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| . Introduction

When learners are not aware of specific cultural norms of speaking
involved in the target language, they may transfer their native
language sociocultural rules to the target language, known as pragmatic
transfer. In relation to learners’ second language speech act performance,

it is defined as “transfer of first language (L1) sociocultural communicative
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competence in performing target language (L2) speech acts” (Takahashi
and Beebe, 1987, p. 134). Pragmatic transfer may result in pragmatic
failure when learners rely on pragmatic knowledge of their native
language that is inappropriate for the target language situation.

However, pragmatic transfer caused by difference between Western
and Eastern cultures is to exist. Our language as the principal means
whereby we conduct our social lives, when used in contexts of
communication especially with foreigners, is bound up with our own
culture in some way or another. Ahn (2010) suggested a new point of
view about pragmatic errors. She sees them, chiefly caused by
pragmatic transfer, as an inevitable phenomena, not to depreciate them
as foreign learners of English’s simple errors because of their ignorance.
Actually, her study shows as a source of its argument that even
high-proficient Korean speakers of English can successfully realize their
refusals with their own formulas, that is, without exactly copying
target-like strategies for refusals.

The difference between Western and Eastern cultures can easily be
recognized by comparing Brown and Levinsons (1978, 1987) politeness
concept, and those of Mao (1994) and Yu (2002, 2003). According to
Brown and Levinson (1978), in communication and interaction, two
aspects of people’s feelings are involved with face. One is the desire of
the individual “not to be imposed on,” which is the “negative face,”
and the other, the "positive face,” is the desire of the individual “to be
liked and approved of.” A face-threatening act tends to risk either the
speaker’'s or the hearer’s positive or negative face.

Although maintaining face when carrying out such a face-threatening
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act is considered a universal phenomenon in interpersonal communication,
how face is defined and how face work is done vary greatly across
cultures. Taking a pre-dinner activity (invitation) and a post-dinner
activity (offering the leftover) in China as two counterexamples of
Brown and Levinson's claim that the concepts of negative and positive
face are universally valid, Mao (1994) argued that face in the Chinese
context has two specific meanings conveyed, respectively by mianzi and
lian. With the similar view to Mao’s, Yu (2002) compared the concepts
of politeness in American English, Japanese and Korean, She
investigated how Koreans conceptualize politeness. Her study showed
that Korean concept of gongsonhada ‘polite’ was different from Western
concept of polite. Whereas American English polite was closer to
considerate than to appropriate and oriented to wvolition, Korean concept
of gongsonhada ