow and I'll prepare the best
dinner for you? (African women.)

7. Sl il i Lo (i

lajf ma: ti:d3ini ?inta 2ahsan
Why don't you come to me? (African women.)
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e. Alternative in a conditional form
Proposing an alternative in conditional form was a sub-strategy used frequently by participants
that was not influenced by social variables. It was used by all social groups regardless of culture

and gender; for example:

1. @g\dﬁhg&a\b\ Sliead ca bl
wa?ana fi: xidmatak ?i0a s%i€ib Calajk ?aj [aj
I remain at your disposal if you require any further assistance. (Arab men.)

2. ade il L elaals saclie canial 13
Wa?ioa ?ihtad3t musa:€adah ha?axdimak bili 2aqdar Salih
And if you need help, I will serve you as well as I can. (Arab men.)

3. e it ey as el 13)
2i0a ?int tigdar wa mada:k ta€a:l
Come, if you can and have time. (Arab women.)

4. &Jg|&&emmg5\‘;‘i;:\;\oﬁ
Lakin ?id0a ?ihtad3ti 2aj musa:€adah kalimi:ni 2aj waqt
But if you need any help, talk to me at any time. (Arab women.)

5. :\_\.:L\MAJ‘_AG @Ma\ sL“QJJ).;Z:I;)A)A\}“ )l
2i0a ?al 2amar marrah daruri ?atflaSI Salah rihlah @a:nijah
If it is really necessary, find another flight. (African men.)

6. b Jad A5 50 3 12)
2i0a fi: 2aldo:rah Oanijah ?asads3il fi:ha
I’1l sign up if there is another course. (African men.)

7. ol it dea i elvie <l 13)
?i0a ?int Cindak furs‘ah ti:d3i london
If you have a chance, come to me in London. (African women.)

8. licluls (gl iy e 13)

?i0a Cindak waqt ?ibfiri: hasa:Sidak
If you have time, I'll help you. (African women.)
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4) Promise of future acceptance
A promise of future acceptance was one of the most frequent refusal strategies used by
participants to indicate the assurance of acceptance of other requests or invitations in the future.
Hijazi participants used this mitigation formula frequently when declining invitations in order
to avoid disappointing the inviters and to maintain a relationship with them. This strategy has
no sub-strategies; thus, a discussion of the influence of social variables on the sub-strategies
will not be conducted. The following sections give examples of Arab and African participants’
promises of future acceptance that occurred frequently:
1 4tz e lela
Xalicha: marah Oa:ni:ah
Let it be another time. (Arab and African men and women.)
The participants used this strategy multiple times to express their promise to accept other
requests or invitations in the future. Saudi participants from all social groups used it in
scenarios four and seven; Arab men also used it in scenarios three and eight; Arab women used
it in scenarios two and eight; and African women used it when refusing relatives and friends in
scenarios one and three.
2. AShalsl

2aldzaja:t 2ak0ar
More is coming up. (Arab and African men and women.)

This example was also repeatedly used by all social groups but in the invitation scenarios only.
Arab and African women used it in scenarios three, four, and seven; Arab and African men
employed it in situations three, four, and eight. The following examples were also used by
certain social groups:

3. Qhcdslala

Xalizha: waqt Oa:ni:
Let's do it another time. (Arab men and women.)
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Arab men and women used this strategy to refuse teacher gathering invitations in the seventh
scenario, and the following example was also used by Arab men and women in the third

scenario:

4, R ) e
nifawid*ha: bi?fra:h 0a:nijah
We will make up for it with other weddings. (Arab men and women.)

The examples below were only provided by specific social groups:

1. Mall 8L oS juaas
nih dfar lakum baqi: ?ilhafala:t
We'll attend the rest of your celebrations. (Arab men.)

2. ey clalia diiul (Jse e alall sl

2almarah ?ad3ajah min Suju:ni: ?astagbil sahbak wa maratuh

Next time, I'll gladly receive your friend and his wife. (Arab women.)
3. dlilie asaias je Sl il e ) (K]

Lakin ?0:€idak ?ini: ?ad3i:ki marah maxsfu: s* €alafa:nik

But I promise you that I will come sometime specially for you. (African men.)
4. ALzl A Gu

Bas ?al?afra:h ba:qijah

But there are still weddings to attend. (African women.)

5) Wish

In this context, wish is the expression of a desire or strong feeling to not decline
invitations and requests. It is a mitigation formula that increases the level of politeness when
the speaker declines other’s needs. Al-Rubai’ey (2016) stated that when people use wish as a
refusal strategy, they demonstrate positive social behaviours such as appreciation, admiration,
and sincerity. In this study, the participants expressed the wish to help others, to meet someone,
or to attend a place. No sub-strategies of wish were observed. Examples taken from the data

are presented below:
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Glac bl i S
Ka:n naffsi: 2asa:Cidik
I wish I could help you. (Arab men.)

e Sle s
Ka:n €ala Cini:
I would have loved that. (Arab men.)

Ll Jaid) a8 S gl

Jalajt kunt ?aqdar ?aftaqil maSa:k
I wish I could work with you. (Arab women.)

ARG PCE T JRE B W PR Je:
Nafsi: 2ad3i:kum wa ?2aba:rik lakum wa ?afarikum farhatkum
I'hope I come to congratulate you and share your happiness with you. (Arab women.)

e e G Sl o) adl aala @l 50 puaal A1 il

Wa 2atamana: ?aki:d 2ahd‘ur do:ra:t xa:s*ah ?2inuh ra:h tifi:dani fi: madza:1
Camali:

And I definitely want to attend courses, especially if they will be useful for my job.
(African men.)

z)sla sl a5 0
Ka:n widi: 2and‘ur halzawa:d3
I wish I could come to this wedding. (African men.)

B P JUR'S
Kunt 2atmana ?afa:rikum ?alfarah
I wish I could share your happiness with you. (African women.)

- il ) oo G yal L oSl 2l (535 OIS
Ka:n widi: ?ad3i ma€a:kum waminha ?at€araf €alikum ?ak0ar wa?abasit®
I wish I could come with you to get to know you more and have fun. (African women.)

6) Conditional acceptance

To reduce the level of refusal risk, the participants employed a mitigated refusal

strategy called conditional acceptance to refuse people’s requests and invitations. Conditional

acceptance was developed by Al-Issa (1998), and it involves accepting a request or invitation

if certain conditions are fulfilled. Similar to the reason sub-strategies, here the participants used

general, specific, familial, and appealing to third party acceptance conditions. With regard to

general conditions, the data shows that the Saudi people used phrases such as related to
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circumstances, God’s will, and time to indicate conditional acceptance. This strategy was not
influenced by social variables. The following are examples of participants’ use of this type of

sub-strategy:

1 liseay oyl y o Jlase (SN
?i0a fi: mad3a:l bad3i: wa ?atafaraf bidaSwatkum
If there is a chance, it will be an honour for me to come. (Arab men.)

2. nile o) sm pag g Ledlal o jiw oS Sial (5538 ) 1)
?i0a rabi qadarni ?ad3iki kidah safrah lihalaha wanihajis® sawa zaj matihibi
If it is God’s will, I could come and travel just for you and we could have fun
together as you wish. (Arab men.)

3. som dlll eld o i g cadl 1)
?i0a laqi:t waqt ?ifa:? ?2allah hazu:rak
If I have time, I'll visit you. (Arab women.)

4y S g3 GBI Y
Lo:la: 2alofuru:f haoi: kunt dzi:t
I would have come if it weren't for these circumstances. (Arab women.)

?int tidri: lo: €indi: ?2imka:nijah ra:h ?asaCidak
You know I'll help you if I can. (African men.)

6. &5 slaem B, 13
?i0a waqti samahli bazu:rik
I'll visit you if my time allows. (African men.)
7. ol gl )
?i0a mada:ni ha?d3i
I'd come if I could. (African women.)
8. s ) sl
Wa lo: rabi: katab hahdfur
If God wills it, I'll come. (African women.)
Besides giving general conditions, the participants also provided more specific
conditions to add credibility and sincerity and thus not disappoint the interlocutors. These
specific conditions were also not influenced by the social variables:

?ana: Sindi: mo:Sid fi: nafs 2awaqt lo: xalas‘t rah ?ad3i:kum Sala t‘u:l
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I have an appointment at the same time; if I finish I'll come straight away. (Arab
men.)

2. ASha by sie S5 50 QL ae il Cuals
Lo: xalas‘t fuyli: ma§ ?ashabab badri wa ka:n ?indi: waqt d3i:tkum
If I finish my work with my colleague early and I have time, I will come to you.
(Arab men.)

3. clal Sy el pan Gigdl e GlalS) Lghial 5 Ml iyl <y 13
%i0a qidirt ?aratib ?2atma:li: wa ?adfyat*ha: ?akalimak S€alafa:n ?afu:f
d3zadwalak wa kajf 2ad3i:k
If I can arrange my work to take a shorter time, I'll call you to find out about your
schedule and how I can come to you. (Arab women.)

4, SSa o) Allia gl griclad V) A Halla U5l 13) )
?ila: ?i0a naqaltu:na fildarad3zah ?al?ulah fama: Cindi: ?aj mufkilah ?ayajir
maka:ni:
If you transfer us to the first class then I will not have any problems with changing
my seat. (Arab women.)

5. Sl lde 13 ds Sl aaal Jlal
2ahawil 2amadid ?alrihlah ?i0a qadart €afa:n ?ad3i:ki
I'll try to extend the trip if it’s possible to come to you. (African men.)

6. Uam pe palaia algy Jin g ) Ul (garda e ) dxiua
musta€id ?ayajir maq€adi: ?i0a ?ana: wa zo:d3ati: wa waladi: hanid3zlis maSa
baCad*
I'm ready to change my seat, if my wife, my child and I can sit together. (African

men.)

?i0a xalas‘t ?afya:lil wa ka:n Cindi: waqt min ?iu:ni: bad3i:
If I finish my work and still have time before I travel, I'll gladly come. (African
women.)

8, K;\)L»\J\GA@})JBJAJJJ\U};\S‘)&‘;LL;GLW
Bas xali xutat’i titratab wa?ana ?awal wahdabh tila:quni fi: ?al?istiraha
If my plan goes well, I'll be the first to come to the chalet. (African women.)
In Hijazi society, it is acceptable to make a refusal because of family issues, since the

family has priority and high value in the collectivist Saudi society, as demonstrated by the

conditional refusal responses to invitations presented below. The examples indicate that this
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type of sub-strategy was only produced by African men and Arab women when refusing
invitations of the same gender in scenario three and seven. In the first example, an Arab woman
used a lack of family commitments as a condition and the African man in the second example

used the finishing of errands as a condition:

1 e e o aile cilal i) Linie ¢l Lo o
?in ma: ka:nat Cindana: ?iltiza:ma:t €a:?ilijah tibfiri €ala xajr
If I don't have family commitments, then fine. (Arab women.)

2. dlin g h lgald) &b 1Y) IS 5 e A5l Sl pe Jsadie 3 ) 0 (S sl
?aljo:m haku:n marrah mafyu:l maSa 2awalidah fi: mafa:wi:r wa ka0i:r ?i0a
qidirt ?2axalis*ha: badri: d3i:tak
I'll be so busy with my mother today running several errands. If I finish them early,
I can come to you. (African men.)

Furthermore, Saudi women used their guardians’ acceptance as a condition of accepting the
invitation when they refused other women. In the first example given below, an Arab woman
used her father’s acceptance of attending a teachers’ gathering. In the second example, an
African woman used her husband’s acceptance of attending a wedding. These women used this
strategy to save face.

1 Gl oS o e 131 2l i sy

bafu:f 2alwalid ?i0a samabh li: bijiku:n li: ?alfaraf
If my father allows me, it would be an honour to me. (Arab women.)

2.y @899 Js i) plSs
hakalim zo:d3i 2awal wala wa:faq bahd‘ar
I will discuss that with my husband first, if he accepts I will come. (African women.)

The statements above demonstrate the social hierarchy and the treatment of women in
Hijazi society and support the claims of Le Renard (2011) and Alturki and Ba Gader (2006)
that Saudi women must obtain permission from their guardianship before leaving the home,
since they are discouraged from leaving home regularly unless for something necessary such

as going to school or work. Indeed, the male participants never used such statements in this
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study, because men hold higher social power in Saudi society and therefore don’t need to obtain

permission from anybody as they face less restrictions regarding going outside the home.

7) Acceptance that functions as a refusal
When the participants perceived a high level of risk, they used very brief phrases which
indicated a willingness to accept but which pragmatically functioned as refusals. In this study,
this strategy was mainly used in the invitation contexts and people used this highly-mitigating
strategy when they accepted invitations unenthusiastically. The data has not yielded any sub-
strategies for this formula, and all examples given below were frequently used by Arab and
African men and women.
1. & dsl
2aha:wil 2ad3i
I will try to come. (Arab and African men and women.)
This example was used many times by all social groups in the invitation scenarios only. Arab
men and African women employed it in scenarios three, four, and seven; and Arab women and
African men used it in scenarios three, four, and eight.
2. A els )
?in [a:? ?allah
God willing. (Arab and African men and women.)
?in fa:? 2allah (God willing) was used less frequently than the previous example. Arab and
African men employed it when refusing friends’ and relatives’ invitations in scenarios three
and four; Arab women employed it to reject invitations in scenarios three and seven; African
women used it in scenarios four, seven, and eight.
3. sk lgls

Xaliha bid‘uru:faha
Leave it to chance. (Arab and African men and women.)
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Arab men used this form in more situations than the other social groups, specifically in the
third, fourth, seventh, and eighth scenarios. African men used it as a refusal strategy in
scenarios three and four; and Arab and African women only employed it in one scenario each

— scenarios seven and four, respectively.

4. PN A el Q\
?in [a:? ?allah xajr
It would be good, God willing. (Arab and African men and African women.)
This strategy was used by all social groups except Arab women. Arab men and African
women used it just in the third scenario, and African men used it in scenarios three, seven,
and eight.
5. Jalall gl
Xaliha biltasahi:l
When it is facilitated. (Arab men and African women.)

Arab men and African women are the only social groups who used this strategy. Arab men

used it in scenarios three and seven, and African women used it in the fourth scenario.

8) Attack and lack of empathy

Attack and lack of empathy are very threatening and aggravated acts that were only used
in request situations and predominantly to target people of close social distance. An attack is
an indirect but aggravated refusal formula that sometimes involves or comes after or before the
abusive markers. Lack of empathy statements are also aggravated since they indicate
carelessness towards the requesters and their needs. The following are examples of attack

formulas used by the participants in this study:

1 el gealen e da
hil 2an sama ?ahli
Get lost. (Arab men.)
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Pt
?inqali§
Get out. (Arab men.)

EIPENP P R
Fa faqlibi wadzhik
So, look away. (Meaning get out of here.) (Arab women.)

Sieind il ol Gl
?aj[ fi:k inta tistahbil
What’s wrong with you? You are acting silly. (Arab women.)

e dss
Tawakal €ala rabak
Just leave. (African men.)

(shiSa L ‘,-,j‘ EINY 3]
wama€¥a naffsak ?ili fi:ja mukafi:ni
Be on your own. I have had enough. (African men.)

2awalan ?inta Carif 2ini mu: xada:mah hina
First, you know that I’'m not a servant here. (African women.)

Fukani bas
Just leave. (African women.)

Below are examples of lack of sympathy statements used by study participants to demonstrate

a lack of solidarity and support for the requester:

1.

L@..._\XA 53“55 ™ Lﬁ& . ..” .
Nisi:ti haoi mujkilatik hilicha
You forgot so it’s your problem. Solve it. (Arab men.)

s A s iy B 2l 7 sbe () ol Ul iadd 1 eLdY) 8 ddige se )

?inti mu: muhtamabh fi: 2al?afja? ?ili: tixus‘ani ?ana a:sif ?ini ma:rah ?ahtam
fi: 2al?afja? ili: tixusfik

You don’t care about my stuff so I am sorry, I won’t care about yours. (Arab
men.)

Al ad ja lld ol | ot ol 5) e
Mu: danbi 2inak Nisi:t fu:flak s‘irfah Oanijah
It’s not my fault that you forgot. Find another way out. (Arab women.)

linia g asall adag e ) s il 13 a5 )
?ana mu: fuyli ?i0a ?inta nisi:t ?2ini murtabit‘ah ?aljo:m ma€a s‘ahba:ti
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It’s none of my business if you forgot that I’'m busy today with my friends. (Arab
women.)

5. il gy aalae KSilCEa 53
hadi mujfkilatkum maSahum wa mu: mufkilati
That’s your problem with them, not my problem. (African men.)

6. <lidad) leas
tahamali 2axt®a:2ik
Bear your own faults. (African men.)

7. Sl Jad 5eld
0a mu: fuyli ?as‘lan
That’s not my job. (African women.)

8. = glbq
Mali: s‘ala:h
I have nothing to do with it. (African women.)

9) Postponement

Postponement is an avoidance strategy and was not used frequently in this study. It was
used as a mitigation strategy when the participants did not want to accept or refuse the
invitation or the request, but put them on hold in order to save the interlocutor’s face. The

following are examples of the ways this strategy was used by participants:

I o dla 88 Aads
Xali:ni ?2afakir wa 2arudalak xabar
Let me think and get back to you. (Arab men.)

2. o)) 5 gy chpdl lgie s pan AalS clilae ) )81 L
Ma: 2aqdar ?a€ti:k kilmah dahi:n jo:matha ?afu:f wad®Ci wa ?arudlak
I can't give you my word now. I'll consider my circumstances on that day and get
back to you. (Arab men.)

3. gyl A Sia
hafakir fi: 2almo:d*u:§
I'll think about it. (Arab women.)

4, S Capdi Gam g (e Ula 05 WA

Bas xali:na nifud helana waba€dajn nifu:f kajf
But let's work harder now and later will figure out how. (Arab women.)

5. 8 peany QLD ST A
Bas xali:ni 2akalim ?alfaba:b wa jisi:r xajr
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Let me talk to the guys and it'll be ok. (African men.)

Ra:h ?afu:f 2ili 2aqdar Salajh
Let me see what I can do. (African men.)

o dhlae) 5 ozl s
Xali:ni ?2afd®a wa 2a€t’i:k xabar
Let me get back to you when I have time. (African women.)

cile 2 )l goary 5 gy sl a3V (S
Lakini la:zim ?afu:f wad*Si wabaSdajn ?arud Salajk
But I have to see my situation and get back to you. (African women.)

Some Saudi women used a postponement strategy when they were waiting to obtain an answer

or permission from their guardians regarding an invitation. This demonstrates the dominance

of men over women in Hijazi culture. For example:

1.

AN YL Al €Y Y5 B8 sas (a5 Jas el (538 (am s Casd) UlA G

Bas xali:ni ?afu:f wad®Ci hadi 2aljomajn wa hal zo:d3i: hajiwafiq wa la la wa
?arudalak bi?ioni ?all

But let me consider my circumstances these days and see if my husband agrees or
not and get back to you. (Arab women.)

a5 Ayl B
Bakalim ?abujah wa?afu:f
I'll talk to my family and see. (African women.)

10) Statement of negative or positive consequences

The statement of negative or positive consequences refusal formula was only used in

request contexts. Participants used this mitigation strategy to persuade the requesters to put

their requests on hold. This strategy generally includes six sub-strategies. The first one which

was originally defined by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998): a

statement of negative consequences to the requester. The other sub-strategies in this study were

a statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor or rejecter; a statement of negative

consequences to a third party; a statement of negative consequences to the requester and
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interlocutor (rejecter); a statement of positive consequences to the interlocutor (rejecter); and
a statement of positive consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejecter). The first sub-
strategy — a statement of negative consequences to the requester — was employed by
participants to indicate that if they accepted the request the requester would be harmed. This
sub-strategy was affected by context, since it was only employed in the request scenarios, and
it was used to decline requests made by both relatives and unfamiliar people. Additionally, it
was used by all social groups except Arab men. The following are examples of the ways this

sub-strategy was used by participants:

1. o il gl Llaa a5 5 any e Jaidii LA
?axa:f niftayil ma¢a baCad® wa titwarat’i: maSaja aw titqas‘i: bisababi
I’m concerned that if we work together, you’ll get into trouble or lose marks
because of me. (Arab women.)

2. Ul gl Ladle g g siially asmdl (S0 U Al oy
bis‘ara:hah ?ana jimkin ?ad3zi:b ?alfi:d bilmafru:§ ma: ?abya ?awarit'ak
maSaja
I may not do well in the project and I don’t want to get you involved with me. (Arab
women.)

3. linlae b ey 5 eliba Jlsh agle JS5 )y Gpad
dahi:n rajih titakil €alajh t‘awa:l haja:tak wada mu: fi: masflahatak
Now you’ll rely on me all of your life, and that’s not in your best interest. (African

men.)
4. dae ny Swdibl glie

Calafa:n 2altfifil jibki: wa jiz€idzak
Because the child will cry and disturb you. (African women.)

5. 138 JS Jaai i gille 5 S cangs e i
t'ifli marah jihib jibki: wa ma:?atwaqa¢¥ tithamal kul ha:0a
My child cries a lot and I don't expect you to bear all of this. (African women.)
Hijazi men and women employed a different negative consequences strategy, which was a

statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor (rejecter). The participants used this

statement to show that if they accepted the request, negative consequences would occur solely
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for them. This formula was specifically used by participants to reject unfamiliar people’s

requests by indicating their own priority over the unfamiliar people’s needs. For example:

L e gl A

Lo: ti?axart da:§ mustagbali
If I’'m late, I’'m doomed. (Arab men.)

2. Sl daedl 2oy ) s s Sy
Lo: yajar maka:ni hab(id €an zo:d3i wa rah 2atbahdal liha:li
If I change my seat, I’ll be away from my husband and will struggle on my own. (Arab
women.)

3. ool SHsin g HsSall lay L jal
Lo: ta?xart ma: rah jidaxilni: 2aldiktur wa bijifutani ?aldars
If I’'m late, the professor won’t let me in and I’1l miss the lesson. (African men.)

4, GG AL I Sa ks o gSall
Bas ?aldiktu:rah hatidrutni lo: ti?xart daqajiq
But the professor will kick me out if I'm a few minutes late. (African women.)

The participants employed a statement of negative consequences to the third parties when they
refused the requests of socially distant people of the opposite gender. By employing this sub-
strategy, they showed that if they accepted the request, a group of people would be negatively
affected, thereby indicating the importance of the group over fulfilling the needs of an
individual, which reflects a fundamental rule of collectivist cultures. The only social groups
who employed this sub-strategy were Arab men and women in the sixth scenario.
1. et S0kl ol S sl
1?2i?nuh law biki ?abajbi ?atfja:rah kulaha htinzaSid3
Because if the baby cries, the whole plane will be disturbed. (Arab men.)
2. S e il GLES o i) (e B O 5Ss )Y Jida sie Al gha Als ) ASY
1?2i?anuh ?2alrihlah tfawi:lah wa €indi: t'ifil la:zim jikun qari:b min ?abuh Salafa:n
ma: niz€id3 ?alruka:b

Because it’s a long journey, and I have a baby who has to be close to his dad so we
don’t disturb the other passengers. (Arab women.)

The statement of negative consequences to the requester and the interlocutor (rejecter) means

that harm will occur to both interlocutors if the request is accepted. Examples of such harm or
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negative consequences are weak family relationships and poor academic performance. The
study data shows that this sub-strategy was influenced by context, social distance, and the
requester’s gender, because it was only used in the first scenario when people refused the
requests made by relatives of the same gender. The participants used this strategy with their

relatives to indicate closeness, solidarity, care, and unity.

Bas sfadiqi:ni ma: haniftayil bifakil kuwajas wa?altaqjim hajikun saji? lina kulana
But believe me, we won’t work well and the evaluation will be bad for both of us. (Arab
men.)

2.l lal g dwd all Caa Uiy jpai JSLie (5) ke Ul
?ana ma: ?abya ?aj mafa:Kkil tis‘i:r bajnana:bisabab ?aldirasah wa?ihna ?ahil

I don’t want any problems to arise between us due to studying because we are a family.
(Arab women.)

3. salal) g Ui yy (Saa | gms Lilai) g3l iS00 Ca2i€) Sl
Wa lo: 2iktafaf 2aldiktu:r ?inu: ?iftayalna: sawa: mumkin jirasibna: fi:?2almadah
If the professor finds out we worked together, we may both fail this subject. (African
men.)

4, Loz yueaile Glic u.ﬁ;}dxﬁmch}ds
Kul wahdabh tiftayil liwahdaha: €alafa:n ma: nixsar baSad®
Everyone should work on their own so we don't lose each other. (African women.)

The same context also yielded another sub-strategy — a statement of positive consequences to
the interlocutor (rejector) if the request was declined. According to this minor semantic
formula, the rejecter will be rewarded if a refusal occurs. This sub-strategy was only used by
Arab men and African women when the relative’s request in the first scenario was rejected.

For example:

1. (Omilide QBlda e 4dlida o pud Ad) lile o A g,_,m@dm\ cla Ul G
Bas ?ana ha:b ?aftayil ma€a t‘ula:b ?a:xari:n ?alafa:n ?axud xibrah muxtalifah
min tfula:b muxtalifi:n
But I want to work with other students to_have a different experience with
different students. (Arab men.)

2. o) G885 s S e Ml el Jomil
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2afdfal ?aftayil lihali: 2alafa:n tarki:zi jiku:n ?ahsan
I prefer to work on my own so I can focus better. (African women.)

Furthermore, the participants used another strategy in the same context — a statement of
positive consequences to the requester and interlocutor (rejector) if the relative’s request was
declined. This sub-strategy was only used once and by Arab women. The purpose of using this
strategy was to encourage the relatives or the requesters to put off their request so both speakers
would be rewarded or benefited. Adopting such a strategy also indicated a sense of solidarity;

for example:

1 S bag oy Jaalhy 83 g JS 4 Lgaay 5l Ll Lguudy Lge 5y o S san 5 JS sl U
?ana ?afu:f kul wahah tiftayil ala mafru:€aha: tio‘hir bas‘matha: fich kul
wahadah bitmajaz bifaj wa ma: jiku:n jifbah baSad®
I think everyone should work on her project on her own to show her unique work.

Everyone has their unique strengths and so_it won’t all be the same. (Arab
women.)

11) Statement of principle

The statement of principle strategy was used in both request and invitation scenarios. Hijazi
participants used it if they wanted to show the requesters or inviters that they were refusing
because they held certain principles or preferences that influenced their decision and led to
rejection. This strategy has extensive mitigation functionality and was used by participants to
reduce the refusal risk. The data has not yielded any sub-strategies of this formula, but one
form was frequently used by all participants in the first scenario when they rejected a relative’s

request, as follows:

1, el Jasdl cal
?ana ?2ahib ?aftayil liha:li
I like to work on my own. (Arab and African men and women.)

The following examples were used exclusively by certain social groups:
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2a) e Ersadl b Jaidl o L
Ma: hib ?aftayil fi: 2albuhu:0 ma¢a ?ahad
I don't like to work on research with anyone. (Arab men.)

& oles e skl ) Ul
?2ana 2ahib 2atfawir min maha:ra:ti
I like to develop my skills. (Arab men.)

(@ NS Lailii g waial ¢ iiin 5 105 e len Jad Jaid) Gl Lo dgadl W)
?ana ?adamijah ma: 2a€rif 2aftayil fuyul dzama:Si ( wa da [aj haqi:qi) 2ad‘i:§ wa
titlaxbat® 2afka:ri

I'm a person who cannot do group work, and that's a real thing, I get confused. (Arab

women.)

Cunll o dallall nl LIS ga S et il oS
Lakin ?inti ti€rifi:ni mu: ka0i:r 2ahib ?alt‘alfah min ?albajt
But you know that I don't like to go out a lot. (Arab women.)

@ sl Jxid) Juail
2afad‘il 2aftayil liwahdi
I prefer to work alone. (African men.)

Ay Jeadl A3y ) L

Ma: 2ahib bi?at 2al€amal ?al?ananijah
I don’t like non-cooperative work environments. (African men.)

gl sall (53 5 5 B al e &y Canl L U
?ana ma: ?ahib ?aftarik ma€a ?ahad fi: zaj di 2almawad‘i:¢
I don't like to partner up with someone for such issues. (African women.)

lelaayl s i el Loy
Ma: 2ahib kaOrat 2al?id3tima:Sat
And I don't like attending many meetings. (African women.)

12) Criticism

The criticism strategy was an indirect but aggravated strategy that only occurred in request

scenarios. Hijazi men and women used it to show the fault of the requesters’ or third parties’

behaviour or personality. This formula included two sub-strategies: criticising the requester,

which was frequently used by the participants, and criticising a place or a third party, which

was only used once. The first sub-strategy was influenced by the social distance and context,

since it was only used when the Hijazi people were criticising relatives who made requests.

The following are examples of how participants used this sub-strategy:
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1. "ALSS\ c)A}d}}uSU_\l\
?inta kasu:l wa marah ?itika:li
You are lazy and so dependent. (Arab men.)

2. e deall a5 ot il g g 5 el b Jae by et zlial
2ahta:d3 faxs® jisa:Cidni fi 2lmashru:¢ wa ?inta lil?asaf tizi:d ?alhimil €alja

I need someone to help me with the project and you, unfortunately, make it harder.
(Arab men.)

3. 4SSy dlle adiay ¥ S ol el
2alrifik kuwajs la: juStamad Salajki wa ?itika:lijah
I know you well. You are unreliable and dependent. (Arab women.)

4. el s Jadll Lo (5 gt TSle g U8 (4o ol o
d3arabtak min qabil wa ma: kunti tisawi: maSaja ?alfuyul wa tisa:Sidi:ni
I tried you before and you didn’t do the work with me or help me. (Arab women.)

5. 1S 3 ge @llae Jrill il
?inta ?alfuyul maSa:k mu: qad kidah
Working with you is not that good. (African men.)

6. i i La 52 @bl ) 8 (38 xSl el IS @lidlind U ey
jatni 2ana ?ast?0inik fi: kul 2amar wa ?inti tbiyi titaxioi qara:rik bidu:n ma:
tistafiri:ni hata
So, I ask your permission about everything and you want to make your decisions
without even consulting me. (African men.)

7. & sasall Sk ol Lag clllaa) Capy e 4IS jlia Jall cild 15 )
2almarah ?ili fa:tat 2alfuyul s‘a:r kuluh ?alaj bisabab ?hmali:k wa ma: ?abya
jitkarar 2almo:dfu:§
Last time, I had to do all of the work because of your carelessness, and I don’t want to
repeat that. (African women.)

8. call i yual s e i ga S Liglaas)
?inhat‘ina fi: mo:qif muhrid3 bisabab tas‘arufak ?alyari:b
We had an embarrassing situation because of your weird behaviour. (African women.)

When the participants communicated with a requester of far social distance, they only criticised

a place or third party. This example was employed by one Arab man in the sixth scenario:

234



1o (ASe ) 8l Lo G Alla 5 Aan 8 sa Bllall g Cpghatia g0 S ) Gty ) e )
?ana Sarif ?2in ba€d® 2alrukab mu: mutaSawini:n wa ?2alt‘jarh marah zahmah wa
halah bas ma 2aqdar ?ayjir maka:ni
I know that some passengers are not cooperative and the airplane is crowded and
so on, but I cannot change my seat. (Arab men.)

13) Conditions for future or past acceptance

The strategy of setting conditions for future or past acceptance was first developed by
Beebe, Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990), and it was employed in this study in both request and
invitation scenarios. Hijazi participants used it to show that the current point in time was not
suitable for complying with the request or the invitation, and they would have been able to
fulfil the requester’s or inviters’ need if it had been made at a past or future point in time. This
was considered a very polite and mitigated refusal and was used to save the interlocutor’s face.
Examples of the condition of future acceptance were not influenced by any of the social
variables except culture, since it was only produced by Arab men and women; for example:

1. pall g gan) CulS Lei

Litaha kanat ?2al?isbu:§ ?2alqa:dim
I wish it were next week. (Arab men.)

2. S asichab o palall oLV g
Lo: hija bil?aja:m ?ald3a:jah walo: d‘abtfat ?aki:d bad3zi:kum
If it’s going to be in the next days, I'll visit you if possible. (Arab men.)

3. aSkee Cum S3 S s
Lo: ka:nt bukrah ka:n d3i:t maSakum
If it were tomorrow, I would have joined you. (Arab women.)

4. 7)) s ) slallg ) S
Lo: fi: 2al?isbu:¢§ ?aldzaj aw ?ili baSdu 2aruh
I'll go if it's going to be next week or the week after. (Arab women.)
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Also, the condition of past acceptance was influenced by social distance. Arab and African

men and women only used it to reject a relative’s, spouse’s, or friend’s requests and invitations;

for example:

1.

EERCRMPREITINEWIE:H
Lajtik nasaqti maSajah qabil wa ?ila dakarti:ni
I wish you had arranged with me earlier or reminded me. (Arab men.)

OSan PSS e ) s il 4l
Lo: ?inak d3i:tani 2abdar min kidah ka:n mumkin
It would have been possible if you had come earlier. (Arab women.)

sl ae Gilari )l e Jlall g S (500 e sed Adidae | )

Lo: 2a€tfajti:ni xabar min badri ka:r €alqalil ma: 2artabat‘t maSa ?ahad

If you had told me earlier, at least [ wouldn't have arranged something with anyone
else. (African men.)

U8 S el
Lajtak qultali qabil
I wish you told me earlier. (African women.)

14) Hedging

Hedging is another avoidance strategy. When the perceived risk of refusal was high, the

participants used this mitigation strategy to avoid refusing directly or to have more time to

think of an appropriate refusal that wouldn’t harm the requester’s or the inviter’s face. For

example:

1.

B b oS S (g )3 L Gy
Bas ma: ?adri kajf hatikun o‘uru:fi
But I don’t know if I’ll be able to. (Arab men.)

2l ol g (5SS i e e
Ma: 2a€rif kajf hajikun ?alwad‘i§ lijo:m ?alzawad3
I don't know how things will be until the wedding day. (Arab women.)

OV g s piall ML a5 S8 il
Ma: fi: fikrah fi: ba:li lilmafru:¢ ?ila ?al?a:n
I don't know what I'll do with the project. (African men.)

236



4. S Gl s s

Madri ?ajf 2aqulak

I don't know what to tell you. (African women.)
15) Request for assistance

In this study, requests for assistance or information were used in invitation scenarios more
than in request scenarios, and were employed to distract the requesters and inviters, draw their
attention to the desire of the other interlocutors, and thus to save their face. This is another
mitigation strategy type, and was not used by participants in any sub-forms. The following are
examples of participants’ use of this strategy:
1. lemanile aay lias sl ) slas bl el Jiegy ¢S

Lakin jihimini ?a€rif 2aham mahawir ?aldorah minik baad ma:tihd‘ariha
But I'd like to know the main points of the course from you after you attend it.

(Arab men.)
2. e allad il 13S (g5l g0 813 Jaisall b
Wa fi: 2almustaqbal 2ida fi: dora:t zaj kioa ?atmana tit‘liCi:ni €aliha

And if there are similar courses in the future, I hope you let me know. (Arab
women.)

3. gl (S (52851l ¢ gnse dal (S e
Ma: jimkin jit2adzal modsu:¢ ?aldorah di kana:n ?isbu:§
May the course be postponed one more week? (African men.)
4. @#ﬁu&\d\éjéﬁ\oﬁﬁuc\)c)}ﬂ\dhw
Bas hal ?aldorah rah tu¢qad marah 2uxrah wa mata: mumkin tifi:di:ni

But is the course going to be held again and when, if you can help me. (African
women.)

16) Counter-question

The counter-question to indicate refusal is a new strategy not cited by Beebe, Takahashi,
Uliss-Weltz (1990) or Al-Issa (1998), or in other Arabic refusal studies. It was used by
participants in the current study predominantly in request scenarios, when Hijazi people used
it to express either shock or frustration, thereby aggravating the refusal. When the participants
employed it in invitation contexts, it expressed surprise and enthusiasm, thereby mitigating the

refusal and decreasing the perceived risk. As mentioned in the previous section, specifically in
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Tables (5.3) and (5.8), men tend to use fewer counter-question strategies than women,
regardless of their culture. Indeed, men used only one counter-question form in this study. Here
is an example of the only counter-question that was employed by men:
1. el
2ajfbak
What is the matter with you? (Arab and African men and women.)
Although this was the only form used by men, female participants employed it as well as other
counter-questions forms. It was also used only in the second scenario when the Arab and
African men and women rejected their spouse’s requests. Below are other examples that were
given by either African or Arab women in the request situations:
2. fIX S
Ki:f kioa
How so? (Arab women.)
3. $flaaia

mid3idak
Are you serious? (Arab women.)

4. S

2ajf

What? (Arab women.)
5. %

wayj

What? (African women.)
6. ¥ Sesie

wa Suzumati
What about my invitation? (African women.)

The following are also examples of women’s counter-questions in the invitation scenarios:

l. faa e

Min dzid

Are you serious? (Arab women.)
2. S

Wallah

Are you sure? (Arab women.)
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17) Let the interlocutor off the hook

Letting the interlocutor off the hook is one of the mitigation strategies developed by Beebe,
Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998), who defined it as a dissuading strategy that
aims to persuade the interlocutor to put off their request, invitation, offer, or suggestion. In this
study, this strategy was mostly used as an avoidance tool. Hijazi men and women employed it
to give themselves time to think of an appropriate refusal and to reduce the level of threat. It
was always used before reason and alternative strategies and mostly in request scenarios. The

most frequent way it was used by Arab and African men and women was in the form:
1. AlSde e
bas mu: mufkilah
But no problem. (Arab and African men and women.)
All social groups used this form in request and invitation scenarios. Arab and African women
employed it in the second scenario; Arab men used it in the fifth and seventh scenarios; and
African men used it in scenarios one, two, five, and eight. As the male participants only adopted
the example above to let the interlocutor off-hook, the following examples were employed by
women only:
1. eV

wala jihimak
It's alright. (Arab women.)

2. cjbn (_5.3.\9\&
ma: Sindi: ma:ni¢
No problem. (African women.)

18) Requests for empathy

Requests for empathy is very polite mitigation strategy that saves the requester’s or the
inviter’s face and at the same time makes them appreciate and understand the interlocutor’s
refusal. In this study, this strategy occurred more frequently in the request scenarios. The

request for empathy as a strategy was influenced by context, and it was employed by all social
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groups except African men. The following are examples of the request for empathy forms used

by participants:

S8 253 ) e s U
?ana ha:jis nafs ?alfaj ja: du:bi ?arakiz
I'm lost as well. I'll hardly focus. (Arab men.)

Jisity il sSall aida ) el il 6l sl
?adzal lo: fuft fuyli ?ili t‘a:libah ?2aldiktor ?ajf bitqu:l
But what will you say when you see my work that the professor requested? (Arab men.)

) Al b sl Ul
?ana ?ahis nafsi ha:jsah zajak
I feel lost like you. (Arab women.)

qalbi wad3za€$ni hut® nafsak fi: maka:ni
My heart aches. Put yourself in my shoes. (Arab women.)

b\)ﬂ\%&;ﬂnw‘sﬁ;

hata ?2ana mulaxbat‘ah bisabab ?aldira:sah
Because of my study, I am so confused too. (African women.)

19) Repetition of part of the request or invitation

Repetition of part of the request or invitation is another avoidance strategy. It was used in

this study but less frequently than the other avoidance strategies identified. The participants

implemented this strategy by repeating some parts of the request or invitation in order to give

themselves time to construct an appropriate refusal that would save their face. Examples of

these strategies are below:

1.

?u.az% CA S. - e
niftayil ma€a baSad®
We work together? (Arab men.)

P alall slaal) Jasiia g
wahattkalaf ?2alqana:t biltaka:li:f
And the channel will cover the costs? (Arab women.)

Sl Gusasl
2alxami:s ?ald3za:j
Next Thursday? (African men.)
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4. fflalia e e?
Cazamt s*ahbak
You invited your friend? (African women.)
20) Statement of philosophy
Statement of philosophy is an indirect mitigating strategy which is similar to the statement
of principle. In this study, Hijazi people use this refusal formula to indicate that they were
refusing either a request or an invitation because they held certain philosophies and beliefs
regarding their life, family, work, or study. African men were only the group who did not
employ this formula. Examples taken from Arab men’s and women’s and African women’s
data are given below:
1. ad sedul o 52

haoi dira:sah mu: liCib
This is study not fun. (Arab men.)

2. Sw A gl S8 adle Jaall
Bas ?alfamal ma: fi:h 2uxti aw qari:bati
But there are no exceptions at work. (Arab women.)
3. ez e
Dorah tiru:h wa dorah tid3zi
A course goes and another comes. (African women.)
21) Advice
Advice is a mitigating refusal strategy, and was the least used strategy in the study, only
being employed in the request scenarios. It was not cited in the Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-
Weltz (1990) or Al-Issa (1998) refusal classification schemes, but it can nevertheless be
considered a dissuading strategy since Hijazi men and women used it in this study to persuade
requesters to change their mind regarding the request. This strategy was used by all social
groups except Arab men. Examples of the strategy are given below:

1. (oo i) Olie AS i g Leld el aal o el Caps 1)
?i0a habajt ti{zim ?ahad kalimni qablaha biwaqt ka:fi €alafa:n ?aratib wad*Ci
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If you’d like to invite someone, give me enough time in advance so I can get ready. (Arab
women.)

Wa ?2intah kama:n la:zim tifud hajlik wa tiftamid €ala nafsak
You should also be stronger and rely on yourself. (African men.)

?ihtami bidara:satik wa?itSalami
Give more attention to your study and learn. (African women.)

5.3.3 Pragmatic markers
Pragmatic markers are linguistic forms used with direct and indirect refusal strategies to give
additional meaning. Some of these markers, such as intensifiers, adjuncts, and politeness
markers, were used by the participants to mitigate refusals, reduce refusal risk, and thus save
face. However, a few participants, particularly young men, employed abusive markers to
aggravate the refusal and attack the requester’s face. Definitions and examples of these

pragmatics markers are presented in the following sections.

1) Intensifiers
The intensifier is the most common pragmatic marker, and it is one of the mitigating refusal
tools which has different types. It was used in this study to stress or highlight a certain idea to
indicate credibility, avoid disappointing others, and maintain social relationships. The data
contains three types of intensifiers used by participants: swearing in the name of God,

repetition, and using intensive words. The given examples are taken from the data.

a. Swearing in the name of God

The swearing in the name of God sub-strategy was not influenced by any of the social variables.
However, Arab men and women frequently used the same form in all eight scenarios when

they swore in the name of God:
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1. 4l
Wallah
I swear in the name of God. (Arab and African men and women.)

Additionally, some social groups used other forms when they invoked the oath, such as:
. s
wa rabi:
I swear in the name of my God. (Arab women.)
2. AL G
jimi:n billah
I swear in the name of God. (African men.)
b. Repetition
Repetition is one of the major features of Arabic discourse (Feghali, 1997, p.357). It is also
a type of intensifier used in this study and was influenced by context and social distance. Arab

and African men and women used it when refusing friends’ and relatives’ invitations. Some of

these forms occurred in more than one scenarios and employed by different social groups; for

example:
1. a»a
dzad dzad

Seriously, seriously. (Arab men and women.)
This form was employed by Arab men and women only. Arab men used it in the fourth scenario
and Arab women had it in the third scenario when they declined friends and relatives
invitations.

hadi: hadi:

So much so much. (Arab and African men.)

The male participants, regardless of culture, used this form in the fourth scenario when refusing

their relatives’ invitation. The final example (below) was only used by African women:
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3. B
Marah Marah
So much, so much. (African women.)
c. Intensive words
The data shows that intensive words were used by all social groups, so they were not influenced
by any of the social variables. However, the participants used some intensive forms more than
others; for example:
1. oe
Marah
So much (Arab and African men and women.)
Marah (so much) was frequently used in all situations by all social groups.
2.
dzi:dan
Very (Arab and African men and women.)
Arab and African men and women used this form repeatedly. Arab men employed it in the
third, fourth, fifth, and eighth scenarios; Arab women used it in all scenarios; African men data
used it in all scenarios except two and three; and African women also employed it frequently,
but not in scenarios one, two, or three. The following example was also used more than once,
but less than the previous examples:
3. Vagh
t‘abban
Of course (Arab and African women.)
This form was only employed by Arab and African women. Arab women used it in the third
scenario and African women adopted it in scenarios one and two. The following forms were
only used by certain social groups:
1. S

ka@i:r
A lot (Arab men.)
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2. g
hadi:
Very (Arab men.)

3. da
hajl
Very (Arab women.)
haqi:qi:
Real (Arab women.)

5. asl
2aki:d
Definitely (Arab women.)

6. 3
bifi:dah
Really (Arab women.)
2) Adjuncts
Adjunct is included in the Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998)
refusal classification schemes. It is not a refusal strategy, but adjunct statements are used with
direct and indirect refusals to add additional meaning. Adjuncts were used extensively by
Hijazi men and women in the study, but slightly different to the use described by Beebe,
Takahashi, Uliss-Weltz (1990) was the use of pious or religious formulas which are very
common in Arabic communication (Feghali, 1997, p.358). This study data includes five
adjuncts types, four of which — a statement of positive opinion, feeling, or agreement; a
statement of empathy; pause fillers; and a statement of gratitude or appreciation — were
previously identified by Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) and Al-Issa (1998) and seek
to mitigate refusals. The fifth type included in the data is the softener, which is an adjunct that
uses with non-positive feeling statements. This adjunct is a newly-identified strategy in this
study that was used by participants to add a sense of mitigation. In the invitation situations, the

participants provided adjuncts that included good wishes, prayers, and the name of God to
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reflect their good feelings toward the interlocutor and his family, and some of these forms were

used more than others.

1. &l i sLike
Ma: fa:? 2allah taba:rak ?allah
Glory to Allah! (Arab and African men and women.)

The above example was used by all social groups when refusing either friends’ or unfamiliar
people’s invitations. Arab and African men and women used this statement in scenarios three

and seven, and Arab men also used it in the eighth scenario.

1yl al
2alf ?alf mabru:k
Congratulations (Arab and African men and women.)

Rabana: jitamim S€ala xajr
May it all go well. (Arab and African men and women.)

The above two examples were also employed by all social groups, but only in the third scenario.
The following form was also used only in the third scenario, and was used only by Arab men

and women:

3. oSl il a4l
2allah jidi:m ?afrahakum
May Allah extend your happiness. (Arab men and women.)

Furthermore, the following examples were only used by certain social groups:

1o ed B legin aan g legale &l Legd ) &L
Ba:raka ?allahu lahu:ma: wa ba:raka Salajhuma: wa dzama€a bajnahuma: fi:
xajr
May Allah bless them and shower His blessings upon them, and may He unite them
both in goodness. (Arab men.)

2. Bamu Bl agl il

2atamana lahu:m haja:t saCi:dah
I wish them a happy life. (Arab men.)
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3. Dsomsz A LdS el ol
Wa ja: rab 2ajamakum kulaha: fara:h wa suru:r
And I wish all your days to be full of joy and happiness. (Arab women.)

4. Saea GY 4l
2allah la: jifariq dzamSakum
May you always be together. (Arab women.)

5. @obdee sdecw
Wa bajt ma:l wa Sija:l ja: rab

And lots of money and kids. (African men.)

6. Gleludl &y
?abrak ?2alsa:€a:t
The most blessed hours. (African men.)
7. Adall Aadliall 43 A agh ) 0 5 aglh g1 g pd e dl
2allah jis€Cidhum wa jiwafighum wa jirzughum ?alourijah ?als*alihah ?alt'ajibah
May Allah grant them happiness and give them good rightful children. (African women.)
8. il ofakpune (Sl
ha?aku:n mabsu:t‘ah lo: fuftak
I’ll be happy to see you. (African women.)

In addition, in the invitation contexts, the Arab and African participants thanked the inviter

by giving some statements that were repeated several times by different social groups.

1. dseall/an all ¢ ) S5
Jukran €a ?al€azi:mah/?aldaSwah
Thank you for the invitation. (Arab and African men and women.)
This statement was employed by all social groups specifically in the invitation scenarios. Arab
men used it in the third and eighth scenario; Arab women employed only in the third scenario;
African men followed the same pattern and used this form in only the eighth scenario; and
African women used it in scenarios four, seven, and eight.
2. A&l
d3zaza:k ?allahu xajran
May God reward you for this. (Arab and African men and women.)

Hijazi men and women used the above form several times. Arab and African men used it in

scenario seven and Arab and African women employed it in situation eight. The following
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example was employed by Arab men and women plus African men in scenarios seven and
eight:
3. oa/ pNa 50 SLE/ SLE

Ja:kir/ fa:kirah wa muqadir/ muqadirah
I’'m grateful and appreciative (Arab men and women and African men)

The final example, shown below, was employed by all social groups except Arab women. Arab
men used it in scenario seven; African women used it in the fourth scenario; and African men
used it in more scenarios, adopting it in situations three, four, and seven.
4, alui/alus
Tislam/ Tislami
Thank you (Arab men and African men and women.)
In the request scenarios, the Hijazi participants used another type of adjunct — statements of
empathy to indicate solidarity. This sub-strategy was influenced by context since it was only
given in request scenarios and was also produced by all groups except African men. The
following are examples of ways this sub-strategy was used by participants:
1. Cllh ol U

?ana ?atafaham tfalabak
I understand your request. (Arab men.)

2. Gty el i dalise olil o)

?adr: ?inik muhta:d3ah ?a€abi: da ?al?istibja:n
I know you need me to fill in this survey. (Arab women.)

3. L g ai G skl 5 )3k
Mugqadirah ?aléfuru:f 2ili: timuri: fi:ha:
I understand your current circumstances. (African women.)

Although the pause filler is usually associated with spoken data more than written data, it was
included in Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) and Al-Issa’s (1998) written DCT data
and is also present in the current study data, which indicates the effectiveness of the written

data. A written DCT is able to identify non-written linguistic formulas including pause fillers.
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In this study, Arab men and women employed pause fillers in both the request and invitation
scenarios to give themselves time to think of an answer or to demonstrate surprise or shock
feelings. Examples of these fillers are given in the following sections.
L. o5l

20:h

Oh (Arab and African men and women.)
The above example is the only pause filler statement that was used by all social groups. It is
also the only form that was used by male participants. Arab men employed it in scenarios two

and six; Arab women used it in scenarios two, three, and eight; and African men and women

used it in the third scenario. The following forms were only employed by Hijazi women:

1 . ?AAAM‘
mmmmm
Hmmm (Arab and African women)
This form was adopted by both Arab and African women. Arab women used it in the first and

eighth scenario, and African women employed it in scenarios one and two. Other pause fillers

were used by either Arab women or African women:

2. o5

Jo:h

Oh (Arab women.)
3. Wl

?aha:

Aha (African women.)
4, o

2ah
Ah (African women.)

Arab and African men and women used softeners in the first and second request scenarios,
particularly after using attacking or criticising semantic formulas. The purpose of using the
statement <bagy 4l (May Allah guide you) was to show disagreement with the requester’s

behaviour and to soften the attack and criticism.
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3) Address forms

Address form is the word used in certain speech events to refer to the addressee. Address
forms convey social meanings and reflect the nature of the relationship between the
interlocutors. People use certain types of address form to maintain relationships or to distance
themselves from others (Parkinson, 1985, pp.1-3). In this study, address forms were used
heavily and can be divided into four types: reflecting kinship, indicating friendship,
demonstrating positive feelings or affectation, and indicating formality. Further details are

given regarding each address form type in the following sections.

a. Kinship

Address forms referring to kinship were used in all situations and for two purposes. First,
they were employed by the participants to indicate blood relationships and solidarity. Some of
the research subjects used them — particularly the terms “sister” and “brother” — with people
of far social distance to show solidarity. For example, two participants of the same gender with
far social distance used them when communicating to indicate brotherhood and support.
However, “sister” and “brother” carry different meanings when people of far social distance
and opposite gender interact. Thus, the second purpose of these address forms was to indicate
formality and distance, due to the cultural values which prohibit gender mixing (Almadani,
2020). Examples of the address forms used by the social groups are given in the following

sections.

1. % Jaxti sister/ s s3bjaxui: brother (Arab and African men and women.)

“Sister” and “brother” were used by Arab and African men and women and not only to address
their real brothers or sisters. Arab and African men employed these terms in more situations

than Arab and African women, when referring to cousins, wives, friends, and unfamiliar
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people. Arab men used them in all scenarios except the fourth; African men used them in
scenarios three, five, six, and eight; and women of both cultural backgrounds employed them

in the sixth and eighth scenarios.

2. Lsalalsl Ja: walad 2axu:ja my nephew/4:s3) < s Ja: bint 2axu:ja my niece (Arab
men and women and African women.)

The above example was used by Arab men and women and African women when interacting
with their nephews or nieces in scenario four.
3. <liee ualy Ja: habi:b camatak my beloved nephew/<e diua habi:bat Samik my
beloved niece (Arab men and women and African women.)
As in the previous example, the above forms were used by Arab men and women and African

women to address their nephews or nieces in scenario four.

4. a2l 04 Ja: 2bin 2a€am cousin (Arab and African men.)
The above example was only used by Arab and African men in the first scenario to address

their cousins and indicate the blood relationship.

5. 30 Zo:d3i: my husband (Arab and African women.)
The address form “my husband” was employed by Arab and African women in the second
scenario.

The following example was only given by members of one social group:

1. Jda¥ 2al?ahil wife, sister, or mother (Arab men.)

Although this above example was only used once by an Arab man when he refused his friend’s
invitation, this address form is discussed in this section because it carries cultural significance.
In this example, the address from has two meanings. The original meaning is “family”, but

Hijazi people use it to refer to their wives, sisters, or mothers. The reason for employing this
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strategy is to hide the woman’s identity and their relationship with the speaker and thus not
violate the code of honour and modesty. According to Bassiouney (2009, p.146), because
people in Arabic society appreciate honour and modesty codes, men do not let other men know
their wives’ names, and they use other lexical items to refer to them. In this example, the
participant used the word (?al?ahil) to substitute the name of this mother, wife, or sister in order

to hide her identity.

2. s« L Ja: €amo uncle (Arab men.)
The above example was used more than once by the Arab men, particularly in the fourth
scenario. It is notable here because “uncle” is usually employed to address a brother of the
mother or father or husband of the aunt. However, the male participants in this study employed
the word “uncle” to address their nieces, thereby using this strategy to indicate fatherhood and

extreme love and affection.

b. Friendship
The address forms which reflect friendship were only used by men to refer to friends and
unfamiliar people. The male participants used these forms to maintain relationships and save
face when communicating with their friends, and they employed them with unfamiliar

interlocutors to show solidarity. Examples taken from the men’s data are given below:

1. bl Ja: sfa:hbi mate (Arab and African men.)
The above example was employed by Arab men in the third scenario and by African men in
the third and fifth scenario.

2. wualyJa: s*adi:qi my friend (Arab and African men.)
Arab and African men used the above example in different scenarios: Arab men employed it
in the third scenario, and African men used it in scenario five.

3. JA L Ja: xa:1 mate (African men.)
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This address from was only used in the third scenario and only by African men. The word
[xa:l] literally means “beauty spot”, but was used in this context by African men
communicating with their male African friends in order to indicate solidarity. It is not
considered appropriate for Arab men to use this address form when communicating with Hijazi
Africans, and it is very face-threatening because it indicates ethnic segmentation. Although
using this term by Hijazi African reflects positive politeness, it is impolite to be employed by
out-group members.
c. Positive feelings
Address forms that reflect positive feelings were used a lot in the study by both men and
women. They were used to address relatives, friends, and unfamiliar people of the same gender.
They were completely avoided by the participants in scenarios six and eight when
communicating with people of far social distance and the opposite gender. Examples of these
address forms are given in the following sections.
1. (s habi:bati /24> habi:bi: darling (Arab and African men and women.)

This address from was employed to address men and women, and it was used by all social
groups in scenarios one, two, three, four, five, and seven to reflect intimacy and reduce the

rejection threat.

2. 8L Ja: qalbi: sweetheart (Arab and African men and women.)
Women from both cultures used this address form more than men. Arab and African women
used it to address both men and women in all scenarios except six and eight; Arab and African

men employed it in the second and fourth scenarios when refusing female relatives.

3. J& 2alya:li / 44&) 2alya:liah precious (Arab and African men and women.)
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This form was used to address men and women. Arab and African men and women used it in
scenarios three and four; it was also employed by Arab men in scenarios five and seven and

African men in scenarios one and seven. African women employed it in the first scenario.

4. Jue L Ja: Casal sweetie (Arab and African men and women)
Arab and African women used this address form in more scenarios than men to address both
men and women. Arab women used it in scenarios four, five, and seven, and African women
used it in the same scenarios plus scenario three. Arab men used it in scenario five, and African

men used it in scenario four.

5. @xJ= Sazi:zi: /& : )= Qazi:zati dear (Arab and African men and women.)
This address form was used in fewer situations than the forms above and to address both men
and women. Arab men used it in scenarios four and five; Arab women used it in scenarios one
and five; African women employed it in scenarios five and seven; and African men only used

it in scenario seven.

6. <L Ja: qamar pretty (Arab and African men and women.)
This address form was used to address women only. Arab men used it to refuse their female
relatives in scenario four; Arab and African women employed it when rejecting their female
friends in the third scenario; and African men used it when declining their wife and niece in

the second and fourth scenarios, respectively.

d. Formality

The participants also employed some address forms to address people of far social distance.

All of the following examples were used to indicate formality and distance.
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1. s Qustadi: (sir)/ »3iuly Ja: 2ustadah (ma'am) (Arab and African men and women.)

Arab and African men and women used the above example with men and women of far social
distance. Arab men employed the form “ma’am” in scenarios six and eight when
communicating with women of far social distance; Arab men also used the form “sir” when
declining the teacher’s invitation in the seventh scenario. Arab and African women only used
the form “sir” when declining the invitations of men of far social distance in scenario eight;
and African men only used it when rejecting the male teacher’s invitation in the seventh
scenario to indicate formality and distance.

2. ilw), zami:lati: colleague (African men.)

The above example was only used by one African man, in the eighth scenario when declining

the invitation of a woman of far social distance.

4) Politeness markers
Participants used politeness markers to mitigate the refusals and reduce their risk. Saudi men
and women used these phrases to enhance their politeness when declining requests or

invitations. Below are examples taken from the data:

1. &S
takfa
Please (intensified please) (Arab men.)

2. Fasigl
lo: tikaramti
If you please (Arab women.)

1. Goaidsa) oSl
lakin 2ard3u:k tiSourni
But please excuse me. (African men.)

2. GBS g sl Ml A Sl iy
wabillah lo: fi: fayla:t hilwah zaj kidah qu:luli
And please let me know about any similarly good stuff. (African women.)
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5) Abusive markers

According to Parkinson (1985, p.201), abusive markers are used for two purposes:
either sarcastically when communicating with friends and youthful peers to indicate intimacy,
closeness, and friendship, or to reflect anger, disgust, and disapproval of the addressee’s
behaviours. In this study, the abusive markers were the least used markers, and they were only
employed in the request scenarios to indicate anger or disapproval. Three types of abusive
marker were used by participants in this study: attacking character, resemblance to animals,
and sexual references. Parkinson (1985, pp.202-3) categorised abusive terms into light,
medium, and heavy, arguing that attacking character and resemblance to animal markers are

light to medium, but sexual references should always be considered heavily abusive.

The data shows that young Hijazi men aged from 18 to 25 years were the only participants who
used abusive markers. These participants employed these markers to either attack the requester
or a third party. This finding supports the work of Parkinson (1985, p.205) and Holmes (2008,
p.174), who stated that younger people give and receive abusive terms more than older people,
and the use of swearing is reduced as people get older. In this study, the use of abusive markers
to attack the requester only occurred in close social distance scenarios, particularly the first
one, and the use of these abusive words against a third party only occurred in the fifth scenario,
which included communication with people of far social distance. In addition, when
participants attacked the requester (the relative), they employed all types of abusive markers.
Parkinson (1985, p.207) also noted that in the Egyptian context most abusive terms were given
to people with close social distance, including families, brothers, and cousins, but people with
far social distance rarely received such markers. For example:
A. Attacking character markers
1. 4Ll

Ja: rimah
Useless, good for nothing (Arab men.)
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2. Caxly
Ja: mzifft
Bastard (Arab men.)

3. 4
Rixmah
Stupid, berk (Arab men.)

4, 4al
Ja: habah
Little (African men.)

B. Resemblance to animal markers

1. Ol
Ja: hajawan
Animal (African men.)

2. Jaly
Ja: hima:r
Donkey (African men.)

C. Sexual reference markers

Ll e 4 Jadl) s 5 Lo Euialta
hattmaxna0 Salaja wa tisi:b ?afuyul kuluh €ala ra:si:
You’ll behave like a ladyboy and leave all the work for me to do. (African men.)

Young Saudi men used the attacking character and resemblance to animal markers when

attacking a third party in the fifth scenario. For example:

a. Attacking character markers:
1. .\_._\.\ﬁ}ﬁuc)n.ﬂ.ﬁu\)!\
?al?ustad marah muf€aqad wa fadi:d
The professor is so complicated and strict. (Arab and African men.)

b. Resemblance to animal markers
[N PR LIPS\

Wa 2aldiktu:r fula:n ti€rifah hajawa:n
And you know Professor (X) is an animal. (Arab men.)
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In this study, the men employed abusive markers only when communicating with people of the
same gender. This echoes the claim made by Holmes (2008, p.174), that men prefer to use
these markers only in male settings. Additionally, the female participants completely avoided
all kinds of abusive markers when declining requests and invitations, thereby aligning with the
claims of Trudgill (1972), Holmes (2008), and Romaine (2003) that women tend to use more

polite language in order to obtain higher status and better social approval.

Summary

In this study, Arab and African men and women employed 29 types of refusals and
pragmatic markers. All of these refusals and pragmatic markers and their sub-strategies were
taken from the written DCT data. The two types of refusal identified were direct and indirect.
Direct refusals took the form of negative ability and willingness, no and explicit negation, and
performative. None of these direct formulas had any sub-strategies. With regard to politeness,
employing the “no” formula was considered less polite than other direct refusals. The indirect
refusals included 21 different formulas, some of which were mitigated and polite and some of
which were aggravated and face-threatening. Furthermore, less than half of the indirect
strategies contained sub-strategies. The indirect mitigated refusals and their sub-strategies

WwEre:

1. Reason. An indirect mitigation strategy with six sub-strategies: vague, detailed,
related to family, appealing to a third party, and uncontrollable. Reason also occurred
in the form of counter-questions, which can also be considered a sub-strategy. Some
of these sub-strategies were influenced by social variables such as gender and
communicating with the same or opposite gender.

2. Regret. A very polite strategy with four subs-strategies: apologising, asking for

forgiveness, asking for an excuse, and the description of the distress. None of the sub-
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strategies were influenced by any of the social variables except description of the
distress.

3. Alternative. An indirect mitigation strategy with five sub-strategies: suggesting that
the interlocutor do X instead of Y; suggesting that the requester do X instead of Y;
suggesting that both the interlocutor and the requester do X instead of Y; suggesting
an alternative in a counter-question form; and suggesting an alternative in a
conditional form. All these sub-strategies were influenced by social variables except
suggesting that the interlocutor do X instead of Y and suggesting an alternative in a
conditional form.

4. Conditional acceptance. A mitigation strategy used when the participants found it
extremely difficult to refuse. This strategy had four sub-strategies: general, detailed,
familial, and appealing to a third party. Familial and appealing to a third party were
the only sub-strategies influenced by social variables such as gender and context.

5. Statement of negative or positive consequences. An indirect mitigation strategy
with six sub-strategies: a statement of negative consequences to the requester, a
statement of negative consequences to the interlocutor (rejector), a statement of
negative consequences to a third party, a statement of negative consequences to the
requester and interlocutor (rejector), a statement of positive consequences to the
interlocutor (rejector), and a statement of positive consequences to the requester and
interlocutor (rejector). All of these sub-strategies’ statement of negative

consequences to the requester were influenced by social variables.

The indirect mitigated refusals without sub-strategies identified in this study were:
promise of future acceptance; wish; acceptance that functions as refusal; postponement;

statement of principle; condition for past or future acceptance; hedging; request for assistance
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or help; letting the interlocutor off the hook; request for empathy; repetition of part of the

request or invitation; and statement of philosophy and advice.

The data also included indirect but aggravated strategies. Attack and lack of sympathy
are examples of indirect and threatening refusals. Other indirect aggravated strategies used in
this study were:

1. Criticism. This strategy was only employed in the request scenarios and included
two sub-strategies. The first sub-strategy was criticising the requester, which was
considered very threatening and aggravated. The second formula was criticising a
third party or place, which was considered less aggravated.

2. Counter-questions. The levels of mitigation and aggravation of this strategy
depended on the context. For example, the use of counter-questions in the request
scenarios reflected shock and frustration, which is aggravated; however, when the
same strategy was used in the invitation scenarios, it reflected surprise and

enthusiasm, thereby mitigating the refusal.

Pragmatic markers are linguistic forms that occur with refusals and can be categorised
into five types: intensifiers, adjuncts, address forms, politeness markers, and abusive markers.
All of these markers except politeness markers had sub-strategies, and all of them except
abusive markers were used to mitigate the refusals. Details of the use of these pragmatic
markers in the study are as follows:

1. Intensifiers were the most used marker, and were employed to mitigate refusals, add

a sense of credibility, and to highlight certain points. There were three intensifier

sub-strategies used by participants: swearing in the name of God, repetition, and
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using intensive words. None of these sub-strategies were influenced by the social
variables except repetition, which was influenced by context and social distance.
Adjuncts were also used to mitigate refusals and took the form of four sub-
strategies: a statement of positive opinion, feeling or agreement; a statement of
empathy; pause fillers; a statement of gratitude or appreciation; and a softener. All
of these sub-markers except pause fillers were influenced by context and were used
differently in the request and invitation scenarios.

Politeness markers were employed by the Hijazi participants to mitigate and soften
the refusal as well as enhance the level of politeness. This marker type did not
include any sub-strategies.

Abusive markers were used by participants to enhance the level of aggravation and
face-threatening. This was the least used marker type and included three sub-types:
attacking character, resemblance to animals, and sexual references. All sub-types
were influenced by all the social variables except culture. The additional variable
age was identified as influencing the use of abusive markers, since all participants

who employed them were between 18 and 25 years old.
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5.4 Refusal behaviour in Saudi Hijazi society

This section examines the participants’ interview responses to provide further
explanation of the quantitative findings in section (5.2). These describe the selection, rank and
frequency of refusal as well as the average number of response and the refusals’ level of
difficulty. The quantitative findings reflect specific refusal behaviours, such as providing a
higher or lower number of refusal strategies, feeling more or less confident to refuse,
employing fewer direct refusals such as saying no and explicit negation, and giving more
intensifiers and adjuncts. In addition, this section examines how gender, culture, social
distance, communication with the same or opposite gender and request and invitation influence
the refusal behaviour of Saudi Arab and African men and women.

Nine individuals were interviewed for the study as follows: two Arabic Saudi males,
two Arabic Saudi females, two African Saudi males and three African Saudi females. All the
participants speak Hijazi and live in the main cities in the Hijazi region, i.e. Jeddah, Mecca, or
Al Madinah. The table below will provide demographic data for each participant. Their

personal details were collected while conducting the interview.

Table 5. 18: An overview of the interviewee background

Participants’ | Gender | Culture/ethnicity | Age Educational | Occupation | Location

name level

ARMI Male Arab Hijazi 35 Master Research Jeddah
degree assistant

ARM?2 Male Arab Hijazi 21 High Student Mecca
School

ARW1 Female | Arab Hijazi 34 High school | House wife | Jeddah

ARW2 Female | Arab Hijazi 25 Master Lecturer Medina
degree

AFM1 Male African Hijazi 27 High Marketing | Mecca
Diploma specialist

AFM2 Male African Hijazi 23 Bachelor Admin Mecca
degree

AFW1 Female | African Hijazi 36 High Nurse Jeddah
Diploma
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AFW2 Female | African Hijazi 34 Bachelor Teacher Jeddah
degree

AFW3 Female | African Hijazi 44 Bachelor Admin Medina
degree

5.4.1 Saudi men and women and refusal behaviour

The influence of gender on participants’ refusal behaviour, such as giving more refusals
and pragmatic markers, and feeling hesitant or finding it easy to refuse, is discussed further in
the following sections. The first section examines why women provided more refusals and
pragmatic markers. The interview responses indicate that as Saudi women have more social
roles in society, they have more reasons and explanations to give. In addition, they usually use
a wider range of language to gain more social approval from society. The second section
explains the confidence of Hijazi women when they refuse and men’s hesitation when they
adopt the same behaviour. The interview findings showed that women are becoming more
assertive as they gain more social power through education or employment. However, some
participants claimed that refusal does not affect a woman’s image and is not threatening to her
because she is not the sole decision-maker; instead, that role falls to her father, brother or
husband. Regarding Saudi men, the data show that they are less confident at refusing than
women because they have been raised to avoid doing so and to assume responsibility towards
family members and society.

1. Women used more refusals and pragmatic marker strategies

The refusal behaviour of Arab and African women differs from men in terms of the
frequency of the refusal and pragmatic strategies. Looking at the average of the responses,
which is the approximate number of refusals and pragmatic markers given by each Arab and
African male and female participant in the four requests and four invitation scenarios in section
(5.2.2), it was found that when Arab and African women refused requests and invitations, they

provided a higher response rate than men from the same culture. In detail, each Saudi woman,
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regardless of her culture, gave between (n=12.6) and (n=16) refusals and pragmatic markers
across the four request scenarios when declining requests, whereas each man from the two
social groups gave between (n=10.9) and (n=12) refusals and pragmatic strategies. The same
issue occurred when the Saudi participants declined invitations. Across the four invitation
scenarios, each Arab woman employed around (n=18.9) refusals and pragmatic markers;
however, each Arab male participant produced approximately (n=14.2). Furthermore, each
African woman gave around (n=13.6) responses, which is higher than the average number of
responses for African men (n=12.1). The interview was carried out to find the reasons for this
pragmatic pattern. The participants related this behaviour to the social role of women and social
approval. Starting with the social role, Saudi interviewees stated that as Hijazi women have
more roles in the society than men, they can offer more reasons to convince the requester and
inviters. For example, ARW2, one of the Arab female participants said: “a woman has a lot of
responsibilities in the society. She works and she has duties towards her family and her
husband’s family as she is obliged by such responsibilities in the Saudi society. Therefore, she
provides more refusal strategies as she has many reasons to give when she rejects.” In addition,
the male Arab participants discussed this in detail. ARM2 said: “A woman is more responsible
than a man. I mean, she has more excuses, and her social roles make it imperative for her to
apologies and to give more reasons.” ARMI’s statement supports this: “Saudi women have
more reasons, and the man does not have as much work as a woman.”

The participants showed another motivation behind this refusal pattern. They indicated that
women are more eager to gain social approval through using language. Saudi women, despite
their culture, provided more refusals and pragmatic strategies to justify their decline in order
to maintain their relationship with others. ARM1, an Arab male participant, attempted to justify
why Saudi women have a higher overall number of strategies. He said: “In order to show that

this rejection is credible, it is necessary for her to justify more and to give more excuses”
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especially as “there are people who think that if a person refuses, he/she is not dear to them.”
ARWI1, an Arab woman, supported this concept by saying: “A woman talks more when she
refuses to clarify to the person that she cannot do something or attend somewhere,” because
“she does not want the relationship to be affected. I also feel that a woman tries to maintain
relationships through language as much as possible, especially in the case of family
relationships.” AFW1, an African woman, showed that women want to serve their own
interests but at the same time use language to try not to disappoint people: “A woman wants to
refuse but, at the same time, she doesn’t want to make another person mad. She wants both at
the same time. For example, she does not want to go but she does not want the inviter to be
upset. She wants both things but she doesn’t want anyone to lose out,” and “she cares about

herself and her responsibilities and at the same time cares about people.”

2. Women are more confident at refusing than men

Looking at the quantitative data, and specifically at the difficulty to refuse tables (5.6)
and (5.11), it was found that Arab and African Saudi women were more confident at refusing
than Saudi men. In the requests and invitation scenarios, more Arab and African men perceived
refusal as extremely difficult than women in their culture. In order to examine this case, the
participants were asked about the various reasons for women’s refusal decisions. The first
reason relates to their social position. Today, Saudi women are challenging the traditional view
of femininity, which focuses on obedience. They are resisting the social values which are
enforced by social structure through refusals. Saudi women are gaining more social power and
thus the ability to refuse, due to their increasing awareness through education and work. AFW3,
an African woman, stated: “The conditions of women have changed. Women now have a better
education which could indicate increased awareness. I think women also have many

responsibilities and priorities.” ARWI1, who is a member of the female Arab group,
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commented: “They — Saudi women - are now stressed because they now also work and study,
so they do a lot of work at the same time. Women have become like machines.” Furthermore,
ARM2, an Arab man, added: “Women have more responsibilities and are way busier.”
Another reason for this behaviour is the social status of women in Saudi Arabia. Saudi
women cannot be engaged in something or go out without the permission of their guardians.
This is in line with the findings of a study by Alturki and Ba Gader (2006), which showed that
men have ultimate control and authority over women in Hijaz. Therefore, rejection is more
accepted from women, since they are not the sole decision-makers; instead, their fathers,
brothers and husbands are also involved. For example, ARW1, an Arab woman, said: “When
a woman refuses a request from her mother or any person, then maybe her husband prevented
her because she does not have much authority, unlike men. A woman has a father to tell her
“no”, and also has brothers. In some cases, her brothers interfere with her life, and when she
gets married, her husband takes over this responsibility, so she is never freed.” ARW2, an Arab
woman, stated that: “A lot of women say I swear my husband does not agree.” Therefore, as
AFW2, an African participant, said: “Women are limited in their abilities to help others or to
accept invitations. For example, if she - meaning a Saudi woman - gets invited to something,
she may refuse, not because she wants to, but because she doesn’t have the full authority and
freedom to do anything, unlike men.” ARM1, one of the Arab male participants, commented:
“Women don’t have authority, so society accepts their rejection. Rejection does not diminish
their femininity and that’s it; it does not even affect them in front of their friends.” AFM1, one
of the African participants, added: “Their status is not affected when they refuse.” In the case
of invitations, it is common for Saudi women to refuse to go to a wedding or party, and it is
becoming more accepted because society encourages them to stay at home. AFM2, a male
African participant, reflected on this by saying: “In this society, the woman doesn’t go out

much; it is the man who does this more, so it is normal to refuse invitations.” This opinion is
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supported by Alturki and Ba Gader (2006), who claim that Hijazi women are traditionally
expected not to go out of the home regularly, unlike men.

However, tables (5.6) and (5.11) in the quantitative findings show that men are more
hesitant at refusing than women, which is mainly related to their upbringing. In Hijaz, men are
raised to be supportive, and to serve and help members of society and fulfil their needs;
therefore, refusing requests and invitations may contradict Hijazi values and traditional codes
of masculinity.. As a result, they do not decline invitations as easily as do women. AFW2, an
African female interviewee, supported this claim by saying: “That’s because in our society we
raise men to be supportive and responsible and not to refuse to help others and so on. Even if
he can’t do a certain thing, he tries hard to do it, so that he can’t say no to someone who invited
him or asked something from him because his “no” makes him feel like he is not a responsible
man, but for women it’s ok as they don’t have the control.” In addition, ARW2, an Arab
woman, added: “In our society, to be a man, you have to carry responsibility and face difficult
circumstances, so when someone asks for a request, even if he has a lot of things to do, he must
fulfil the request because it is part of his personality as a man; it is necessary that he does what
he is asked to do, it is one of his duties as a man.” Arab male participants emphasised this point,
with ARM2 stating: “It’s natural for a man to be supportive out of manhood.” ARM1 added:
“Men find it difficult to refuse, especially if they could comply with the request or the
invitation. I mean, a man always puts pressure on himself and accepts. It is common in Saudi
Arabia that if someone asks you to do something, you are required to meet his request.”

Other reasons for this refusal behaviour are protecting men’s self-image and playing
the expected social role towards their families. Hijazi men do not feel comfortable at refusing
because this may affect their masculinity and reputation. AFW 1, an African woman, indicated
that: “Men care about what society would say about them as they are men and should do what

is necessary to serve the society. For example, men think that when a requester comes to them
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in the middle of his/her mess and chooses them over other people, he/she must not be turned
down, and maybe they think about what society would say about them if they refused.” In
addition, AFM1, an African man, related this case to self-image by saying: “Men hesitate to
refuse because they feel that refusal is not accepted in male society and may break their self-
image, as it’s hard for them to be not helpful.” Other female participants believed that in Hijazi
society, one of the roles of men is to support and protect their families (Alturki and Ba Gader,
2006). One of their responsibilities is to meet their family's needs, as asking outsiders for help
is shameful. ARWI, an Arab woman, said that for a Saudi man, his “family and wife depend
on him, so they asked him only because he’s a real responsible man”. AFW3, an African
woman, added: “Men must be proactive and supportive as they have guardianship; they
naturally do not want their family to depend on or ask someone else.” Therefore, they are more

reluctant to refuse requests or invitations.

5.4.2 Saudi Arab and African behaviour and the speech act of refusal

The influence of culture on the Arab and African refusal pattern is discussed here. African
and Arab participants share some similarities in terms of their selection and ranking of refusals
and pragmatic markers due to the acculturation and integration of the two social groups. Having
said that, African men and women provided fewer refusals and pragmatic markers due to the
influence of their native language or culture.

Similarities:

The section (5.2.2) indicates a significant similarity between Arab and African Saudis in
terms of adopting refusal strategies and pragmatic markers. Both social groups have the same
rank of refusals and other markers. In the request scenarios, negative ability and willingness
and express an explicit negation were the most frequent forms of direct refusal. Reason, regret
and alternative indirect refusals were used intensively. For pragmatic markers, all groups used

intensifiers and forms of address more than other markers. In addition, the culturally distinctive
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groups also followed the same patterns in the invitation scenarios. The participants depended
heavily only on negative ability and a willingness to decline invitations. Indirect refusals,
reasons, regret and promises for future acceptance reached the highest rank in data from all
groups. African and Arab Saudis frequently employed two of the pragmatic markers, namely
intensifiers and adjuncts. The reasons for this similarity between Arabs and Africans are
integration and intermarriage. AFW2, an African woman, said: “Our Hejazi society doesn’t
have isolation, as most people are families from different countries. There is almost no-one
originally from Hejaz; they are all people who came to do Hajj and Omrah and then got married
and started living here.” As a result, “those people speak almost the same and refuse the same.”
AFWI1, who is from the same culture, added: “The new generation is hard to distinguish
because they have become more involved in society,” and “African people who live in areas
that have a civilised society will speak like others.” ARWI, an Arab woman, reflected this
claim by saying: “Most people from different ethnicities are completely integrated into society;
there will be no difference in their dialect.” The responses of African and Arab women were
supported by the literature. Hamzah (2002) and Hurgronje (2006) indicate that Hijazi culture
is a result of acculturation. It is a mixture of Arabic and multi-foreign culture, whose people
are integrated together through marriage and friendships. As a result, these people speak the
same dialect and adopt almost identical traditions (Hamzah, 2002).

Differences:

Nevertheless, the pragmatic difference between Arab and African Hijazis must not be
ignored. The quantitative data in section (5.2.2) show that African people had a lower total of
refusals and pragmatic markers than Arabs of the same gender. Some of the respondents admit
to a slight general difference between Arabs and Africans in spoken language because they
have inherited or preserved native African language and culture. An Arab female participant

(ARW?2) stated that African Saudi people are either “mixing between their original language
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and Arabic” or, as AFW3, an African woman, indicated, this may be “because of the culture
they inherited from their parents and ancestors.” ARWI, an Arab female research subject,
related this to the preservation of the native language by saying: “the family has individuals
who hold on to their mother tongue and preserve it”. AFW2, African woman, explained: “For
example, my aunts speak with each other in their native language. I know a lady who is the
same age of my aunts and she is a professor in a university in Saudi Arabia, but she speaks her
native African language; however, this is because they want to save their language and they
consider it a secret language between them.” Some participants ascribed this to a lack of
integration with other social groups and a wish to maintain their culture, as described in Selm
(1993) and Hurgronje (2006). ARM1, an Arab man, stressed this point by saying: “There are
some of the African groups who do not mix with other people. I mean, for example, the people
who live in Jeddah, unlike those who live in Mecca, may be close to themselves and their
accent is a little different, but if they live with other races, there are mostly no differences at
all”. AFM1, an African male interviewee, added that “Africans in Saudi Arabia initially lived
together to the extent that they have their unique language tone. African people who are born
and grow up in African districts are influenced by the original African languages, but the
African Saudis who live in areas of Arabic or mixed origin speak a dialect that is very similar
to the majority” as they “accommodate people who live around them.”

One of the African women showed a pragmatic difference between Arab and African men
and women. AFW1 believes that Africans depend more on non-verbal language such as facial
expressions, and use codes rather than verbal language when they produce speech acts such as
refusals. She said that African people depend “more on facial expressions and omit letters” and
rely more on “looks and gestures using their faces and hands” when they speak. In refusals,
they provide certain “voices and looks” by “lifting the brow.” When AFW1 was asked why

African people employed these non-verbal signs, she said “they got that from their parents’
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culture so they inherited it” and for them, “it expresses more. I think because even in the
African dialects, there are some difficult words or long phrases that they replace with eye and
body movements. Or maybe it is a cultural thing and they maybe took them from their mothers,
I mean like something subliminal.” Will (2009) supports this notion, arguing that African
speakers of Hausa use gestures and facial expressions as replacements for verbal language.
Akujobi (2015) also demonstrates that speakers of Igbo and Hausa use signifiers such as (tsk
tsk) or (mm m!) and gestures that involve shaking the head sideways when they refuse,

indicate disapproval, or give negative indicators.

5.4.3 Saudi refusal behaviour and social distance

Hijazi men and women are sensitive to social distance when they refuse requests and
invitations. They are more hesitant when it comes to refusing relatives compared to unfamiliar
people. The quantitative data particularly tables (5.14) and (5.17) show that the participants
found refusing friends and relatives extremely difficult in comparison to declining unfamiliar
students and co-workers, and flight passengers. Furthermore, the participants’ responses
indicate that it is not at all difficult to refuse people who are at a social distance, whereas it is
much harder to refuse relatives and friends. The interview responses suggest a number of
reasons for such findings. Some Saudi people hesitate to refuse relatives for social and religious
reasons. In terms of social reasons, participants stated that the love, kindness and solidarity
they feel towards their relatives causes them to think more before refusing. ARW1, an Arab
female participant, stated: “I accept relatives’ requests and invitations out of brotherhood and
love and out of righteousness and honouring kinship.” ARW2, who is also an Arab woman,
added: “Relatives and friends have high expectations that we will accept either a request or
invitation” and “I care much for them, so I do not want to refuse any request or invitation from

them. I mean, if one of our relatives asked me to come to a wedding, a place or a market, I
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would not upset her and would stand by her side. She is my relative, and I do not want to leave
her alone because I love her, and I take care of her.” AFW3, one of the African female
participants, added: “A relative is someone close to me like my friend, sister and aunt” and “I
care about the feelings of a relative. I don’t want him/her to be disappointed or embarrassed,
but I don’t care about the disappointment of a stranger.”

Male participants refuse relatives with difficulty because they do not want to break their
relationships with them. AFM1, an African man, said: “I do not like to refuse; I do not want to
break our social relationship because I refused, and people today do not accept refusals;
however, if a requester is a stranger, I do not think there is something linking us together, so I
refuse his query more easily.” Another Arab man (ARM1) showed why refusing people of a
close social distance is difficult, saying: “Socially, maybe it is shameful to reject the relatives,
and refusal affects relationships.” In addition, AFM2, an African man, added: “I feel
embarrassed when I refuse, and with a relative I feel more embarrassed, so that I don’t refuse
the close people. Refusing a stranger will not affect anything but the close one, it will affect
our relationship.”

Other Saudi men and women relate this case to religion. They find refusing requests and
invitations from a relative to be unfavourable, because supporting relatives is obligatory in
Islam. ARW1, an Arab woman, does not find it easy to refuse relatives: “Because we are
connected to our families and relatives with a religious link and God will punish us if we don’t
always communicate and be with them, so, in my opinion, it’s a religious reason not because
they will say why didn’t she come or why she did not accept.” ARM2, an Arab man, said, “I

do that for definitely a religious reason, out of honouring kinship and the love of relatives.”
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5.4.4 Saudi refusal behaviour and interacting with the same or opposite gender

In the quantitative section, tables (5.14) and (5.17) indicate that the participants find
producing refusal to be extremely difficult with people of the opposite gender more than with
those of the same gender in both requests and invitation scenarios. Men sometimes feel more
reluctant to refuse a woman because they feel more sympathy toward her and do not want to
her to depend on someone else. AFM1, an African man, said: “Yes, it is possible, for example
when a woman asks me for something, I do not want to tell her no, maybe she is in need of this
thing. [ mean, I hesitate to tell her “no”, because I am afraid she might see someone else and
ask him. This is the only thing that makes me hesitate to refuse, even if it is difficult to comply
with her request.” ARM1, an Arab man, added: “As a Hijazi man, I do not want a woman to
depend on someone else” and therefore refusing her is difficult. This notion is also supported
by AFM2, a Saudi African man, who said: “Men do not easily refuse women because they deal
with a female and sympathise with her.” Female participants also describe reasons for this. An
African woman (AFW1) said: “Sometimes, some men see the woman as a weak person who
needs their help, so they feel they should help her”.

The Arab women showed that in the Hijazi society refusals from men towards women are
less acceptable than women refusing women or men refusing men; therefore, many men are
not willing to refuse females. ARW?2 stated: “I expect that it is more difficult to accept a refusal
from men, because I do not ask him unless it is a very important issue. I mean it is easy for a
woman to ask another woman like a sister, because she accepts her very courteous refusal, but
for men, you don’t ask them until you reach a stage when you must ask them, and it hurts if
they refuse.” ARW1 added: “Because the man is the backbone for us, if my father or my
husband refused me, then it will be not accepted to go and ask strangers.”

In addition, some women are hesitant to refuse men due to religious reason and because

they rarely make requests of women. ARW1, an Arab female participant, said: “Tradition and
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religion ask us to obey our fathers and husbands; therefore, I try my best not to refuse them.”
AFW2, the African woman, stated: “Men do no regularly ask us, and they do not usually
request something from us, so it is not fair to refuse them.”
5.4.5 Refusal behaviour in request and invitation scenarios

Section (5.2) shows that Hijazi people used less harsh refusals when they declined
invitations. They use ‘no’ and other explicit forms of performative negation less often. In
addition, regardless of their culture and gender, they completely avoid attack, criticism, and
abusive markers strategies, but instead used more intensifiers, adjuncts and address forms in
the invitation scenarios. The participants gave some reasons for this refusal behaviour. They
are cautious when refusing invitations because the inviter just asks for a little effort and time
and wants to share happiness with the other. ARM1, one of the Arab participants, stated: “The
person will not ask us to attend an invitation unless there is love, compassion and appreciation.
He did not ask us for a big thing. He just requests our attendance, and this is not so difficult,
and it does not deserve harsh rejection. That is why we feel more embarrassed when we refuse,
and we try to refuse kindly; and sometimes harsh rejection of the invitation shows that we are
not keen on the relationship and this is the problem.” ARW2, an Arab woman, said: “The
inviter spends a lot of money to have a party to celebrate with me. I mean, it costs her a lot to
make me and others happy, so when I refuse, I give her only reasons and good words.” Other
participants also emphasised using kind words when they refuse the inviters, as they are only
asked for a little time and effort from them. AFW3, an African woman, said: “Now events are
no longer simple. People make an effort to provide something superb for their guests and they
want people to share their happiness, and happiness is not complete without sharing. When
they invite us, they don’t want anything from us but a little bit of time, and if we cannot go, we

should apologise so that they can feel a bit better at least.” AFM2, an African man, added:
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“When I invite someone and I want him to be with me in my good days, no effort is needed for
this.” Therefore, soft refusals must be given.

However, Arab and African men and women showed significant similarity in all requests
and invitation scenarios. The quantitative data in section (5.2) show that a large proportion of
the participants indicated that it is not at all difficult to refuse requests and invitations, whereas
few indicated that it is extremely difficult to refuse them. Regardless of all four variables
(gender, culture, social distance and communicating with the same and opposite gender) the
participants tend to refuse easily rather than refuse with extreme caution. In the interviews, the
participants were asked about the reasons for this occurrence, and all of them linked it to social
factors such as the spread of individualistic values, an increase in women’s employment rate,
and weak relationships. ARW2, one of the Arab female participants, said: “Rejection is slightly
easier now. | expect maybe the Hijazi people are intermingling with other people, or a lot of
people come from outside Medina or the Hijaz; they have lived with us and added new norms
and values. Therefore, Hijazi people have today become accustomed to rejection. Refusing is
not a shameful thing. The rejection becomes acceptable. Also, today men and women work,
and they are sometimes too busy to accept invitations and requests. I mean, in the past only
men were working and women were not. Now, all people, men and women, are busy and
employed and so on. They do not have a problem with refusing. It means that they have a lot
of reasons to be busy and refuse.” She also stated, “As it is known that women work, they do
not have time. Also, they are used to being serious in work and even in their social lives.”
ARWI, an Arab woman, added: “People now have more awareness especially the new
generation; they now give priority to themselves. Everyone cares for their own interests. People
are no longer idle as they used to be, they are now busy. Nobody has free time except for a
duty, real duty and first-degree relatives. People don’t have much time except for really

necessary events.” In addition, ARM1, an Arab man, emphasised the lack of time as a reason
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for people to refuse easily: “People have become busier, and their responsibilities greater, and
they give more priority to themselves. For example, in the past, a woman was not working,
now she is working, and she is responsible for her work and her kids”; this means that “now
the refusal has become more understood than before.” However, another reason for this refusal
behaviour is weak relationships. AFM2, an African man, said: “Social ties are not as strong as
before and the situation is not like 20 years ago. People in the past were raised together and
close to each other, but now even the brothers do not live together; one is here and the other is
there. Long distance weakens relationships. Therefore, we do not feel guilty when we refuse;
we do not care if someone is upset or not, we do not care about his queries.” All participants’
responses were supported in the literature. Members of Hijazi society have started to adopt
some of the values of individualistic societies because of the spread of ideas from the media,
foreign residents, and Saudis who used to live abroad (Alturki and Ba Gader, 2006). Hijazi
people prefer to live independently to free themselves from social burdens. As ARMI said,

“people do not put too much social pressure on them as was the case in the past.”

5.4.6 Saudi attitudes toward refusals in Hijaz

Refusals’ level of directness and the attitudes of Hijazi people

This section draws on the interview responses, to discuss the attitudes of Hijazi people
towards direct and indirect refusals and pragmatic markers. The participants indicated that ‘no’
and explicit negation are the only refusals that are perceived negatively if they are used alone,
without adjuncts, intensifiers, reason or regret statements. Otherwise, there is a positive attitude
towards indirect refusals, and pragmatic markers, since these reflect respect, solidarity, care

and credibility. The sections below discuss this in more detail:
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1. Attitude towards direct refusals

Direct refusals, particularly ‘no’ and other explicit negations, if they are produced
alone, are perceived negatively by Hijazi Arab men and women. ARW1 described the attitudes
of the Saudi people towards direct refusals by saying: “we are not used saying no or using any
form of refusal directly in someone else's face, no matter how close this person is to us. We -
meaning the Hijazi people - keep side-stepping around the issue.” The refusals that are
produced directly are described by ARM?2 as “not OK.” In addition, ARW2 finds this kind of
refusal to be “socially unacceptable.” AFW3 rejects employing direct refusal, claiming that
they are “not in our community,” and AFW 1 thinks that: “people get upset about this type of
direct refusal.” Moreover, in the Hijazi community, people who give a direct refusal without
justification or providing additional indirect or pragmatic markers are considered by ARW2
as: “impolite”. She may not feel that she “will get close to them” because “dealing with them
is uncomfortable.” In addition, according to AFMI, the interlocutors who refuse directly are
the people who “annoy others and may affect their feelings” because, as ARW1 said: “they do
not understand people’s situation” or even as AFM2 commented: “they underestimate their
queries.”

The same participants have different opinions regarding direct refusals if they are
accompanied by other indirect refusals, such as reason and regret, and pragmatic formulas as
intensifiers and adjuncts. They find them more acceptable. ARW2 found the use of direct
refusals accompanied by a justification or regret to be “normal.” ARM2 found it “very
acceptable,” and ARW1 considered it: “better and does not disappoint us.” Furthermore,
AFWI perceived as “fine.” The previous interview statements indicate that Hijazi people have
a negative attitude towards direct refusals unless they are accompanied by other refusals or

pragmatic markers. The quantitative data support this finding; out of 2,424 responses, less than
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10 responses included only direct refusals. Other responses included a combination of direct

and indirect refusals and other markers.

2. Attitudes towards indirect refusals

The data show that indirect refusals, particularly reasons and regrets, are widely used
and perceived positively by Hijazi people. The interviewees showed the reasons for this
phenomenon. The following participants explained the reasons for having a positive attitude
towards reason and regret. For them, these indirect refusals enhance politeness, courtesy and
credibility. ARWI said: “I feel that apologising is a polite and nice way of convincing others
that I did not refuse without a good reason; I have a reason that prevents me from accepting
the request.” In addition, AFW2 said: “this is - referring to a reason — more convincing and
less harmful, and when I apologise, I seem careful.” Employing reasons and regret can
“mitigate others’ anger” and “reflects respect.” ARM2 has a similar view towards reasons,
commenting: “Giving reasons is the easiest way to convince”. Reasons “make people satisfied
and not disappointed.” Furthermore, other participants linked appreciation and care with giving
reasons and regrets. AFW1 stated: “apologising means that you appreciate this person and
there is a real reason that makes you unable to do what he wants, so that person will not get
upset.” AFM2 supported this notion by saying: “Look, when you give an excuse, people will
feel appreciated and will not get upset if they are convinced by the excuse, and apologising
makes them feel that you care.” ARW2 emphasised the benefit of using regret and reason by
saying: “good reasons make people happy to accept your rejection, and apologies make them

feel better.”
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3. Attitudes towards pragmatic markers
Based on the interview responses, the participants also have a positive attitude towards
pragmatic markers. They linked giving adjuncts and intensifiers with credibility. ARM1 stated:
“People use these polite methods to prove their credibility and in order not to upset the other
people.” In addition, ARW2 had a similar point of view, commenting: “People prefer to use
intensifiers and swear with the name of God to make people believe them. Furthermore, other
participants made links between, solidarity, love, support and intensifiers and adjuncts. AFW2
said: “We were raised to be with each other, to show support, and to love and complement each
other. This is how we were raised and we are not used refusing alone, but instead use
intensifiers and adjuncts to reflect these good feelings.” AFW1 supported this notion, saying:
“Intensifiers and adjuncts are the tools to show care and reflect solidarity.” AFW3 made a
connection between these pragmatic markers and politeness by saying: “We prefer to use
intensifiers to lighten the shock of refusal for the other person, and because one does not accept
refusal in the first place; however, with intensifiers and adjuncts, the refusal becomes nicer.”
This section shows that intensifiers and adjuncts serve certain social roles and thus foster

positive attitudes.

Summary

This section comprises the final part of the findings, and relies on the interview data. It
shows the sociopragmatic reasons behind Arab and African Hijazi refusals, and represents
Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect refusal and pragmatic markers. The first part
of this section shows that men and women differ in their refusal behaviour, due to their social
roles and status. Additionally, Arab and African Hijazi groups vary in their choice of language
for social and linguistic reasons. Furthermore, Hijazi people’s refusals are influenced by social

aspects of social distance, and whether one is communicating with the same or opposite gender,
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and by context, for social and religious reasons. The second part of this qualitative section
indicates that Arab and African men and women have positive attitudes towards expressing
reasons, regret, adjuncts and intensifiers. However, they have negative attitudes towards the

use of “no” and explicit negation.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

6.1 Introduction
The conclusion provided a discussion of all the findings. It exhibits the relationship between
refusal, gender, culture, social distance and ability to communicate with people of the same
and opposite genders. Also, it summarises Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect
refusals and pragmatic markers. The final sections of this chapter demonstrate the implications

of the research, the research limitations and research recommendations.

6.2 Discussion of all findings

This thesis explored the speech act of refusal and pragmatic markers articulated by Arab and
African Hijazi men and women when declining requests and invitations. A discourse
completion test (DCT) was employed to collect data about Arab and African Hijazi refusals
and pragmatic markers, and level of difficulty refusing. A semi-structured interview was
conducted to establish the sociopragmatic motivations behind Hijazi men’s and women’s
refusals and their attitude toward direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic makers. The following
sections will answer the research questions in the study:

I- Does an interlocutors’ gender and culture influence their rank, selection, average
response of use of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?

2- Does social distance and directing a refusal at an individual of the same or other gender
determine their rank, selection, frequency of use of refusal strategies and pragmatic
markers?

3- Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite
gender influence level of difficulty when producing a refusal?

4- Does gender, culture, social distance, or refusing an interlocutor of the same or opposite

gender, influence the content of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers?
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5- What are the socio-pragmatic reasons behind Arab and African men’s and women’s
refusal behaviour?
6- What are Hijazi people’s attitude towards direct, indirect refusals and pragmatic

markers?

6.2.1 Refusal and gender

Gender is one of the main variables influencing the speech act of refusals and associated
pragmatic markers. Men and women in Hijaz follow certain roles regarding Islamic social and
cultural values. Hijazi men’s main roles are to protect their family and support them financially.
They have more freedom than women to participate in activities outside the home. Hijazi
women are responsible for domestic tasks and the indoor domain, with emphasis on retaining
their modesty and chastity. These different men’s and women’s roles result in a gender
hierarchal relationship. Hijazi men have greater social authority than women. They are the
decision makers in the family, and do not consider it socially and culturally acceptable for
women to study, work or travel without their male guardians’ permission (Alturki and Ba
Gader, 2006; Al Lily, 2018; Almadani, 2020; Sadiqi, 2003). Hijazi women cannot accept
invitations without consulting their male guardians for approval. The findings of the study
investigate how the expectations of the different genders in Hijaz influences men’s and
women’s refusals.

Commencing with the quantitative findings, Hijazi people, regardless of gender,
preferred to use indirect refusals and pragmatic markers over direct refusals. In addition, the
data showed that the participants, in spite of their gender, provided almost the same ranking
for refusal strategies and pragmatic markers. In request scenarios, Arab and African men and
women used statements of negative ability and willingness intensively, focusing on reason,
regret, and the associated alternatives. They also frequently used certain pragmatic markers

such as intensifiers, adjuncts and address forms. Furthermore, in invitation scenarios, the
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participants from different social groups also report the same ranking of refusals and pragmatic
markers. They depended intensively on statements of negative ability and willingness, reasons,
regret, promises of future acceptance, intensifiers and adjuncts when declining invitations.
Depending on the previous findings, gender did not influence the ranking of refusals and
pragmatic markers.

However, the selection and avoidance of abusive markers was influenced by gender.
Men, regardless of their culture, adopted abusive markers in request scenarios, particularly
when declining interlocutors of the same gender and those with whom they have a close
relationship, although women completely avoided employing this strategy. This is due to
different treatment that men and women receive when misbehaving. That is, women experience
a more severe reaction when making mistakes or misbehaving than men. In addition, women
often want to be polite to enhance their image and appear desirable. Typically, women have a
lower social status than men; therefore, women are more likely to speak politely to improve
their social power (Trudgill, 1972; Holmes, 2008; Romaine, 2003).

In regard to the frequency of use of refusal and pragmatic markers, the quantitative data
shows that Arab and African women responded at a higher rate than men from the same culture,
in both request and invitation scenarios. For example, each Arab woman gave between
(n=12.6) and (n=18.9) refusals and pragmatic markers across eight request and invitation
scenarios; however, each Arab man only provided between (n=12) and (14.2) over the same
scenarios. In addition, in the eight request and invitation scenarios each African woman
employed between (n=12.6) and (n=13.6) responses, but each African man responded at a
lower rate, giving between (n=10.9) and (12.1) responses. The interview responses explained
this linguistic pattern. Hijazi women issued more refusals and used more pragmatic strategies
than men, because they have more social responsibilities than men in Hijaz. They work, taking

care of their husbands and children, and so offer more justifications and reasons for declining
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invitations and requests. In addition, Hijazi women gain social approval through their use of
language. Consequently, they provide more refusals and pragmatic strategies to clarify their
refusals to appear credible, save face and maintain their social relationships.

The study also indicates that women are more confident about issuing refusals than men
in Hijaz. The DCT responses test the refusal’s level of difficulty, showing that such women
found it easier to refuse requests and invitations than men. Meanwhile, men found it extremely
difficult to refuse requests and invitations; more so than women. Alturki and Ba Gader (2006)
and Almadani (2020) indicated that women gain more social power, independence and higher
awareness through study and work. This result reflects Saudi women’s resistance against the
social system that disempower them. In addition, the recent political changes in Saudi Arabia
have helped improve women’s rights, increasing their freedom and independence; therefore,
for them, refusal is not perceived as very threatening. In addition, the interview responses have
shown that women’s social responsibilities and work mean it can be challenging for them to
accept others’ requests and invitations readily, since they have more priorities. In addition,
there are other factors encouraging Hijazi women to follow this pattern. Refusals are more
acceptable from Hijazi women because they are not the sole decision makers; however, their
male-guardians, including fathers, husbands and brothers must give permission for women to
accept or decline a request or invitation. Additionally, due to cultural expectations, Hijazi
women are encouraged to stay at home and be more involved with managing the private
domain; therefore, their declining of invitations is understood and accepted by the Hijazi
people. Having said that, Hijazi men found refusing to be extremely difficult because it
contradicts men’s social roles, including deciding to be supportive, helpful and cooperative.
Furthermore, Hijazi men do not refuse, unless it is essential they do so, because declining
interlocutors’ requests and invitations and failing to fulfil family members’ and relatives’ needs

could damage their social image, masculinity, and reputation.
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Nonetheless, the content of refusal strategies is influenced by men’s and women’s roles
and their status in Hijazi society. Women, regardless of their culture used appealing to third
party statements, such as “my husband doesn't allow me” and “my father doesn’t accept me
going out with my girlfriends” to reflect male authority over females in Hijaz (Alturki and Ba
Gader, 2006; Al Lily, 2018; Almadani, 2020). The use of this refusal strategy indicates women
complying with social structure’s behavioural rules. In addition, Arab and African women
employed statements of postponement, such as “but let me consider my circumstances those
days and see if my husband agrees or not and I’ll get back to you” to allow time to obtain
permission from their male guardians before accepting the invitation, again indicating the
authority Hijazi men hold over women. In addition, men’s refusals reflect their social roles,
particularly when they cited reasons that were out of their control. Arab and African men
provided reasons related to duties outside the home when declining invitations, such as being
busy with work, conferences, meetings, and night shifts. Furthermore, Hijazi men issued
refusal statements that refer to lack of money, because they are responsible for the finances. In
this study, women did not mention lack of money as a factor in a refusal, because it is not

applicable to their traditional social roles.

6.2.2 Refusal and culture

Hijazi society is a multi-cultural one, including both Arab and non-Arab residents. Arab
Hijazi are either the original Hijazi, including the Hashemite Shrift families, and the Arabic
Bedouin, or other Arab Hijazi, such as the Egyptians, Moroccans, Syrians and Yamani, who
arrived as soldiers or to make business (Al-Qahtani, 2009; Burckhardt!, 1829; Siryani, 2005;
Selm, 1993). Non-Arab Hijazi, including Africans arrived from Islamic and non-Islamic
countries before Saudi rule as a result of British and French colonisation, pilgrimage, for
business purposes, slavery and religious education (Siryani, 2005). Arab and non-Arab Hijazi

live together, creating a mixed culture that causes acculturation. Although integration between
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these Arab and foreign cultures is occurring, some of the ethnic groups including the African
still maintain some of their original values and traditions (Hamzah, 2002; Hurgronje, 2006).
This study shows if acculturation or distinctive Arab and African values influences the
participants’ choice of refusals.

Arab and non-Arab acculturation influences the speech act of refusal and pragmatic
markers. By looking at the quantitative data, as discussed in section (5.2.2) Arab and African
Hijazi provided more indirect refusals and pragmatic markers than direct refusals. In addition,
their rank of refusal is similar in the case of both request and invitation scenarios. In request
scenarios they frequently used statements of negative ability and willingness, gave reasons,
expressed regret, offered alternatives and intensifiers. When Arabs and Africans refused
invitations, they extensively employed statements of negative ability and willingness, reasons,
regret, promise of future acceptance, intensifiers and adjuncts. The interview responses explain
this pragmatic behaviour. The interview participants noted that both Hijazi Arabs and Africans
speak the same way, due to integration and intermarriage. These participants’ responses echo
the claims of Hamzah (2002), Burckhardt' (1829), Selm (1993), Hurgronje (2006), and Siryani
(2005) who identify social reasons, such as strong friendships and intermarriage among people
from different ethnic backgrounds as the cause of integration, and encourage Hijazi people to
speak the same language (i.e. Arabic).

However, these culturally different groups exhibit different frequency of refusals and
pragmatic markers. Arab Hijazi provided more responses than Africans when declining
requests. In the four request scenarios, each Arab man gave around (n=12) responses, which
were greater in number than the African man’s responses (n= 10.9). In addition, each Arab
woman’s total number of responses (n= 16) was noticeably higher than the African women’s
ones (n=12.6). The Arabs and Africans follow the same pattern when declining an invitation.

The quantitative findings indicate that each Arab man (n=14.2) provided more responses than
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each African man (n=12.1). Furthermore, each Arab woman’s total number of responses
(n=18.9) was higher than each African women’s responses (n=13.6) over the four invitation
scenarios. The interview responses demonstrate why the African participants’ responses were
lower in number than the Arab’s responses. The interviewees claimed that African Hijazi
provided a lower number of words because they are influenced by their original African
languages, such as Hausa and Igbo, that depend more on nonverbal expressions, such as facial
expressions and omit letters. In addition, preservation of native language and social isolation
causes differences in the Hijazi dialect spoken by Arabs and Africans. However, in respect of
the selection of refusals and pragmatic markers, there is no clear evidence indicating a
relationship between culture and the selection of certain refusals and pragmatic strategies in
both requests and invitations scenarios. The Arab and African participants followed different
patterns when selecting and avoiding employing refusals and pragmatic markers.

Regarding the level of difficulty refusing, the quantitative data highlights the influence
of cultural integration on Arab and African participants’ responses, since their data exhibited
similarity. The percentages of both the Arab and African participants’ responses indicated that
in general refusing requests and invitations was not difficult. The qualitative data shows that
acculturation influences the content of refusals and pragmatic markers. Arab and African
people use almost the same refusals and pragmatic content as used in Saudi Hijazi Islamic
culture. They provided similar statements regarding major and minor refusals and pragmatic
markers. However, their culture influenced the content of indirect refusals. Arabs are the only
group who employ two minor strategies, which are the statements of condition for future
acceptance, such as “if it’s going to be in the next days, I'll visit you if possible” and negative
consequences to a third party, such as “I have a baby who has to be close to his dad so we don’t

disturb the other passengers.” Also, African men are the only participants who employed the

address from “Ja: xa:1” or (mate) to describe people with dark skin. Arab Hijazi did not use this
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strategy, because it is not acceptable for Arabs to use this address form when speaking of

Africans.

6.2.3 Refusal and social distance

Hijazi culture is similar to other Arabic cultures, in that it is collective. Hijazi people
place a high value on familial relationships, but are less cooperative with people outside the
family or social group (Al Lily, 2018; Triandis et al., 1988; Hofstede, 2011; Hofstede,
Pederesen, and Hofstede, 2002). This section will investigate whether social distance
influenced the rank, selection, frequency, and content of refusals and pragmatic markers, and
how social distance impacts difficulty when producing refusals.

Social distance and the collective value of making family and friends a priority had a
slight influence on the use of refusals and pragmatic markers. Across the eight scenarios, the
participants preferred to use more indirect refusals than direct ones, in spite of the interlocutors’
social proximity. Particularly in the four request scenarios, Arab and African refusals and
pragmatic rankings are similar, regardless of the requesters’ social distance. They heavily
depended on negative ability and willingness, reason, regret, alternatives, and intensifiers when
rejecting requests. For refusal and pragmatic marker’s selection, social distance was clearly
influential, since Hijazi selected more indirect refusal strategies when refusing relatives than
when rejecting unfamiliar people’s requests. With regard to frequency of refusals and
pragmatic markers’, there is no clear evidence of social distance being of influence, because
the participants’ frequency varies from one scenario to another.

In respect of the invitation scenarios, social distance showed no obvious influence
arising from the ranking of refusals and pragmatic markers. The Hijazi participants extensively
employed negative ability, explanation, promise of future acceptance, intensifiers, and adjuncts
in all the invitation scenarios when declining both relatives, friends, and unfamiliar people’s

invitations. In addition, regarding the selection of refusals and other markers, no influence was
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noted, since Arab and African men and women selected the same direct refusals and avoided
statements of criticism, attack, showing negative consequences, advice and abusive markers,
despite the nature of social distance as it affects inviters. Social distance was only an influence
when the participants selected less indirect refusal strategies and declined relatives and friends’
invitations, rather than when they rejected unfamiliar teachers and colleagues’ invitations. In
terms of frequency of refusals and pragmatic formulas, there is an impact due to social distance,
since the participants used more refusals and pragmatic markers when declining invitations
from socially closed people.

The collective culture that encourages people to be supportive and cooperative with
their families and relatives influences the participants’ level of difficulty, as they choose to
refuse people with different social distance. The Hijazi participants found refusing friends and
relatives to be extremely difficult relative to declining unfamiliar people. Furthermore, a higher
participant response rate indicated that it is not at all difficult to refuse people with a distant
social proximity, as it is much harder to refuse relatives and friends. The interview responses
explained the reasons behind these findings. The interviewees felt that it is difficult to refuse
relatives and friends because they are socially obliged to give love, care, and support to their
family members and friends. Also, religious values encourage Hijazi people to help their family
in times of need. Since no social or religious obligations apply with people of far social
distance, refusals were not difficult at all for the Hijazi.

The content of refusals and pragmatic markers is therefore influenced by social
distance. There are some minor strategies that were only employed when the participants
declined requests and invitations from people with either close social proximity or who were
unfamiliar to them. The Hijazi participants made statements proposing alternatives (suggestion
to do x instead of y), such as “it is better that you talk to someone else in advance” when they

were declining relatives’ and friends’ request. Further, the participants used statements of
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negative consequences to the requester and rejecter; such as, “we won’t work well and the
evaluation will be bad for both of us”, when refusing relatives’ requests, to consolidate feelings
of unity and solidarity. Furthermore, conditions for past acceptance, such as “I wish you had
arranged with me earlier or reminded me”, were only given when declining relatives’
invitations and requests. In addition, kinship address forms, such as “nephew” and “cousin”
were used to refer to relatives only.

There are other minor refusal strategies and pragmatic markers, which were exclusively
employed when unfamiliar requests and invitations were rejected. Statements of negative
consequences, such as “if I'm late, the professor won’t let me in and I’ll miss the lesson” were
used when the participants declined requests from people of great social distance, indicating
they prioritised themselves over unfamiliar people. Also, statements of negative consequences
to third parties, such as “if the baby cries, the whole plane will be disturbed” were employed
when unfamiliar people’s requests were being rejected, so as to assert the importance of group
values over unfamiliar requesters’ need. In addition, formal address forms, such as “sir” and

“ma’am” were only used when the requesters or inviters were unfamiliar to the participants.

6.2.4 Refusal and communicating with speakers of the same or opposite gender

Society in Hijaz is sex-segregated, meaning the community prevents men and women
from mixing. Men are the principal participants in the public domain, and women have limited
mobility outside the home, being engaged in private settings. Some Hijazi families adopt sex-
segregation rules even at private parties and gatherings, and this is reflected in the qualitative
data, particularly in articulating reasons. The female participants rejected invitations by giving
reasons, such as being busy with gatherings for their mother or sisters, while Hijazi men gave
the same reasons but in relation to their fathers. However, the data did not show statements
were made by indicating a daughter’s support for her father or a son’s support for his mother

at any gatherings, because these gatherings usually involved either men or women. This reflects
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Al Lily’s (2018) claim, that male hosts do not interact with female guests, or enter their spaces
and vice versa. This section will show how sex-segregation influences refusals and pragmatic
markers when Hijazi people communicate with interlocutors of the same or opposite gender.

Starting with quantitative data, communicating with people of same or opposite gender
has no influence on refusals, but a slight impact on pragmatic markers. The participants
employed more indirect refusals than direct ones when rejecting interlocutors of the same or
opposite gender in request and invitation scenarios. In respect of the ranking of refusals and
pragmatic formulas, the participants depended heavily on certain refusals and pragmatic
strategies regardless of the requesters and the inviters’ genders. In the selection of refusals and
pragmatic markers there is no clear evidence provided when communicating with interlocutors
of the same or opposite gender. In addition, communicating with people of the same or opposite
gender had no clear influence on the frequency of refusals and other markers, except in one
case, when the participants provided more pragmatic markers when declining requests from
people of the same gender.

However, communicating with people of same gender influences the difficulty level
associated with refusals. The participants found producing a refusal to be “extremely difficult”
with people of the opposite gender, more so than with people of the same gender in both request
and invitation scenarios. The interview responses indicated that men are more reluctant to
refuse women in Hijaz, because Hijazi women are stereotyped as weak and in need of support
and help. Moreover, women also feel uncomfortable about refusing men, particularly their
father or husband, due to religious and cultural expectations.

In regard to the content of refusals and pragmatic markers, communicating with people
of the same and gender was found to influence their minor strategies. The participants
employed statements of reason in counter question form; such as “didn't I tell you that I'm

going to my friends?” and alternatives in counter form, such as “what do you think about
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making your friend and his wife come next week?”” when they refused requests and invitations
from people of a different gender. In addition, the male participants employed abusive markers
when declining interlocutors of the same gender. This corresponds with Holmes’ claim, that

men prefer to use abusive markers only in male settings (2008).

6.2.5 Refusal, request and invitation

The speech acts (request and invitation) that the interlocutors articulated influenced the
speech act of refusal. In respect of the refusals’ and pragmatic markers’ rank, although the
participants were highly dependent on statements of negative ability and willingness, reason,
regret and intensifiers were present in both request and invitation scenarios, the Hijazi people
heavily employed statements of alternative in request scenarios and promising future
acceptance when they declined invitations. For refusals and pragmatic markers’ selection, all
the participants (regardless of the context) selected direct, indirect and pragmatic markers.
However, Arab and African men and women deselected some strategies when rejecting
invitations, such as statements of attack and lack of empathy, criticism, negative consequences
to the interlocutors, and abusive markers. The interview responses outlined the explanations
behind the participants’ selection pattern. The participants avoided harsh refusals and
pragmatic strategies when rejecting invitations, because inviters require little time and effort
from participants. In addition, using harsh refusals and pragmatic markers when declining
invitations could damage social relationships. Also, the quantitative data detailed the influence
from request and invitation on the frequency of refusals’ and other markers’. The participants
employed more refusals and pragmatic markers when declining invitations, except in the
seventh scenario. Furthermore, the quantitative findings indicated that the participants tend to
refuse easily, rather than with extreme caution in both request and invitation scenarios. The
reasons behind this finding include the influence of individualistic values, the increase in

women’s employment rate, and weak familial relationships.
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With regard to the content of refusal and pragmatic markers, requests and invitations
influence the use of, or avoid some minor formulas. The participants only employed reasons
outside their control, such as “today I'm sick” when declining invitations. Also, adjuncts that
consist of good wishes and prayers and reflect positive feelings, such as “may Allah extend
your happiness” and thanking, such as “thank you for the invitation” are only articulated when
invitations were declined. In request scenarios only, Hijazi people employed statements of
doing x instead of y; such as “but I don't mind if you'd like me to call your friend's husband
and apologise to him” and statement of empathy such as “I understand your current

circumstances.”

6.2.6 Attitude towards refusal and pragmatic markers

Hijazi participants have consistent attitudes towards direct refusals (no and explicit
negation), indirect refusals (reasons and regret), and pragmatic markers (intensifiers and
adjunct). The interview responses showed that the participants have a negative attitude towards
statements of no and explicit negation, particularly when they are not involved statements of
reason or regret. The participants found this direct strategy to be impolite and annoying.
Statements of reasons and regrets are perceived positively by Hijazi people because they
enhance politeness, courtesy and credibility. They also reflect apparent care and appreciation.
The intensifiers and adjuncts that are part of the pragmatic markers in this study, developed a
positive attitude, because to the Hijazi participants, intensifiers reflect credibility and adjuncts

enhance politeness and positive feelings.

6.3 Research implications
This study changes current stereotyping, which indicates that Arabs are known to prefer
to employ indirect statements (Feghali, 1997). In this research, Hijazi people, who are adopting

Arabic culture, are heavily dependent on direct refusals, particularly statements of negative
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ability and willingness. Direct refusals are not just used frequently in this study, but also
contribute to a positive attitude if combined with other indirect refusals, such as reasons and
regret.

Furthermore, the results of this study contradict notions that attribute collective social
behaviour to Arabic culture. For Al Lily (2018), all Arabic Saudi cultures, including the Hijazi
are collective, but this appears to not be accurate. Hijazi culture holds both collective and
individualistic values, which is reflected in how the participants perceived refusals. Although
Hijazi people place high value on their family, due to economic and social development, they
readily refuse others if their needs contradict their own. Hijazi people, including men and
women, place more priority on themselves and their work. The relationships between Hijazi
people are based more on interest and economic status rather than on blood (Alturki and Ba
Gader, 2006).

Although there have been significant developments furthering women’s right in Saudi
Arabia, the hierarchical relationship between Hijazi men and women is still reflected in their
refusals. This indicates the strong influence of cultural values on language, even if they are no
longer supported politically. From the study’s findings, I can observe that cultural values need
more time to be changed or placed alongside other values. Thus, more studies are required to
identify specific male and female linguistic features, and if the changing Saudi culture is
influencing gendered use of language.

In regard to culture, gender and intersectionality, this study disagrees with those by
Crenshaw (1989) and other Black feminists who believed that African women experience more
pressure from society due their gender and ethnicity. In Hijaz, ethnicity does not influence
women’s social position. However, both Arab and African women shared the same experience
concerning gender inequality. Before the recent gender equality movement, neither Arab nor

African women could work, study, travel or receive medical treatment without their guardians’
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agreement. Based on the study data, some Saudi women still promote the traditional view of
femininity and comply with the traditional gender rules even if they cause disadvantage. In
Saudi Arabia, some women still refer all their actions to men for approval. In addition, Hijazi
men regardless of their ethnicity, follow the traditional codes of masculinity which oblige them
to support their families and the society. In addition, both Arab and African men still have more
power, freedom and authority than women do.

This research also increases awareness about ethnicity, men and women status, Hijazi
culture in Saudi Arabia. The social, cultural and ethnic information in this thesis will enrich
the literature concerning Saudi history, literature, sociology, women studies, geography.
Additionally, the international media frequently presents Saudi people as religious
conservatives with Arab ethnicity. Therefore, this study could change this stereotype by
focusing on other Saudis to change the world’s view of Saudi citizens. Follow up studies are
needed to focus on moderate Saudis, and thus enhance their image.

Furthermore, this study can be used by the Saudi media to enhance the image of Saudi
Arabia internationally. The Saudi media need to focus on peaceful and unplanned integration
between Arab and non-Arab social groups in Hijaz. This integration has existed for more than
one hundred years without discrimination or prejudicial treatment of any ethnic groups’
members. Discussing this social and cultural case in public enhances positive attitudes towards
Saudis and reflects the justice and equal treatment that ethnic groups have received.

The findings of this study could be used to disprove recent, informal and racist claims
on Saudi social media about Hijazi identity. According to this study, Hijazi identity is not only
Arab, and it is not exclusively foreign. Arab and non-Arab cultural traditions and values are
both important aspects that inform both Hijazi culture and Hijazi identity. All Hijazis, including

those who are originally Arab and non-Arab are Saudi, and have made great economic and
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educational contributions to Hijaz. These claims can affect national unity, and so should have

no place on the social media.

6.4 Limitations of the study and recommendations for further research

This study explored the speech act of refusal within ethnically distinct groups in Saudi
Arabia. The study demonstrated how men and women in the Afro-Hijazi and Arab Hijazi
communities in Hijaz refuse requests and invitations. Therefore, it cannot be generalised to the
entire Saudi culture, because it only focused on the Hijazi context and exploring the Hijazi
dialect. In addition, the study cannot be generalised to other ethnic groups in Hijaz, because
every ethnic group has its own particular original language, history of immigration, values and
traditions.

Although the methodology employed was able to create a huge data set that enabled
me to identify the pragmatic differences between Arab and African men and women and
provide explanations for participants behaviour, it would have been better if this study had
been supported by observation and visual data to identify non-verbal communication, such as
body language and facial expression; particularly as those Hijazi people who are originally
African might rely significantly on non-verbal expressive cues.

The speech act of refusal has been studied before; however, it has never been fully
explored. Another study of refusals needs to be conducted to discover the refusal strategies of
people from different ethnic groups, who preserve their original language and hold particular
values and traditions, that are distinct from those of the majorities. Examples of these ethnic
groups are Turkish Hijazi and Indian Hijazi, who speak Arabic as a native language and adopt
Arabic culture, but also preserve their original language and some aspects of their native
cultures.

In addition, studying refusals from isolated religious groups who have unique dialects,

including the Nakhwila (most of whose followers are farmers of nakhl i.e. the palm date tree),
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is recommended. The Nakhwila are Arab Imamiyya Shi’a living in Hijaz, particularly in Al-
Medina. They are a very isolated group, who live in their own quarters and farms. Although
they live in Hijaz, the Nakhwila have their own dialect, which includes Arabic words
unfamiliar to other Hijazis, and they also maintain their own traditions and norms, which differ
from those of the Hijazis. The uniqueness of their dialect, traditions and norms must be studied
in relation to the speech act of refusals (Al-Nakhli, 2012).

Moreover, as well as detailing refusal strategies and pragmatic markers, it is
recommended to study the double voiced and single voiced strategies present in refusals.
Examples of these strategies are originally reported by Sheldon (1997) and Baxter (2014) and
include qualification, apology, humour, expression of positive feelings and opinions. In order
to explore doubled and singled voiced refusals, different research methods need to be
employed; i.e. discourse completion test, observation or role-play. Additionally, social
variables such as gender, culture, social distance and age could be applied. Double voiced and
single voiced refusals could be studied in formal contexts, such as work and educational
settings as well as in informal contexts.

I also recommend making further studies relating to Hijazi Africans. An initial study
will need to explore the phonological aspects of Hijazi African accents to clarify if they differ
from the majority. Another study of African people in Hijaz and politeness is needed. The
researcher can utilise either an appropriacy-based approach to politeness or Watts’ politic
behaviour theory to identify the verbal and non-verbal cues and test levels of politeness.

Researchers could also study other speech acts as performed by Hijazi Africans.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: The main study’s discourse analysis test for male participants
(Translated copy)

My name is Wjoud Almadani. I am a graduate student studying for a PhD in Linguistics
at the University of Sunderland. The research title is How Hijazi Men and Women Say
“NO”: A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech Act of Refusal, Gender
and Culture in Saudi Arabia. The purpose of the study is to focus on the speech act of refusal
as it occurs within culturally different groups in Hijaz. Participation in this study is completely
voluntary. If you choose to participate, you can subsequently withdraw your agreement to
participate at any time without any restriction. If you participate in this study, there will be a
questionnaire to answer, which will take around 15 minutes. When completing this
questionnaire, you will not be asked your name. The demographic information requested will
assist the researcher in reaching her findings, and will only be used for the research purpose.
Before answering, try to imagine these situations, using your own dialect to answer by giving
refusals, which are similar to those you would use in real life situations. Please avoid

answering using Standard Arabic.

If you have any question, please contact me via my email:

bg98mm(@research.sunderland.ac.uk

Do you agree to participate in this study?
e Yes

e No

An example of an answered situation:

It is 5:00 PM, and you have just arrived home. You are very tired and hungry. You need
to take a rest because you have another job to do in the evening. When you enter the house,
your sister asks you if you want to go with her to the mall to buy some items for her wedding.
She says “I really want to go shopping. Can you go with me?” You do not want to go because
you are simply exhausted, and going shopping that day is almost impossible anyway because
you have another job to finish in the evening.

How are you going to_refuse your sister’s request?

You: I am really sorry I cannot make it today. Let’s go there tomorrow.
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How hard is it to refuse your sister’s request?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult \

1- Demographic Information
1. Your gender
e Male
e Female
2. Your age
e 18-24
e 25-34
e 35-44
e 45-54
e 55-64
3. Your nationality
e Saudi
e Other.................. (please specify)
4. Your native language
e Arabic
e English
e Other.................. (please specify)
5. Level of Education
e Intermediate degree
e High school degree
e High Diploma degree
e Bachelor’s degree
e Master’s degree
e PhD
6. Yourjob........ooeiiiiiiinn,

7. Your Dialect is
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e Hejazi dialect
e Najdi dialect
e QGulf dialect
e Northern dialect
e Southern dialect
e Other.......ooeoeviininn (please specify)
8. Your racial background
e Arabic Saudi
e African Saudi
e Asian Saudi
e Turkish Saudi
e Other.................. (please specify)
9. If you want to participate further in this study please indicate this by giving
e Your email (optional)..............cooiiiiiiii

¢ Your phone number (optional)........................

Please read each of the 8 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using

your own dialect in the blank space. Respond as if you were actually in this situation.

2- Refusing people with close social distance (4 situations)

1- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. You
are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has no
motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this project
together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he will let you
do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had a bad experience
with him on a previous project.

So, how are you going to refuse your male relative’s request?

How hard is it to refuse your male relative’s request?
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Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

@)

2- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified your
wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the day of
the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her husband
today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?”

You don’t want to meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your
friend you would attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy
food for them.

In this case, how are you going to refuse your wife’s request?

How hard is it to refuse your wife’s request?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

3- One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to go
because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you were
to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would need to
ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of these
arrangements.

How are you going to refuse your male friend’s invitation?




How hard is it to refuse your male friend’s invitation?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o  Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

4- You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around your
age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to the UK
very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing you.” You
appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a tight schedule.
Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you were to go there,
sufficient time and money would be essential.

Therefore, how are you going to refuse your niece’s invitation?

How hard is it to refuse your niece’s invitation?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o  Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

3- Refusing people with great social distance (4 situations)

1- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A male student, you don’t know, who comes
from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi,
I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please fill
in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor will
not allow you in.

How are you going to refuse the male student’s request?




How hard is it to refuse the male student’s request?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

2- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 hours.
You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in advance to be
sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help your wife take
care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for the interruption. Would
you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is sitting beside me, and I do
not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife because she needs your help.
Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger for more than 9 hours.

How are you going to_refuse the female traveller’s request?

How hard is it to refuse the female passenger’s request?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

3- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you have been very
busy getting to know your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you
have not had time to get to know all the teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a male teacher,
who you don’t know, introduces himself and says, “The other teachers and I usually pay a sum
of money to go out for a picnic once every month or every two months. Next Thursday, we
will go out and meet, what do you think about coming with us? You can bring your friends or
your children if you want.”

You do not want to go because you do not know the other teachers very well, and you are very
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busy with lessons preparation. Also you do not have enough money to pay for the picnic.

So, how are you going to refuse the male teacher’s invitation?

How hard is it to refuse the male teacher’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

4- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your supervisor
introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at the T.V channel,
one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, and I have been
working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted to let you know that
the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop at the weekend. The
channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. What do you think about
coming with us?

You cannot go to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs

furnishing.

How are you going to refuse the female interpreter’s invitation?

How hard is it to refuse the female interpreter’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult
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APPENDIX B: The main study’s discourse analysis test for female participants
(Translated copy)

My name is Wjoud Almadani. I am a graduate student studying for a PhD in Linguistics
at the University of Sunderland. My research title is How Hijazi Men and Women Say “NO”:
A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech Act of Refusal, Gender and
Culture in Saudi Arabia. The purpose of the study is to focus on the speech act of refusal as
it occurs within culturally different groups in Hijaz. Participation in this study is completely
voluntary. If you choose to participate, you can subsequently withdraw your agreement to
participate at any time without any restriction. If you participate in this study, there will be a
questionnaire to answer, which will take around 15 minutes. When completing this
questionnaire, you will not be asked your name. The demographic information requested will
assist the researcher in reaching her findings, and will only be used for the research purpose.
Before answering, try to imagine these situations, using your own dialect to answer by giving
refusals, which are similar to those you would use in real life situations. Please avoid

answering using Standard Arabic.

If you have any question, please contact me via my email:

bg98mm(@research.sunderland.ac.uk

Do you agree to participate in this study?
e Yes

e No

An example of an answered situation:

It is 5:00 PM, and you have just arrived home. You are very tired and hungry. You need
to take a rest because you have another job to do in the evening. When you enter the house,
your sister asks you if you want to go with her to the mall to buy some items for her wedding.
She says “I really want to go shopping. Can you go with me?” You do not want to go because
you are simply exhausted, and going shopping that day is almost impossible anyway because
you have another job to finish in the evening.

How are you going to_refuse your sister’s request?

You: I am really sorry I cannot make it today. Let’s go there tomorrow.
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How hard is it to refuse your sister’s request?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult \

1- Demographic Information
1. Your gender
e Male
e Female
2. Your age
e 18-24
e 25-34
e 35-44
e 45-54
e 55-64
3. Your nationality
e Saudi
e Other.................. (please specify)
4. Your native language
e Arabic
e English
e Other.................. (please specify)
5. Level of Education
e Intermediate degree
e High school degree
e High Diploma degree
e Bachelor’s degree
e Master’s degree
e PhD
6. Yourjob........ooeiiiinin
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7. Your Dialect is
e Hejazi dialect
e Najdi dialect
e Gulf dialect
e Northern dialect
e Southern dialect
e Other.......c.eoeiiniinn (please specify)
8. Your racial background
e Arabic Saudi
e African Saudi
e Asian Saudi
e Turkish Saudi
e Other.................. (please specify)
9. If you want to participate further in this study please indicate this by giving
e Your email (optional)..............coooiiiiiiii

¢ Your phone number (optional)........................

Please read each of the 8 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using

your own dialect in the blank space. Respond as if you were actually in this situation.

2- Refusing people with close social distance (4 situations)

1- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. You
are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has no
motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on this
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that she will
let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had a bad
experience with her on a previous project.

So, how are you going to refuse your female relative’s request?
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How hard is it to refuse your female relative’s request?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

2- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified your
husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the
day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house with his wife
today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?”

You don’t want to meet his friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend
you would attend her dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for
them.

In this case, how are you going to refuse your husband’s request?

How hard is it to refuse your husband’s request?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

3- One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to go
because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you were
to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would need to
ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of these
arrangements.

How are you going to refuse your female friend’s invitation?
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How hard is it to refuse your female friend’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

4- You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to the
UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing you.”
You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit his house because you have a tight
schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you were to go
there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

Therefore, how are you going to refuse your nephew’s invitation?

How hard is it to refuse your nephew’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

3- Refusing people with great social distance (4 situations)

1- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you
please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the
professor will not allow you in.

How are you going to refuse the female student’s request?
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How hard is it to refuse the female student’s request?
o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult

2- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 hours.
You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats in advance
to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be able to help
you take care of the child. A male traveller comes up to you and says “ sorry for the interruption.
Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman is sitting beside me,
and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your husband because you need
his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger for more than 9 hours.

How are you going to_refuse the male traveller’s request?

How hard is it to refuse the male passenger’s request?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

3- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you have been very
busy getting to know your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you
have not had time to get to know all the teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a female
teacher, who you don’t know, introduces herself and says, “The other teachers and I usually
pay a sum of money to go out for a picnic once every month or every two months. Next

Thursday, we will go out and meet, what do you think about coming with us? You can bring
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your friends or your children if you want.”
You do not want to go because you do not know the other teachers very well, and you are very

busy with lessons preparation. Also you do not have enough money to pay for the picnic.

So, how are you going to refuse the female teacher’s invitation?

How hard is it to refuse the female teacher’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
o Slightly difficult

o Not at all difficult

4- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your supervisor
introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at the T.V channel,
one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, and I have been
working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted to let you know that
the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop at the weekend. The
channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. What do you think about
coming with us?

You cannot go to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs

furnishing.

How are you going to refuse the male interpreter’s invitation?

How hard is it to refuse the male interpreter’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult
o Somewhat difficult
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o Slightly difficult
o Not at all difficult
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APPENDIX C: The main study’s interview (Translated copy)
Interview Questions:

e Gender

1. In this study, the female participants utilised more refusals strategies than the male
participants. Are there any reasons or social variables that encourage Arab and
African Saudi women to produce more refusal strategies?

2. The data showed that a high proportion of the male participants, regardless of their
culture, indicated that it is extremely difficult to refuse either requests or invitations,
and the questions I ask are:

a. What are the socio-culture factors that make women more confident about
refusing than men?

b. Why do men feel more hesitant than women about refusing? Are there any
socio-cultural reasons behind their refusal behaviour?

e Culture

3. There are slight differences between Arab Saudi and African Saudi refusals,
particularly in terms of frequency. African men and women refuse less often than
Arabs. Referring to your communication and socialisation with other ethnic
groups, do you think Arabs and Africans speak Hijazi dialect differently? If yes,
why?

e Social distance

4. A higher number of Arab and Afro Hijazi, regardless of their gender, find refusing
relatives and friends to be more difficult than refusing people with greater social
distance. What are the socio-cultural reasons behind such behaviour?

e Communicating with the same and opposite gender
5. Why do Hijazi people find it more difficult to refuse people of the opposite gender?

e Invitation/Request

6. The data indicates that a high number of the participants find refusing requests and
invitations easy.
a. What are the socio-cultural reasons behind this phenomenon?

b. Are there any religious or socio-cultural reasons that encourage Arab and Afro
men and women to provide less harsh refusals when they refuse an invitation
than a request?

e Attitude toward refusals and pragmatic markers
7. The study shows that the participants, regardless of their culture and gender, rely on
direct refusals heavily in the data.

a. Do you think that producing direct refusal is impolite?

b. What is people’s attitude towards using indirect refusals, such as reasons and
regret plus pragmatic markers, particularly intensifiers and adjuncts?
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Appendix D

APPENDIX D: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test for Male Participants

1- The Demographical Information
& liall oo cila glaa

1. Your gender (il
e Male JS3
e Female 5

2. Yourage

4. Your native language ff‘i\ azll)

e Arabic 4u 2]
e English & a3y

Another Al ... (please specify g sill ela )
5. Level of Education alaill (s sivs

o Intermediate degree b s

e High school degree s b

e Bachelor degree 52 4%

e Master degree Liivals

e PhD ol siSo

6. Your job 4igll

8. Where do you live now ¢¥) S e g) A
e Jeddah s>

e Mecca 4
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e Al Medina 4ua.l)

e Another s 3l .................... (please specify g sill ela i),

9. How long have you been living in this city? 4l oda & ell S
10. Your Dialect is 4xgll);

e Hejazi Arabic 4 sl

e Bedouin Hejazi 45! 4 jlaall

e Najdi Arabic 42l

e Gulf Arabic 48 2l A 13l

e Northern Arabic 4l

e Southern Arabic 4x siall

e Anothers Al ..................... (please specify g sill el M)
11. Your racial background (_=!)

e Arabic e

e Afro-Arab e sl

e Asian-Arab e s

e Turks-Arab e S8

e Anothers 3l .................. (please specify guasill el i)

12. if you want to participate further in this study please write
AU lie g i edasd yall Al 5 ghaally 48 jLaall

Your email S 5SW x

Your phone number J\sall /il a8,
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Please read the 16 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using your

dialect in the blank. Respond as you are in an actual situation.
u'ééj‘gﬂmq};);uﬁ}nds‘éd)ﬁm‘.d:\;ﬂ}@-\ﬂ ' 1 ﬂ‘ﬂ\ﬁ;\)ﬁ&};}gﬂjw\ Lﬁ)—‘)‘;

Aoalal) clingd Laasinu,

2- Refusing people with close social proximity (8 situations)
498 ABe g el 5 Gl (b callais Cadl g A 1 SE ¢ )

A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict.
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has
no motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he
will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had
a bad experience with him on a previous project.

Ll 8 Al sake bl Candl aall Jeae e Al jall 3l 5 3al) de olld) daals B pitealadl e il
Ay B iyl Jeaill AT 3 5 phe Ja s 5 callaie Ll salal) oda 2l 5 5050 Ae 8 Ladlind 5 dy seual
SN Al g 5 phall 8 ams e Jaiii Ll Ay A b clday dtl) DU ¢ 5 8l b S e bl andlly @l
Ol Aals g 5 phal) olai) & JalS IS clile IS 5o all ey 8 O abes el (sl Jadll JS (g pul 81 La Ul

Aze A A3l 3 pa

So, how are you going to refuse your relative’s request?

How hard is to refuse your relative’s request?

Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficult e 5 ca
Slightly difficult b JS& Cuxaa

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

o

o

o
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B-

You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting

up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified
your wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the
day of the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her
husband today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?”” You don’t want to
meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your friend you would
attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy food for them.

celiall 2o ga (o AU aay | alasl) liliacal LG saua dm i Lgian g 280 liliacal aaf Jid e eldall ) seae el
asall) (ALE el gy el ool b Flua (85 oLial) z}gq&}ay%&}jmm Sl @lia gy &yl
Chspa il 8 el e il (Clsha el 5 )0 e Wie W (g i el il Laie Lag) e Ala Jialia

(Opedall i gpual) Jui) 5 poadill a1l e 8 ol il ligaa ol Jia ) seae oY dliag

In this case, how are you going to refuse your wife’s request?

felia 5 ) qulla b i CaSE

How hard is to refuse your wife’s request?

Extremely difficult 4 pall 2 4le
Somewhat difficult b le s cana
Slightly difficult Jam: JS& Cuxaa

Not at all difficult b e Laa Gl

O

O

o

o

One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of
these arrangements.

(B ol o5 8 ) 55 Juadil) S0 elle Juail y amis Cald ) Jiad lilBaal aal U8 (e ligen

oAl Clad lia Adle ol age ellay 3 Y ol Gpseaall e S g Tan e a5y Jaall Cladll 8 e 5 Y il

A E s il Gadd 5 paa 55 58 ate Lgia g QA a2l

How are you going to refuse your male friend’s invitation?
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How hard is to refuse your male friend’s invitation?

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le

o Somewhat difficult e 5 caa
Slightly difficult Jaws IS5 ia

o Notatall difficult 3By e Laa Gl

o

D- You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing
you.” You appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a
tight schedule. Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

Ao ol sla Gl Caran (s oae Do) (ALE elle clails @l jau Loy e el A ol ) il el
o S as e (5S35 (e oS (o OS5 Lelaat) a5 il (518 50 Ao gasie ()5S RESTE
L8 55 Yl rling Aaall Gl il g il (e 1588 i Al (Sudla Anne 8 &l Lt s (ol 3 JlecY)

Therefore, how are you going to refuse your niece’s invitation?
el 44y B ged (b i as

How hard is to refuse your niece’s invitation?

o Extremely difficult 4 seall 44l

o Somewhat difficult b le 5 caea
Slightly difficult tass JS& Gna

o Not at all difficult G3bY! e Laa (il

o

E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to
help you with this subject. One day your uncle learns of this and calls you to offer help;

350



saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy
to teach you.” You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also,
visiting him is a waste of time, since his house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.

Clagin) 8 Sacliy oa sead alaal Jlall gy g jlian] Liad y ol IS5 Sl 5 el 58l 3ala agd 8 4 saaa 205 il
(Sl Ul sl g saul) o gy (o) sie Jla el 38y o 13]) - DU clile Juaild ¢ a1 133 dlae ale 3alall o2
lan Jsndia cl ey ) Adlaa¥U @l jia e laa a4l Yiag e paill may Y dlee o @il 8 aal (e Ciran Al
Al l HEa | jpand 2 )l ¢ ol
How are you going to refuse your uncle’s offer?
felee o (b i Cas

How hard is to refuse your uncle’s offer?

Sl by i gm0 ol

o Extremely difficult 4 seall &4l
o Somewhat difficult L le s caa
o Slightly difficult Jars JS& i

Not at all difficult MY Jle Laa

O

F- You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder sister, who loves
reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. She says “what do you think about taking
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day,
you are going to meet your friends.

sl 3 S elibe 11,3 5o Al cand Al g (s S eliad V) ddpall ol Slaly aaiod el Al ) (e ) 55 Capgeii) 28
A;\JJ&_\.\\C}Jsﬁﬁﬂ\ey%ﬁju‘uusjﬁ\u?u\_\ﬁ\UA}AC}J\)AA?LALI\)dﬁ\e&)db(ﬁuhg\uaﬂ
Sl o sal) 3 b Jgictie il g cael il a3 ¥ Gl Gl b e 5 Y el (Ul 200 L LelSs 5 sl i

How are you going to refuse your sister’s offer?

Selial o (b i Caa
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How hard is to refuse your sister’s offer?

Sl by i sean a0 8l

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le
o Somewhat difficultle le 5 cna
o Slightly difficult fars JS& Qi

Not at all difficult MY e Laa

O

You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your brother
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. He says “I suggest you
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for
it would be time consuming.

35S Aalia ) gud ASH) o gl Ul) -SUBE clle olal ~ 58 Slik olin o) Coadl 1 pal g ol gt ydie i 7 g jie il
eSS 4 sl aS3) (a3l L) bl clal - il > 50 Cuadl |l g Dl i pde dia g Yia
(Y Jia 48y < Y 5 Jlall el ¥ el (1 sl Jiday oS8 55 Ly 4] Al Jiins g Jaes (liic JaY1 Lgad | sa o

Al 8 gl e SN ling s Liole alSa Jial) o) 5 Aualas

How are you going to refuse your brother’s suggestion?

felal 7)) G s Cas

How hard is to refuse your brother’s suggestion?

O

Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficult L le 5 cina
Slightly difficult b JS& Cuxaa

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have
not received any responses yet. Your sister suggests taking an English course in order to
improve your English language and enhance your application. She says, “I think it is a good
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course.
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you
are going to be able to repay the money.
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Allay ol oD (S dak gl o apiilly Lled iy g caland) Gaads (8 (o g SIS salgd e Tpal calias il
ac i e 4 lail ARl sk olif elle i) AL La) ) ebial clle s j8) V) i IS8 e gl (e 10
355 Y s A 5alasy) ARl aladd by b Jennill Jlall ellad ¥ el (ke V) A5l 48K 3550 23l L () il
Adanal Jlall apmis e alad Y @lif g duala (ol yBY)
How are you going to refuse your sister’s suggestion?
felia) ) B (b i oS

How hard is to refuse your sister’s suggestion?

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le

o Somewhat difficultls le 5 caxa

o Slightly difficult Jaws IS Caa

o Not at all difficult G3aY! e Laa (il

3- Refusing people with great social distance (8 situations)
ABe (o) ago dlhay 1Y alid] il Cllat () o A U ¢ )

A- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A man, you don’t know, who comes from
another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, I
am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please
fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor
will not allow you in.

1S e Al saie Uil D08 5 il 2 Sl Wia HAT and (e allda elia o 81 5 ) ol Al 3 (a8 il
dgie @ Al A 5 6 jualae clald faa Jsrdie el (Olatiul) o Cinans 5l (Sae laa (sic Gaga s 1S
5_alaall ¢ Lain¥) 5 e @l J paay salall dind &l anyy ()

How are you going to refuse the male student’s request?
Sl b (b i (oS
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How hard is to refuse the male student request?

O

Extremely difficultis seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa
Slightly difficult Jaws JS& ia

Not at all difficult GEY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

B- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9
hours. You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in
advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help
your wife take care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “ sorry for
the interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is
sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife
because she needs your help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger
for more than 9 hours.

ugla Gl g elela 9 (e STl Als 18 50 ) 833 o na ) il g dlin g ) aa luse
il dlugla g 5 yall Gy graa die 5 | S aSaclia Gjaa LaSlihy 4lal) 8 clin g ) saclua s clilile
s Alla a1a8 Ul 45Y Al Gudad = 5 555 aale s (Saa cdlale ) e i) (ALE LS sas) @l) Cueas
iy Jalally dliall cline L lind elia g5 o Lgadl o sl 3aad dlania juii 2 5 Y el (e e s Jls

lele 9 e JSY cu 2 Ja cilas clusla die dal )l e )
How are you going to_refuse the female passenger’s request?

€281, qalla (b i (oS

How hard is to refuse the female passenger’s request?
fthal) () 45 gnan da 0 AL
Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le 5 iz
Slightly difficult laws JS& 2ia
Not at all difficult >bY! e Laa Gl

O

O

O

O
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C-

This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t
know, introduces himself and says “my son is already graduated from high school with
very high grades. I am making party for him in my home, and you are invited to this party.
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.”

The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know him, and you don’t have any knowledge
about his background. You simply will not attend.

Ca el 5 OUall ALl 5 clgie s pasall J sacadll 48 jaa 8 a5y sl e s il aleaS @lips (o S5V & sal1 128
P8 ALY (g oy (A B oaall (paleall maes o o paill ASH S ) el 05 o1 Ul g pall sl g agile
Jaras (5 5380 (e A3 deall a5 (gl 5) DU & ylaias) o3 diiy (o je 5 e (e 4n (3105 Al (63 5 ¢(ppalaall (pa 2 )
Vol (K15 Ladra san aleall 4l Jie ol gic e Alay @ll gl & () @lln a5 jme il 5 dlia Al Jaza g e

So,

how are you going to refuse the male teacher’s invitation?

Salaall 388 (b i (oS

How hard is to refuse the male teacher’s invitation?

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le

o Somewhat difficult e 5 caa
Slightly difficult lasws JS& 2ia

o Notatall difficult 3By e Laa Gl

o

You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at
the T.V channel, one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an
interpreter, and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new
here, I wanted to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a
development workshop at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the
transportation for the workshop. What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go
to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs furnishing.

Aads ol oda o Gl peany dpmis il 5 ) sgfie dadle ) 5L 85 Jles dipd g e il | il 5 can S anadiie cul
dﬂl“ﬂ.«&ﬁ.\@&.ﬁgdﬁJ}fﬁu.guﬂbu&ﬂ\}w&bﬂ\é&d}M\gﬂS\)ﬁd&Ge)Ad}ié.M;‘J;u&A}lﬂ}
s il alale g g Vo e ST dgBLal 3 ) 68 dea yia Ul) ;DU <l o gy < je g il sal) aal
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(Blal gall 53 5 5all o gon y adal ole JiSitia 3N 5 & sans) AT (s siall g odail gy )35 ) 50 8 4] llE) a3
Dsan] G gl bl s aaad) eliy Gl 35l sda Jsndie cail (1903ka ) Ay aas Llae st el i
RBER

How are you going to refuse the female interpreter’s invitation?

How hard is to refuse the female interpreter’s invitation?

Boeal) gad 4y srndayn ol
Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa

Slightly difficult laws JS& ia
Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O

E- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things
for the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies
that you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier,
you find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old man offers to
pay the rest of the money, saying, “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are
waiting.”

(ol V) pan (b Jsidie il 5 o jiall Gaal je 5 alaall (any of 5ol DA iyl aa €S jla ya saall ) 4nie cif
ey JUlY) (e dmen a3 La ol i) A Y Jlall (e el Lol e el 5 il slall many (ol sadie 5Ll (S
sale) e @ yual Lae cosl 3 a5 Lae J81 Ol (g cliad L gf i) Asalaall (3 gaiia ) s sill 5 (5 udl) e lilgsil
Ol (& 50 Ja ) ell) anis ddaalll Glls g o Ul 3 el e 53 IS (Jlall sda el 5 el glall g ey

(Vs Coiane ) el L L) adas U can Juii Y Gadla) - DB ol 4d a3 Y
So, how are you going to refuse the strange old man’s offer?

ta N pa e (b fiuw (S

How hard is to refuse the strange old man’s offer?

Sl by i gm0 ol
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O

Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le 5 cuaa
Slightly difficult Jaws JS& ia

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and
writing. A group of females approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently
spills her coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The
woman is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?”” Although the expensive
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the woman. Also, you
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange female.

JSY ebe il ) Cladll ¢y je o J5iadl (A SN g 8e) a1l e 18K culla 281y lall Bl 8 s il
) D (e e sana Bel A 8 il a3 (e g ol 58 Calha g e A gl < Al 5 gl i Slad g 3 S1dl)
AL sk sl e )| e S ) et QUKD CandU S e 5 g8l (heia Baal g i Uadlly g el a0
a0 Y cld das Jle QUSI a0 a2 U e (GUSI 3a @l gaf santies Ul Al g (S0 cdalally il anl)

So,

_umgi@da)wsus@qg\g windi o 253 Y g 8L e JWadl

how are you going to refuse the strange woman’s offer?

3Ll L e b e (S

How hard is to refuse the strange woman’s offer?

foaadl pab) 4y mads 3 ke

Extremely difficultis seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le 5 cuaa
Slightly difficult laws JS& 2ia

Not at all difficult GEY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O

You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children.
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A
strange and old man says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and
help you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.”
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You are tired and angry, and do not welcome his suggestion.

cagr il 5 JUlY) Dg5 ma s asall @lld 6 Tas Lead je JUaall oy TGN lilil aae plaall ) aa (g jilse cif
fas s yilall @l gan 3 jaar cauS T jual s yilall Chamea o GURTY (e Otiela day g 4 gray 3 graall AUy e cilias
L) el JE ) (B S5 o day ol Lo e Gon 8 ) v e JSY dle gy 51SIL jaa) il
Il i ) 30 (o oy Caale 5 (3 e il (Al e a8 Le il 685 3ally gy e 2al Cun A5 50 A

Cdal ) )

How are you going to refuse the strange man’s suggestion?

faa) yB) b i Cas

How hard is to refuse the strange man’s suggestion?

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le

o Somewhat difficultt le s cxa

o Slightly difficult fars JS& i

o Not at all difficult 3=y e Laa Gl

H- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, his car has broken down, so you decide to take
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the female taxi driver the address. The taxi driver
suggests going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. She says “I know a very
beautiful and affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you
want.” You don’t want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.

cMY}&s@MJmuﬁ})M\wﬂhymgﬂmmu\S}}@MB)Q)};U“B)AM\Q\)&M@\
i Ly el ) (gl (AL elle caa B 5 a5l A8l Slina ol sic AL Cudac] 5 b el Bl 3AY @ jlauld
doll

How are you going to refuse the female taxi driver’s suggestion?

SR 7)) (b i (B

How hard is to refuse the female taxi driver’s suggestion?
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O

O

O

O

Extremely difficultis seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa
Slightly difficult Jaws JS& ia

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxs Gl
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APPENDIX E: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test for Female Participants

1- The Demographical Information
I8 Ll o cila glaa
1. Your gender
e Male S8

e Female bl

2. Yourage

4. Your native language ff‘i\ azll)

e Arabic 4u 2]
e English & a3y

Another Al ... (please specify g sill ela )
5. Level of Education alaill (s sivs

o Intermediate degree b s

e High school degree s U

e Bachelor degree 52 4%

e Master degree Liivals

e PhD ol siSo

6. Your job 4igll

8. Where do you live now o/¥! (i€ duxa g1 8
e Jeddah s>
e Mecca S«

e Al Medina 4ual)
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e Another s 3l .................... (please specify g sill ela i),

9. How long have you been living in this city? bl s3a  &ll oS
10. Your Dialect is 4xgll);

e Hejazi Arabic 4 sl

e Bedouin Hejazi 45! 4 jlaall

e Najdi Arabic 42l

e Gulf Arabic 48 2l 413l

e Northern Arabic 4l

e Southern Arabic 4 siall

e Anothers Al ... (please specify g sill el M)

11. Your racial background G_=l
e Arabic =
e Afro-Arab e &l
o Asian-Arab e (5l
e Turks-Arab (e (S5

e Anothers 3l .................. (please specify guasill el i)

12. if you want to participate further in this study please write
AU lie g i edasd Hall Al 5 ghaally 4S jLaall

Your email S5 8SW x

Your phone number J\sal /il a8,
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Please read the 16 situations. After each situation, write a response (refusal) using your
dialect in the blank. Respond as you are in an actual situation.

b )l clia sa i il ga JS 3o 8 ay Leliat s AW V1 i) gl 3ol 3 clia ga i AS LA 3 e

i i

2- Refusing people with close social proximity (8 situations)
498 ABe g el 55 Gl by callais Cadl g A SE ¢ )

A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict. You
are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has no
motivation to study, asks if she can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on this
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that she will
let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had a bad

experience with her on a previous project.

e 8 Al 50 sale ehal CaudU aall Jase e Al all (pdaliy el due clld) daala 6 piialall (s 505 il
iy Byl Juaill AT 86 53 dae st 5 callaia Lol 5ol oda il 5 5250 Ajle 8 Ladlind 5 ¢y graall
Lo Ul 505 ¢ el g 5yl (8 (mny e i Ul Gl i) AL ¢ 5yl 8 Gl jlie calhs adlly il 5
el s sl g 5 piall olai) (& JalS (<0 elle JSi 3 3 jall @lin 8 of alas el ((Mad Jadd) S (5 gl 8l

So, how are you going to refuse your relative’s request?

How hard is to refuse your relative’s request?

o Extremely difficult % sall 84l
o Somewhat difficult L le 5 cen
o Slightly difficult fars JS& i

o Not at all difficult GMaY) e Laa (il

B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
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up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified your
husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the
day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house with his wife
today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?” You don’t want to meet his
friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend you would attend her dinner,

and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for them.

celiall e ga (pe IS day | alal) lilinm ALEA saun A 8 Lgtina g 268 @lilina aad Ji (pe eLiall ) 5 se 00 cil
psdll b laa s oliall 500 g g g o a5 Candl iiaa J i dlilay) e 3355 i dla g5 &l
(s W (g pn s Lo W Ay el ) (i) Linie 4ia 5 ) aa gl (b o sall) :3U s 5 5 & pual

Juiinl g zadall an 21 e 8 o ol lifaa clie Jin A 3sene Y dla g ) Cagpia il i 4] ) ye il
Cnad\al) (8 guall

In this case, how are you going to refuse your husband’s request?
el g )l Cpudab i CaSd

How hard is to refuse your husband’s request?

o Extremely difficult 4 pall J4le

o Somewhat difficult L le 5 ma
Slightly difficult Lo JS& Cona

o Notatall difficult G3bY) e Lxa Gl

o

C- One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to go
because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you were
to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would need to
ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of these

arrangements.
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Vool (Lanas @b g a0 21 55 sl Al elle ciliai) 5 Leiad il ) Jiad elilina aa) Ui (e lises o
a5 AT Ol dllia 38e (ol g el 3 Y U Ol seaall e S 4ns Tan S asY Jaall Cladll & (e 53
i il oda JS1 s ) e el il 3l Jiad linay (ad B aa o Vg s s g e Lgie s Ol

How are you going to refuse your female friend’s invitation?

Ol dn 5984 (pacad i 2K

How hard is to refuse your female friend’s invitation?

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le

o Somewhat difficultls le 5 caa

o Slightly difficult faws IS Caea

o Not at all difficult G3bY! e Laa (il

D- You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to the
UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing you.”
You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit him house because you have a tight
schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you were to go

there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

s aoY (ol Ala ¢l G el Dla) Suils elle daaild & i Ly ale elal cl ol ) o il el
Jlae V1 o iy Tan A gandia (i 5 Y @) ) (e St (O STy Al (g 05 il (s 518 5 a gina (58
55 e ling Annall Gl ol e 1 88 2t )y Sudla At (b oy 4 g ¢l

Therefore, how are you going to refuse your nephew’s invitation?

Sl () B0 (paad i i

How hard is to refuse your nephew’s invitation?

364



Extremely difficult 4 small 84l
Somewhat difficult L le 5 (s
Slightly difficult b JS& Cuxaa

Not at all difficult b e Laa Gl

O

O

o

o

E- You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to help
you with this subject. One day your aunt learns of this and calls you to offer help; saying “if
you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy to teach you.”
You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also, visiting her is a
waste of time, since her house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are busy next week,

preparing for your final exams.

Clagivd 8 el a sad alead Jlall ads s jlian] Liad ) Cal JS 5 lall 5 ol 5l Bale agd 8 4 graa (a2
Ul sladl g sl o gl sie s ol b sy i 13)) 15U elile caliatli ¢ ) 13gs cline Cadle Balall o2a
el el ) ALYl el e g Tan dums Led ias omal) 33 Y dliee o iy 8 aal e Caman 28 (S joa

Al ol HLEadU T jpcand adll ¢ sanl) las A g
How are you going to refuse your aunt’s offer?

felice (a8 (paudad Sl oS

How hard is to refuse your aunt’s offer?

Sl by i sean a0 8l

O

Extremely difficult 4 small 84l
Somewhat difficult L le 5 cxxa
Slightly difficult b JS& Cuxaa

Not at all difficult >bY! e Laa Gl

O

O

O

F-You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder brother, who

loves reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. He says “what do you think about taking
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this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day, you

are going to meet your friends.

383 elae | 1,38 el il cany (5215 LSV Glal V) Adpeall ol jlaly et il Al jall (e |55 Cagl 3l
™50 S o gy an il S 8 Lay LI (2 je 5 ) s Le W) SUE ol o8 QUSH (ia jma ) suaal]
Glly 8 A srie il g edel Al aant W Gl Cladll d cpe 5 Y il (Al 200 Lo i Ll s i) a5 oy el

lina (e loany o3l psdl

How are you going to refuse your brother’s offer?

ST (2 (e S 3

How hard is to refuse your brother’s offer?

Sl by i sean a0 ol

Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa
Slightly difficult laws JS& ia

Not at all difficult G>5Y) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O

G- You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your sister
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. She says “I suggest you hold
a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You do not
have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for it would be

time consuming.

| g0 323 8_yS Apuslia | g oS30 il L) ;AN elle oliaf caa ) Slaks caumil 1 a0 5 ol g e e da g Ye Cif
(Y Jis Ay gl Vg Jlal uSla Yol (1 el Jaday oS8 5 5 Ly ) 43l duals Jaias g Jawis oliic JaY) (g
A A gl e SN g 5 Lale CalSa Jial) o5 dals

How are you going to refuse your sister’s suggestion?

elis ) ) (ypudad S CaS



How hard is to refuse your sister’s suggestion?

O

Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficult L le 5 cina
Slightly difficult b JS& Cuxaa

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

H- You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have
not received any responses yet. Your brother suggests taking an English course in order to
improve your English language and enhance your application. He says, “I think it is a good
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take an
intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course. Also,
you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you are going

to be able to repay the money.

Al b CanS (S5 cdiada sl e apailly Ulad a5 cdalal) (anadd & gas ) s 3aled e Tl cilias
e i &y 5alas¥) ARl (5 ) skt eli) elile -yl S lal @) il elle & 581 V1 i @l 58l e gl (el
O 5 Y 5 A sl Al alail s 5 (8 Casail] Jlall S Y il (A 3alai¥) ARl 4S5 ) 50 (23l La (il il

A Jlall Gpueins e Cpalad Y il 5 Lals =l jEY)

How are you going to refuse your brother’s suggestion?
el 7)) Cyudad Sl S

How hard is to refuse your brother’s suggestion?

Extremely difficultic seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cua
Slightly difficult lasws JS& 2ia

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O
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3- Refusing people with great social distance (8 situations)
ABe (o) ago dlhay 1Y alid] by Cllat (bl o A U ¢ )

A- You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you
please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the

professor will not allow you in.

1S e Al gaie Ul AL 5 il Aied clie Ll HAT and (ye Al lia B (o il ol dnala & s 5 il
O lgie @ alidlla 8y 8l el fas A srie il (Gl J aed imans o) (Sae laa gaic dagas 1S5
5 palaall gl 5 Al J sy sala) 33 ell e

How are you going to refuse the female student’s request?
CAUal) Gl ¢puad iw (3K

How hard is to refuse the female student’s request?

o Extremely difficulti: small 8 4le
o Somewhat difficult e 5 caa
o Slightly difficult Jaws J<5 ea

Not at all difficult My Jle Laa

o

B- You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9 hours.
You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats in advance
to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be able help you
take care of the child. A male traveler comes up to you and says “ sorry for the interruption.

Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman is sitting beside me,
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and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your husband because you need

his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger for more than 9 hours.

Gtanal in gy ecileln 9 (e ST 5 iUl dla 1 80 g0 ) Ban e i )l il g s ) pe 8l il
Gl sla 5 5l ¢y gmaa vie 5 T Sie aSaclia a3 jan cLeSlikay 3jlall 8 oll éla g5 Bac ke s cclilile i dlugla
oSl st a g g dlaata (5 (See cdlale ) e el Glalea) (OUE S I aa @l anE candaly
saclise (paling Gl Leaal o land 3aa) @lasia i on 5 Y il (Gl 8 3e £ g sall 5 i ddls G a

lelu 9 e Y Ay s 31 el il s sl ie dal I g e (O il g (Jikall 4all dla

How are you going to_refuse the male flight passenger’s request?
ASI ) Gl (yuudad S S

How hard is to refuse the male flight passenger’s request?

O

Extremely difficultis seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa
Slightly difficult faws JS& ia

Not at all difficult GEY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

C- This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not have
time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t know,
introduces herself and says “my daughter is already graduated from high school with very high
grades. I am making party for her in my home, and you are invited to this party. This is my
home address- give you a paper including his home address.”

The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know her, and you don’t have any knowledge about
her background. You simply will not attend.

Ul Allis 5 clgie A g sanal) J gail) 38 jea A asn Ol die A gadie il AaleaS i e J5Y) g s 128
O ps b Boaally Clalaall pas e o jaill ASH G gl @l Sy ol (UL 5 s pall judanll 5 (gnle oyl
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Can AT deall a5 i) A G il o5 Lgasdiy G e 5 0 (g L 3105 o) 5 cclalaall (o 3l Gll) Cuasi 2L
Ll Jie ol sie L A8y il 4 o5 () la | Aa g e il g lia Ll Jura s e Jazay 5 58l (e
opanll i Y Al ik Leie Galad Y il (K15 )58 g Aaledl)

So, how are you going to refuse the female teacher’s invitation?

Shaleal) 3 god (pudad yiw CaSh

How hard is to refuse the female teacher’s invitation?

Extremely difficultic seall & 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa
Slightly difficult Jaws JS& ia

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

o

o

o

o

D- You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your supervisor
introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at the T.V channel,
one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter, and I have been
working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted to let you know that
the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop at the weekend. The
channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop. What do you think about
coming with us? You cannot go to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which

needs furnishing.

ol pany B <l 5 setia adle) 3B 85 Jlen Ay o cilian T sl 5 ) 8 dan S duanadie cul
GlBasae 5 ye ey BLEIL cilila gall 5 (uidh sall e g gusall i je dae p g Il (8 Janll Tan disenia 5 Al sl 020
3aaa il alale 5l g Vo e ST g5l 8 o )58 an yia Ul sDUE [l o3 dusdiy o e 5 (il gall aal Gl) aais
390 asy adal Lole JiSuia 3Ll 5 ¢ ) AT Cpaes jidll o ehail Ay pxi 3 )00 8 a8l Gl s sl 3
sf bl Gl s uaal) elin iy 3 5 sda A st il (19630 Ay s Llas (g pmnd el il «dlal sall 5

_BJ}J\)}@L‘U_&}
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How are you going to refuse the male interpreter’s invitation?

How hard is to refuse the male interpreter’s invitation?

Extremely difficultis seall 3 4le
Somewhat difficultl le 5 cuaa
Slightly difficult Jaws JS& ia

Not at all difficult GEY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O

E- You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that you
don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you find that
you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return some items.
People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old woman offers to pay the rest of

the money, saying “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are waiting.”

(ol eV pan 8 A grdie il o 3aall (gl 52 g aladall (amy o) i) DN @bl aa S ey saall ) Agaie cuif
ey JULY) (e aran o La o il (4G Y Jl) (e bl Lo ol ale etV 5 iy slall aany Gl s @byl oS
Slo ol Laa cosl 8 (pa i Laa Ji Jle (e il e () 35S0 dudaall (3 saina ) 4 il 5§ guiil) (o il
5w B L) Coani Alaall) @l 5 ol Uanil 8 el (e S IS sl oda b il s el glall s el sl

(15 s I Gl S Ly L ion Ul o Lo Y (D) (S <yl L a3 Y o) 8

So, how are you going to refuse the strange old woman’s offer?

Gl G (s (1S

How hard is to refuse the strange old woman’s offer?
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Sl by i gm0 ol

Extremely difficultic seall & 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s caaa
Slightly difficult Jaws JS& ia

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O

F- You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so you
decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable table.
You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and writing. A
group of males approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently spills his coffee
onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The man is very
apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t worry I will pay
for the damaged book. How much does it cost?” Although the expensive book is significantly
damaged, you do not want to take money from the man. Also, you don’t want anybody to see

you talking to a strange male.

JLSY ogia Ul () Cladll oy 8 J il 8 HSHY 5 el 8 (g 1S clla a8l g ulall A0S sy
)52 8 et (e de pana Bel Al & iy o (ha 5 ol 568 Culla g dnuilia A glda < yia) 5 glall i Slad s 3 SIAl)
S0 sady QLA H¥el | e IS ) et QS CaudU LS e b gl agie a5 oS Uaddly s celil gla
af s ¥ als das Jle GUsl e o ae ) o (QUSI o @l adal axiiae U 4S50 50 8] clalally dlly 4l

Alia (g s el 5 Y L e Cunall b)) Gua 5 Y 5 A pad Y L G JWa

So, how are you going to refuse the strange man’s offer?

Sl (e (b s (S

How hard is to refuse the strange man’s offer?
Sl by iy smn A L
o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le
o Somewhat difficultls e i cxa
o Slightly difficult s IS5 2ia
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o Not at all difficult GMaY) e Laa (il

G- You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children. After
waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant starts to cry
loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A strange old woman
says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and help you with your children
next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” You are tired and angry, and do
not welcome her suggestion.
cagr Al 5 JAkY) 25363 aas a5l @y b Tas Taad o jlaall say A3000 Sllul e aleall ) 3an (0 B jilise il
T 5 iUl ell 20 3 ey candU T 5ua0 5 itall Chamea ¢ JUREY) e e la das g B gran 3 saaal) Ailay e cilias
L) cell Al Cpuall (5 S 5 A s B sl Lo A8 jma o0 382 V0 (g JSY Jle s 2SI Jra) il
Il a1l e (A o g dnale g A3a pe il (lllad agale (5 a8 La ) 6 5 3l ign el aa an A8 5 i
Bl )yl

How are you going to refuse the strange woman’s suggestion?
flgal ) (pad i (S

How hard is to refuse the strange woman’s suggestion?

Extremely difficultic seall & 4le
Somewhat difficultl le s cuaa
Slightly difficult laws JS& ia

Not at all difficult G>EY) e Lxa Gl

O

O

O

O

H- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, her car has broken down, so you decide to take a
taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the male taxi driver the address. The taxi driver suggests
going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. He says “I know a very beautiful and
affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you want.” You don’t want

to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.
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How are you going to refuse the male taxi driver’s suggestion?

£l 7)) cpadab Sl CaS

How hard is to refuse the male taxi driver’s suggestion?

o Extremely difficulti: sall 8 4le

o Somewhat difficultls le 5 caxa

o Slightly difficult faws IS Caa

o Not at all difficult G3bY! e Laa (il
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APPENDIX F: The pilot study interview (Translated copy)

Interview Questions:

1. The study suggests the participants produce the word “No” less frequently than they
implement other refusal strategies. Do you think using the word “No” to refuse is
impolite and offensive in Saudi culture? If yes, would you please tell me why?

2. The study also shows participants produce the word “No”” more when communicating
with people with great social distance, and so my question is: Do you feel more
comfortable saying “No” to strangers than to your relatives or friends? If yes,
why?

3. There are some differences between Arab—Saudi and African Saudi refusals.
Depending on your communication and socialization with other ethnic groups,
do you think Arabs and Africans speak the Hijazi dialect differently? If yes,
would you please provide an example?

4. In this study, the female participants use more words than the male participants. Are
there any reasons or social variables that encourage Arab-Saudi and African
Saudi women to produce more words when they refuse?

5. In the literature, refusal is always portrayed as a face threatening act, and it is rarely
employed to maintain an interlocutor’s face. In Saudi culture, how do people

perceive refusals?
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APPENDIX G: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test Evaluation (Translated copy for male
participants)

The aim of this survey is to evaluate the below discourse completion test to establish How
Hijazi Men and Women Say “NO”: A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech
Act of Refusal, Gender and Culture in Saudi Arabia

1- Please evaluate the survey instructions regarding clarity
a) Clear
b) Unclear

2

Please evaluate the following situations regarding clarity

A- You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict.
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has
no motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he
will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had
a bad experience with him on a previous project.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

B- You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified
your wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the
day of the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her
husband today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?”” You don’t want to
meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your friend you would
attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy food for them.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

C- One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of
these arrangements.

a) Clear
b) Unclear
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D-

You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing
you.” You appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a
tight schedule. Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to
help you with this subject. One day your uncle learns of this and calls you to offer help;
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy
to teach you.” You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also,
visiting him is a waste of time, since his house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder sister, who loves
reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. She says “what do you think about taking
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day,
you are going to meet your friends.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your brother
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. He says “I suggest you
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for
it would be time consuming.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have
not received any responses yet. Your sister suggests taking an English course in order to
improve your English language and enhance your application. She says, “I think it is a good
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course.
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Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you
are going to be able to repay the money.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A man, you don’t know, who comes from
another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, I
am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please
fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor

will not allow you in.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9
hours. You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in
advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help
your wife take care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for the
interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is
sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife
because she needs your help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger
for more than 9 hours.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t
know, introduces himself and says “my son is already graduated from high school with
very high grades. I am making party for him in my home, and you are invited to this party.
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.”

The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know him, and you don’t have any knowledge
about his background. You simply will not attend.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at
the T.V channel, one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an
interpreter, and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new
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here, I wanted to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a
development workshop at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the
transportation for the workshop. What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go

to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs furnishing.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old man offers to
pay the rest of the money, saying, “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are
waiting.”

a) Clear

b) Unclear

You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and
writing. A group of females approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently
spills her coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The
woman is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?”” Although the expensive
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the woman. Also, you
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange female.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children.
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A
strange and old man says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and
help you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.”
You are tired and angry, and do not welcome his suggestion.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to

pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, his car has broken down, so you decide to take
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the female taxi driver the address. The taxi driver
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suggests going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. She says “I know a very
beautiful and affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you
want.” You don’t want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.

a) Clear
b) Unclear

3- If any of the situations are unclear, do you have any suggestions to improve them?

4- Please evaluate the length of the survey instruction
a) Long

b) Not long (appropriate length)

c) Short

5- Please evaluate the length of the whole survey
a) Long

b) Not long (appropriate length)

c) Short

6- Please evaluate the situations regarding their relation to the Saudi culture?

You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict.
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has
no motivation to study, asks if he can work with you, saying “please bro, let’s work on this
project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that he
will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you had
a bad experience with him on a previous project.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified
your wife about the dinner. However, your wife, as usual, has forgotten about it, and on the
day of the party, in the morning, she tells you “my friend will come to our house with her
husband today. What do you think about buying delicious food for us?”” You don’t want to
meet her friend’s husband that day, because you already promised your friend you would
attend his dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet her guests and buy food for them.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

381



C-

One of your male friends invites you to attend his sister’s wedding party. He calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of
these arrangements.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling to London. Your niece who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. She calls you saying “Hello my dear, I know you are coming to
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing
you.” You appreciate her call, but you do not want to visit her house because you have a
tight schedule. Also, she lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to
help you with this subject. One day your uncle learns of this and calls you to offer help;
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy
to teach you.” You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also,
visiting him is a waste of time, since his house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder sister, who loves
reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. She says “what do you think about taking
this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the ticket cost
more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also, that day,
you are going to meet your friends.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your brother
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. He says “I suggest you
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for
it would be time consuming.
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a) Related
b) Unrelated

You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have
not received any responses yet. Your sister suggests taking an English course in order to
improve your English language and enhance your application. She says, “I think it is a good
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course.
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you
are going to be able to repay the money.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A man, you don’t know, who comes from
another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. He says smiling “Hi, I
am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would you please
fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or the professor
will not allow you in.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9
hours. You will travel with your wife and two year-old child. You have booked seats in
advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, you will be able to help
your wife take care of the child. A female traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for the
interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A man is
sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your wife
because she needs your help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a stranger
for more than 9 hours.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t
know, introduces himself and says “my son is already graduated from high school with
very high grades. I am making party for him in my home, and you are invited to this party.
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.”

The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know him, and you don’t have any knowledge
about his background. You simply will not attend.

a) Related
b) Unrelated
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L-

You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at
the T.V channel, one of the female employees approaches you and says, “I am an
interpreter, and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new
here, I wanted to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a
development workshop at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the
transportation for the workshop. What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go
to the workshop because you just moved to a new house, which needs furnishing.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old man offers to
pay the rest of the money, saying, “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are
waiting.” You are offended by his attitude.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and
writing. A group of females approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently
spills her coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The
woman is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?”” Although the expensive
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the woman. Also, you
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange female.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children.
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A
strange and old man says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and
help you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.”
You are tired and angry, and do not welcome his suggestion.
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a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, his car has broken down, so you decide to take
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the female taxi driver the address. The taxi driver
suggests going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. She says “I know a very
beautiful and affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you
want.” You don’t want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

7- If there are unrelated situations to the Saudi culture, do you have any suggestion to
improve them?
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APPENDIX H: The Pilot Discourse Completion Test Evaluation (Translated copy for female
participants)

The aim of this survey is to evaluate the below discourse completion test to establish How
Hijazi Men and Women Say “NO”: A Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis Study of the Speech
Act of Refusal, Gender and Culture in Saudi Arabia

—
1

Please evaluate the survey instructions regarding clarity
¢) Clear
d) Unclear

2- Please evaluate the following situations regarding clarity

You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict.
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has
no motivation to study, asks if she can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on
this project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that
she will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you
had a bad experience with her on a previous project.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified
your husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it,
and on the day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house
with his wife today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?” You don’t
want to meet his friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend you
would attend her dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for
them.

e) Clear
f) Unclear

One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of
these arrangements.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear
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D-

You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, [ know you are coming to
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing
you.” You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit him house because you have a
tight schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to
help you with this subject. One day your aunt learns of this and calls you to offer help;
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy
to teach you.” You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also,
visiting her is a waste of time, since her house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.

g) Clear
h) Unclear

You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder brother, who
loves reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. He says “what do you think about
taking this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the
ticket cost more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also,
that day, you are going to meet your friends.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your sister
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. She says “I suggest you
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for
it would be time consuming.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have
not received any responses yet. Your brother suggests taking an English course in order to
improve your English language and enhance your application. He says, “I think it is a good
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course.
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you
are going to be able to repay the money.
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a) Clear
b) Unclear

You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would
you please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or
the professor will not allow you in.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9
hours. You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats
in advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be
able help you take care of the child. A male traveller comes up to you and says “ sorry for
the interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman
is sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your
husband because you need his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a
stranger for more than 9 hours.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t
know, introduces herself and says “my daughter is already graduated from high school with
very high grades. I am making party for her in my home, and you are invited to this party.
This is my home address- give you a paper including his home address.”

The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know her, and you don’t have any knowledge
about her background. You simply will not attend.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your
supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at
the T.V channel, one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter,
and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted
to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop
at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop.
What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go to the workshop because you just
moved to a new house, which needs furnishing.

¢) Clear
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d) Unclear

You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old woman offers
to pay the rest of the money, saying “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are
waiting.”

¢) Clear

d) Unclear

You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and
writing. A group of males approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently
spills his coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The
man is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?”” Although the expensive
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the man. Also, you
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange male.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children.
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A
strange old woman says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and help
you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” You
are tired and angry, and do not welcome her suggestion.

¢) Clear
d) Unclear

You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, her car has broken down, so you decide to take
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the male taxi driver the address. The taxi driver suggests
going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. He says “I know a very beautiful and
affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you want.” You don’t
want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.

¢) Clear
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d) Unclear

3- If any of the situations are unclear, do you have any suggestions to improve them?

4- Please evaluate the length of the survey instruction
d) Long

e) Not long (appropriate length)

f) Short

5- Please evaluate the length of the whole survey
d) Long

e) Not long (appropriate length)

f) Short

6- Please evaluate the situations regarding their relation to the Saudi culture?

You are studying for an MA degree at King Abdul Aziz University. You are taking your
studies seriously. You have a final project to do, and the course Professor is very strict.
You are very worried about getting low grades or failing this course. Your cousin, who has
no motivation to study, asks if she can work with you, saying “please sister, let’s work on
this project together. You know I cannot do all of it by myself.” You know very well that
she will let you do all the work alone, and you don’t want to be troubled, especially as you
had a bad experience with her on a previous project.

¢) Related
d) Unrelated

You are invited by a friend to a dinner. You are very enthusiastic about going and meeting
up with old friends, who you don’t see for long periods of time. You have already notified
your husband about the dinner. However, your husband, as usual, has forgotten about it,
and on the day of the party, in the morning, he tells you “my friend will come to our house
with his wife today. What do you think about making delicious food for us?” You don’t
want to meet his friend’s wife that day, because you already promised your friend you
would attend her dinner, and you are not in the mood to meet his guests and cook food for
them.

¢) Related
d) Unrelated

One of your female friends invites you to attend her sister’s wedding party. She calls saying
“please come to my sister wedding party. I am sure you will enjoy it”. You do not want to
go because the party will be very big and there will be many people you don’t know. If you
were to go to such a party, you would have to go to the mall to buy clothes, and you would
need to ask someone to take you to the wedding. You are not in the mood for making all of
these arrangements.
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a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling to London. Your nephew who you are very close to, and who is around
your age, heard the news. He calls you saying “Hello my dear, [ know you are coming to
the UK very soon, so you are invited to my house. Please come; I will be very happy seeing
you.” You appreciate his call, but you do not want to visit him house because you have a
tight schedule. Also, he lives in Glasgow, which is quite far away from London. If you
were to go there, sufficient time and money would be essential.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are not doing very well in physics. Your parents refuse to pay for a private tutor to
help you with this subject. One day your aunt learns of this and calls you to offer help;
saying “if you want to learn physics, come to my house any day next week. I will be happy
to teach you.” You know from other relatives that your uncle is not good at teaching. Also,
visiting her is a waste of time, since her house is quite far from yours. In addition, you are
busy next week, preparing for your final exams.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You just finished school. Now, you are enjoying your vacation. Your elder brother, who
loves reading books, gives you a ticket to a book fair. He says “what do you think about
taking this ticket. I will not be able to attend and cannot request a refund. Please go, the
ticket cost more than 200 SR.” You don’t want to go because you don’t like reading. Also,
that day, you are going to meet your friends.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You have been married for more than ten years, and finally you have a child. Your sister
suggests you host a big party celebrating your new baby’s arrival. She says “I suggest you
hold a big party and invite our family to celebrate, since you have finally had a child.” You
do not have enough money or time for a party since it is very expensive and preparing for
it would be time consuming.

a) Related
b) Unrelated
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H-

You have just received your BA in tourism. You have started applying for jobs, you have
not received any responses yet. Your brother suggests taking an English course in order to
improve your English language and enhance your application. He says, “I think it is a good
idea to improve your English language to support your application. I recommend you take
an intensive English course.” You don’t have any money to register for an English course.
Also, you do not want to borrow money from anyone because you do not know when you
are going to be able to repay the money.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are studying at Umm Al-Qura University. A female student, you don’t know, who
comes from another department asks you politely to fill in a form immediately. She says
smiling “Hi, I am conducting a study about X and Y, which is very important to me, would
you please fill in the form.” You are very busy because you have to get to class on time or
the professor will not allow you in.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling from Jeddah to New York. The duration of the flight is more than 9
hours. You will travel with your husband and two year-old child. You have booked seats
in advance to be sure that you all can sit together. By sitting together, your husband will be
able help you take care of the child. A male traveller comes up to you and says “sorry for
the interruption. Would you please change your seat and sit in mine at the front? A woman
is sitting beside me, and I do not feel comfortable at all”. You do not want to leave your
husband because you need his help. Also, you would not feel comfortable sitting beside a
stranger for more than 9 hours.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

This is the first week in your new job as a teacher. Since the first day, you get very busy
knowing your classes, meeting students and creating lesson plans. Therefore, you do not
have time to know all teachers in the teachers’ room. One day, a teacher, who you don’t
know, introduces herself and says “my daughter is already graduated from high school with
very high grades. I am making party for her in my home, and you are invited to this party.
This is my home address- give you a paper including her home address.”

The teacher looks very nice, but you don’t know her, and you don’t have any knowledge
about her background. You simply will not attend.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are an interpreter, and you finally get a job working at a very well-known T.V. channel.
You are very happy and have great enthusiasm for the work. On the first day, your
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supervisor introduces you to the other employees. After being introduced to the people at
the T.V channel, one of the male employees approaches you and says, “I am an interpreter,
and I have been working here for more than ten years. Because you are new here, I wanted
to let you know that the other interpreters and I are going to attend a development workshop
at the weekend. The channel will pay all the fees and the transportation for the workshop.
What do you think about coming with us? You cannot go to the workshop because you just
moved to a new house, which needs furnishing.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are in the supermarket with your three children buying some food and other things for
the house. While you are busy shopping, your children are collecting toys and candies that
you don’t wish to buy since you have very strict budget. Once you are at the cashier, you
find that you don’t have enough money to purchase all the items. As a result, you return
some items. People in the queue are waiting for you to finish. A strange old woman offers
to pay the rest of the money, saying “Don’t worry; I will pay the rest. Many people are
waiting.”

a) Related

b) Unrelated

You are studying medicine, and you become tired of reading medical books at home, so
you decide to study in a nearby coffee shop. You enter the coffee shop and find a suitable
table. You put your books and notes on the table, order your coffee and begin reading and
writing. A group of males approaches your table. One of them mistakenly and accidently
spills his coffee onto your very expensive medical book. The book is partly damaged. The
man is very apologetic, and says “I am sorry, I swear to God I did not mean it, but don’t
worry I will pay for the damaged book. How much does it cost?”” Although the expensive
book is significantly damaged, you do not want to take money from the man. Also, you
don’t want anybody to see you talking to a strange male.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

You are travelling with your three children from Jeddah to Dammam. The airport is very
busy, and you have a hard time getting a boarding pass and calming down your children.
After waiting at the airport for two hours, you finally depart. On the airplane, your infant
starts to cry loudly for more than 10 minutes, and you don’t know why he is crying. A
strange old woman says, “I think it is a good idea to have someone to come along and help
you with your children next time. You are not able to supervise your children alone.” You
are tired and angry, and do not welcome her suggestion.

a) Related
b) Unrelated
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P- You are travelling to Cairo to meet and stay with a very dear friend. Your friend plans to
pick you up from the airport. Unfortunately, her car has broken down, so you decide to take
a taxi. You pick up a taxi and show the male taxi driver the address. The taxi driver suggests
going to a five-star hotel instead of your friend house. He says “I know a very beautiful and
affordable hotel near the airport. I will be happy to take you there if you want.” You don’t
want to go to a hotel because your friend is waiting for you.

a) Related
b) Unrelated

7- If there are unrelated situations to the Saudi culture, do you have any suggestion to
improve them?
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APPENDIX I: The frequency of refusal strategies and pragmatic markers of Hijazi Arab and
African men and women

Arab Men Data Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Refusal strategies F % F % F % F %
/ Pragmatic
markers

Direct refusal

performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

no/explicit 7 2.97% 1 0.43% 1 0.36% 0 0.00%
rejection
negative ability + | 19 8.05% 25 10.78% | 23 8.27% 25 7.91%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 37 15.68% 19 8.19% 49 17.63% 25 7.91%
wish 5 2.12% 0 0.00% 11 3.96% 11 3.48%
reason, 50 21.19% 68 2931% | 58 20.86% 60 18.99%
explanation

alternative 22 9.32% 58 | 25.00% | O 0.00% 4 1.27%

condition for 0 0.00% 2 0.86% 1 0.36% 0 0.00%
future or past
acceptance

promise for 0 0.00% 1 0.43% 9 3.24% 24 7.59%

future acceptance

statement of 5 2.12% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

principle

statement of 2 0.85% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
philosophy

dissuade attack 7 2.97% 15 6.47% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

dissuade request 3 1.27% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for (assistance,
help)

dissuade criticize 5 2.12% 2 0.86% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

dissuade off the 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
hook

dissuade negative 3 1.27% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

consequences

dissuade request 2 0.85% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy

acceptance that 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 15 5.40% 14 4.43%

function as

refusal
avoidance 6 2.54% 0 0.00% 1 0.36% 1 0.32%
postponement
avoidance 2 0.85% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.32%
hedging
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avoidance 1 0.42% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
repetition
counter question 0 0.00% 3 1.29% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
setting condition 0 0.00% 1 0.43% 8 2.88% 28 8.86%
advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
markers
abusive marker 4 1.69% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 38 16.10% 15 6.47% 25 8.99% 50 15.82%
adjunct 1 0.42% 5 2.16% 53 19.06% 29 9.18%
address form 17 7.20% 17 7.33% 24 8.63% 44 13.92%
total 236 232 278 316
Arab Men Data Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario? Scenario 8
Refusal strategies / F % F % F % F %
Pragmatic markers
Direct refusal
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
no/explicit 1 0.40% 13 6.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
rejection
negative ability + | 22 8.70% 26 13.00% | 24 9.72% 23 9.39%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 52 20.55% 62 31.00% | 28 11.34% 17 6.94%
wish 8 3.16% 2 1.00% 4 1.62% 12 4.90%
reason, 64 25.30% 62 31.00% | 53 21.46% 68 27.76%
explanation
alternative 41 16.21% 16 8.00% 2.43% 6 2.45%
condition for 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 2 0.82%
future or past
acceptance
promise for future 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 41 16.60% 15 6.12%
acceptance
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.41%
principle
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.82%
philosophy
dissuade attack 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 7 2.86%
for (assistance,
help)
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 0 0.00%
hook
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dissuade negative 5 1.98% 3 1.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy
acceptance that 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 11 4.45% 5 2.04%
function as
refusal
avoidance 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 6 2.43% 1 0.41%
postponement
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.41%
hedging
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.40% 1 0.41%
repetition
counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
setting condition 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6 2.43% 0 0.00%
advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.82%
markers
abusive marker 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 29 11.46% 9 4.50% 22 8.91% 36 14.69%
adjunct 15 5.93% 3 1.50% 32 12.96% 42 17.14%
address form 13 5.14% 2 1.00% 10 4.05% 4 1.63%
total 253 200 247 245
Arab Women Data Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Refusal strategies / | F % F % F % F %
Pragmatic markers
Direct refusal
performative 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
no/explicit rejection 1.25% 7 2.01% 0.00% 0.00%
negative ability + 22 | 6.90% 15 4.30% 31 8.29% 31 6.60%
negative willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 59 | 18.50% | 35 10.03% 49 13.10% 25 5.32%
wish 9 2.82% 2 0.57% 18 4.81% 29 6.17%
reason, explanation | 64 | 20.06% | 97 27.79% 66 17.65% 97 20.64%
alternative 27 | 8.46% 68 19.48% 1.87% 27 5.74%
condition for future 5 1.57% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00%
or past acceptance
promise for future 2 0.63% 6 1.72% 18 4.81% 28 5.96%
acceptance
statement of 22 | 6.90% 0 0.00% 6 1.60% 0 0.00%
principle
statement of 2 0.63% 1 0.29% 1 0.27% 0 0.00%
philosophy
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dissuade attack 0 0.00% 19 5.44% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request for | 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
(assistance, help)
dissuade criticize 10 | 3.13% 5 1.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 0 0.00% 2 0.57% 0 0.00% 1 0.21%
hook
dissuade negative 13 | 4.08% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request for | 5 1.57% 2 0.57% 1 0.27% 1 0.21%
empathy
acceptance that 1 0.31% 0 0.00% 12 3.21% 13 2.77%
function as refusal
avoidance 1 0.31% 0 0.00% 3 0.80% 0 0.00%
postponement
avoidance hedging 5 1.57% 0 0.00% 2 0.53% 1 0.21%
avoidance repetition | 0 0.00% 2 0.57% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
counter question 0 0.00% 6 1.72% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
setting condition 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10 2.67% 29 6.17%
advice 0 0.00% 2 0.57% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic marker
politeness markers 0 0.00% 4 1.15% 1 0.27% 0 0.00%
abusive markers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 42 | 13.17% | 27 7.74% 48 12.83% | 94 20.00%
adjunct 10 | 3.13% 20 5.73% 78 20.86% | 35 7.45%
address form 16 | 5.02% 29 8.31% 23 6.15% 59 12.55%
total 319 349 374 470
Arab Women Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario7 Scenario 8
Data
Refusal strategies / | F % F % F % F %
Pragmatic markers
Direct refusal
performative 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
no/explicit 0 0.00% 11 4.12% 1 0.32% 2 0.59%
rejection
negative ability + | 16 4.79% 46 17.23% 34 10.83% 31 9.20%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 69 20.66% 79 29.59% 40 12.74% 11 3.26%
wish 13 3.89% 4 1.50% 6 1.91% 29 8.61%
reason, 80 23.95% 70 26.22% 61 19.43% 76 22.55%
explanation
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alternative 47 14.07% 21 7.87% 1.27% 0 0.00%
condition for 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.64% 1.48%
future or past

acceptance

promise for 1 0.30% 0 0.00% 37 11.78% 30 8.90%

future acceptance
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 0 0.00%
principle
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.30%
philosophy
dissuade attack 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 8 2.37%
for (assistance,
help)
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 2 0.60% 1 0.37% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
hook
dissuade negative 6 1.80% 4 1.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request 1 0.30% 1 0.37% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy
acceptance that 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 3 0.89%
function as
refusal

avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 8 2.55% 3 0.89%
postponement

avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 0 0.00%

hedging

avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.89%

repetition

counter question 0 0.00% 1 0.37% 2 0.64% 2 0.59%
setting condition 0 0.00% 2 0.75% 4 1.27% 1 0.30%
advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
markers
abusive marker 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 53 15.87% 22 8.24% 44 14.01% 57 16.91%
adjunct 24 7.19% 2 0.75% 47 14.97% 71 21.07%
address form 22 6.59% 1 0.37% 15 4.78% 4 1.19%
total 334 267 314 337
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African Men Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Data
Refusal strategies F % F % F % F %
/ Pragmatic
markers
Direct refusal
performative 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
no/explicit 0.98% 3 1.52% 0 0.00% 1 0.37%
rejection
negative ability + | 33 16.18% 15 7.61% 29 13.30% 20 7.35%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 41 20.10% 13 6.60% 40 18.35% 22 8.09%
wish 1 0.49% 0 0.00% 7 3.21% 7 2.57%
reason, 40 19.61% 65 32.99% | 48 22.02% 64 23.53%
explanation
alternative 19 9.31% 54 27.41% 0 0.00% 1.47%
condition for 0 0.00% 1 0.51% 3 1.38% 0.00%
future or past
acceptance
promise for 0 0.00% 5 2.54% 8 3.67% 35 12.87%
future acceptance
statement of 3 1.47% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
principle
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
philosophy
dissuade attack 6 2.94% 11 5.58% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for (assistance,
help)
dissuade criticize | 4 1.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 2 0.98% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
hook
dissuade negative 1 0.49% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy
acceptance that 1 0.49% 1 0.51% 10 4.59% 17 6.25%
function as
refusal
avoidance 3 1.47% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 1 0.37%
postponement
avoidance 2 0.98% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 1 0.37%
hedging
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00%
repetition
counter question 0 0.00% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
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setting condition 1 0.49% 0 0.00% 7 3.21% 23 8.46%
advice 1 0.49% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness 0 0.00% 1 0.51% 1 0.46% 0 0.00%
markers
abusive marker 4 1.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 25 12.25% 9 4.57% 17 7.80% 39 14.34%
adjunct 2 0.98% 4 2.03% 30 13.76% 10 3.68%
address form 13 6.37% 11 5.58% 16 7.34% 28 10.29%
total 204 197 218 272
African Men Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario? Scenario 8
Data
Refusal strategies / F % F % F % F %
Pragmatic markers
Direct refusal
performative 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
no/explicit 1 0.48% 8 4.02% 0.49% 0.49%
rejection
negative ability + | 13 6.22% 31 15.58% | 13 6.34% 28 13.79%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 41 19.62% | 56 | 28.14% | 28 13.66% 19 9.36%
wish 5 2.39% 4 2.01% 6 2.93% 12 5.91%
reason, 62 29.67% 56 28.14% | 50 24.39% 57 28.08%
explanation
alternative 34 16.27% 24 12.06% 6 2.93% 5 2.46%
condition for 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49%
future or past
acceptance
promise for future | 2 0.96% 0 0.00% 34 16.59% 7 3.45%
acceptance
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49%
principle
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
philosophy
dissuade attack 1 0.48% 3 1.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 1.48%
for (assistance,
help)
dissuade criticize 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 1 0.48% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49%
hook
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dissuade negative 5 2.39% 3 1.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy
acceptance that 2 0.96% 0 0.00% 3 1.46% 8 3.94%
function as refusal
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.98% 3 1.48%
postponement
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49%
hedging
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.49% 0 0.00%
repetition
counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
setting condition 0 0.00% 1 0.50% 6 2.93% 4 1.97%
advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness 1 0.48% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
markers
abusive marker 2 0.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 18 8.61% 7 3.52% 24 11.71% 21 10.34%
adjunct 12 5.74% 3 1.51% 22 10.73% 29 14.29%
address form 9 4.31% 2 1.01% 9 4.39% 2 0.99%
total 209 199 205 203
African Women Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Data
Refusal strategies /| F % F % F % F %
Pragmatic markers
Direct refusal
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
no/explicit 10 4.33% 6 2.48% 0 0.00% 1 0.32%
rejection
negative ability + 20 8.66% 17 7.02% 22 8.94% 28 9.06%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret 58 | 25.11% | 30 12.40% | 37 15.04% 19 6.15%
wish 4 1.73% 0 0.00% 13 5.28% 10 3.24%
reason, explanation | 53 | 22.94% | 70 | 2893% | 50 | 20.33% 59 19.09%
alternative 9 3.90% 59 | 24.38% 3 1.22% 19 6.15%
condition for 1 0.43% 1 0.41% 0.00% 0 0.00%
future or past
acceptance
promise for future 3 1.30% 1 0.41% 23 9.35% 28 9.06%
acceptance
statement of 10 4.33% 1 0.41% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
principle
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statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
philosophy
dissuade attack 1 0.43% 11 4.55% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00%
for (assistance,
help)
dissuade criticize 5 2.16% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 0 0.00% 3 1.24% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
hook
dissuade negative 1 0.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request 1 0.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy
acceptance that 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10 4.07% 12 3.88%
function as refusal
avoidance 1 0.43% 0 0.00% 7 2.85% 0 0.00%
postponement
avoidance hedging 2 0.87% 1 0.41% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
avoidance 0 0.00% 1 0.41% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
repetition
counter question 0 0.00% 7 2.89% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
setting condition 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 2.03% 23 7.44%
advice 2 0.87% 2 0.83 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness markers | 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
abusive marker 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 24 10.39% 6 2.48% 18 7.32% 51 16.50%
adjunct 7 3.03% 5 2.07% 47 19.11% 13 4.21%
address form 19 8.23% 21 8.68% 11 4.47% 46 14.89%
total 231 242 246 309
African Women Scenario 5 Scenario 6 Scenario? Scenario 8
Data
Refusal strategies / F % F % F % F %
Pragmatic markers
Direct refusal
performative 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
no/explicit 1 0.40% 8 3.76% 3 1.38% 0 0.00%
rejection
negative ability + | 14 5.67% 38 17.84% | 23 10.55% 25 10.46%
negative
willingness
Indirect Refusals
regret | 60 | 2429% [ 65 | 30.52% [ 32 | 14.68% | 17 | 7.11%
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wish 13 5.26% 2 0.94% 7 3.21% 18 7.53%
Reason, 63 25.51% 56 26.29% | 43 19.72% 64 26.78%
explanation
alternative 26 10.53% 14 6.57% 2 0.92% 2 0.84%
condition for 2 0.81% 0 0.00% 3 1.38% 1 0.42%
future or past
acceptance
promise for 2 0.81% 0 0.00% 41 18.81% 24 10.04%
future acceptance
statement of 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00%
principle
statement of 0 0.00% 1 0.47% 0 0.00% 2 0.84%
philosophy
dissuade attack 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.84%
for (assistance,
help)
dissuade criticize | 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
dissuade off the 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00%
hook
dissuade negative | 6 2.43% 4 1.88% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
consequences
dissuade request 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
for empathy
acceptance that 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 2.29% 3 1.26%
function as
refusal
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 1.83% 3 1.26%
postponement
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.42%
hedging
avoidance 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.46% 0 0.00%
repetition
counter question 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
setting condition 1 0.40% 1 0.47% 2 0.92% 1 0.42%
advice 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Pragmatic markers
politeness 1 0.40% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.42%
markers
abusive marker 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
intensifier 37 14.98% 17 7.98% 21 9.63% 42 17.57%
adjunct 9 3.64% ) 2.35% 23 10.55% 32 13.39%
address form 11 4.45% 2 0.94% 6 2.75% 1 0.42%
total 247 213 218 239
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APPENDIX J: The level of difficulty that arises when Arab and African Hijazi men and
women refuse

Arab Hijazi Men:

1. Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your male relative request?
Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse

Extremely difficult | 10 13.16%
Somewhat difficult | 27 35.53%
Slightly difficult 20 26.32%
Not at all difficult 19 25.00%
total 76 100%

' . L]
Refusals' Level of Difficulty
35.53%
30 40.00%
27
35.00%
25 26.32%
25.00% 30.00%
20
20 19
25.00%
15 20.00%
13.16%
10 15.00%
10
10.00%
5
5.00%
0 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your wife request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 15 19.74%
Somewhat difficult | 24 31.58%
Slightly difficult 21 27.63%
Not at all difficult 16 21.05%
total 76 100%

Refusals' Level of Difficulty

30
31.58%

25

20

19.74%
15

15

10

5

0

Extremely Somewhat

difficult difficult

27.63%
21
21.05%
16
Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult

35.00%

30.00%

25.00%

20.00%

15.00%

10.00%

5.00%

0.00%
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3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your male friend invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 7 9.21%
Somewhat difficult | 29 38.16%
Slightly difficult 20 26.32%
Not at all difficult 20 26.32%
total 76 100%
Refusals' Level of difficulty
35 45.00%
38.16%
30 29 40.00%
35.00%
25 26.32% 26.32%
30.00%
20 20
20 25.00%
15 20.00%
9.21% 15.00%
10
7 10.00%
> I 5.00%
0 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your niece invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 18 23.68%
Somewhat difficult | 23 30.26%
Slightly difficult 20 26.32%
Not at all difficult 15 19.74%
total 76 100%

Refusals' Level of difficulty

30.26%
25 35.00%
23
26.32%
23.68% 20 30.00%
20
18
19.74% 25.00%
15
15 20.00%
0,
10 15.00%
10.00%
5
5.00%
0 __ __ - - 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the male student request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 3 3.95%
Somewhat difficult | 7 9.21%
Slightly difficult 14 18.42%
Not at all difficult 52 68.42%
total 76 100%
Refusals' Level of difficulty
60 68.42% 80.00%
52
70.00%
50
60.00%
40
50.00%
30 40.00%
18.42% 30.00%
20
9.21% 14 20.00%
10  3.95% 2
10.00%
. -
0 — 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the female passenger request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 6 7.89%
Somewhat difficult | 8 10.53%
Slightly difficult 17 22.37%
Not at all difficult 45 59.21%
total 76 100%

Refusals' Level of Difficulty

50
45
40
35
30
25 22.37%
20 17
15 10.53%
7.89%
10 8
6
. n
0 __ ___
Extremely Somewhat Slightly
difficult difficult difficult

59.21%
45

Not at all
difficult

70.00%

60.00%

50.00%

40.00%

30.00%

20.00%

10.00%

0.00%
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7. Situation 7;: How hard is to refuse the male teacher invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 1 1.32%
Somewhat difficult | 22 28.95%
Slightly difficult 29 38.16%
Not at all difficult 24 31.58%
total 76 100%

Refusals' Level of Difficulty

35 45.00%
40.009
30 29 o
28.95% 31.58% 35.00%
25 24
22 30.00%
20 25.00%
15 20.00%
15.00%
10
10.00%
5 1.32%
5.00%
1
0 _— 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the female interpreter invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 8 10.53%
Somewhat difficult | 22 28.95%
Slightly difficult 20 26.32%
Not at all difficult 26 34.21%
total 76 100%

Refusals' Level of Difficulty

30
28.95%
25
22
20
15
10.53%
10 3
5
0
Extremely Somewhat
difficult difficult

34.21%
26
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20
Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult
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5.00%
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African Hijazi Men:

Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your male relative request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 8 10.81%
Somewhat difficult | 30 40.54%
Slightly difficult 20 27.03%
Not at all difficult 16 21.62%
total 74 100%

Refusals' Level of Difficulty

35 40.54% 45.00%
30 40.00%
30
35.00%
25 ()
27.03% 30.00%
20
)
20 21.62% 25.00%
16
15 20.00%
10.81% 15.00%
10 8
10.00%
> 5.00%
0 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your wife request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 16 21.61%
Somewhat difficult | 21 28.38%
Slightly difficult 18 24.32%
Not at all difficult 19 25.68%
total 74 100%
Refusals' Level of Difficulty
25 30.00%
28.38%
21 25.68%
24.32% 9
20 19 25.00%
21.61% 18
16 20.00%
15
15.00%
10
10.00%
> 5.00%
0 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your male friend invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult |9 12.16%
Somewhat difficult | 26 35.14%
Slightly difficult 20 27.03%
Not at all difficult 19 25.68%
total 74 100%

Refusals' Level of Difficulty

30 35.14% 40.00%
26
35.00%
2 27.03%
25.68% 30.00%
20
25.00%
15 20.00%
12.16%
15.00%
10 9
10.00%
5
5.00%
0 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your niece invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 18 24.32%
Somewhat difficult | 23 31.08%
Slightly difficult 17 22.97%
Not at all difficult 16 21.62%
total 74 100%

25

20

15

10

Refusals' Level of difficulty

31.08%
23

24.32%
0,
18 22.97%

17

Extremely Somewhat Slightly
difficult difficult difficult
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5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the male student request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 0 0.00%
Somewhat difficult | 5 6.76%
Slightly difficult 19 25.68%
Not at all difficult 50 67.57%
total 74 100%

Refusals' Level of difficulty

0,
60 67.57% 80.00%
50 70.00%
50
60.00%
40
50.00%
30 40.00%
25.68%
19 30.00%
20
20.00%
6.76%
10
0.00% 5 10.00%
0 -
0 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the female passenger request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 6 8.11%
Somewhat difficult | 10 13.51%
Slightly difficult 10 13.51%
Not at all difficult 48 64.86%
total 100 100%

Refusals' Level of difficulty

60
50
40
30
20 13.51%
8.11% 10
, B
Extremely Somewhat
difficult difficult

13.51%

10

Slightly
difficult

64.86%
48

Not at all
difficult

70.00%

60.00%

50.00%

40.00%

30.00%

20.00%

10.00%

0.00%

434




7. Situation 7;: How hard is to refuse the male teacher invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 2 2.70%
Somewhat difficult | 16 21.62%
Slightly difficult 23 31.08%
Not at all difficult 33 44.59%
total 74 100%

35

30

25

20

15

10

Refusals' Level of Difficulty, .,

33 50.00%
45.00%
31.08% 40.00%
23 35.00%
21.62% 30.00%
16 25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
2.70% 10.00%
2 5.00%
- 0.00%
Extremely Somewhat Slightly Not at all
difficult difficult difficult difficult

435




8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the female interpreter invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 11 14.86%
Somewhat difficult | 21 28.38%
Slightly difficult 19 25.68%
Not at all difficult 23 31.08%
total 74 100%
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The level of difficulty that arises when Arab and African Hijazi women refuse

Arab Hijazi Women:

1. Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your female relative request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 7 8.86%
Somewhat difficult | 29 36.71%
Slightly difficult 30 37.97%
Not at all difficult 13 16.46%
total 79 100%
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your husband request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 5 6.33%
Somewhat difficult | 34 43.04%
Slightly difficult 16 20.25%
Not at all difficult 24 30.38%
total 79 100%
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Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your female friend invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 5 6.33%
Somewhat difficult | 13 16.46%
Slightly difficult 28 35.44%
Not at all difficult 33 41.77%
total 79 100%
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Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your nephew invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 4 5.06%
Somewhat difficult | 19 24.05%
Slightly difficult 29 36.71%
Not at all difficult 27 34.18%
total 79 100%
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5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the female student request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 0 0.00%
Somewhat difficult | 4 5.06%
Slightly difficult 17 21.52%
Not at all difficult 58 73.42%
total 79 100%
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the male passengers’ request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 2 2.53%
Somewhat difficult | 4 5.06%
Slightly difficult 13 16.46%
Not at all difficult 60 75.95%
total 79 100%
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7. Situation 7;: How hard is to refuse the female teacher invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 2 2.53%
Somewhat difficult | 11 13.92%
Slightly difficult 23 29.11%
Not at all difficult 43 54.43%
total 79 100%
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Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the male interpreter invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 4 5.6%
Somewhat difficult | 13 16.46%
Slightly difficult 25 31.65%
Not at all difficult 37 46.84%
total 79 100%
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African Hijazi Women:

1. Situation 1: How hard is to refuse your female relative request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult |9 12.16%
Somewhat difficult | 31 41.89%
Slightly difficult 23 31.08%
Not at all difficult 11 14.86%
total 74 100%
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2. Situation 2: How hard is to refuse your husband request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 13 17.57%
Somewhat difficult | 17 22.97%
Slightly difficult 20 27.03%
Not at all difficult 24 32.43%
total 74 100%
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3. Situation 3: How hard is to refuse your female friend invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 3 4.05%
Somewhat difficult | 20 27.03%
Slightly difficult 27 36.49%
Not at all difficult 24 32.43%
total 74 100%
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4. Situation 4: How hard is to refuse your nephew invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult |9 12.16%
Somewhat difficult | 19 25.68%
Slightly difficult 20 27.03%
Not at all difficult 26 35.14%
total 74 100%
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5. Situation 5: How hard is to refuse the female student request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 0 0.00%
Somewhat difficult | 7 9.46%
Slightly difficult 14 18.92%
Not at all difficult 53 71.62%
total 74 100%
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6. Situation 6: How hard is to refuse the male passengers’ request?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 2 2.70%
Somewhat difficult | 12 16.22%
Slightly difficult 14 18.92%
Not at all difficult 46 62.16%
total 74 100%
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7. Situation 7;: How hard is to refuse the female teacher invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 2 2.70%
Somewhat difficult | 15 20.27%
Slightly difficult 23 31.08%
Not at all difficult 34 45.95%
total 74 100%
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8. Situation 8: How hard is to refuse the male interpreter invitation?

Level of difficulty to Frequency Percentage
refuse
Extremely difficult | 10 13.51%
Somewhat difficult | 11 14.86%
Slightly difficult 23 31.08%
Not at all difficult 30 40.54%
total 74 100%
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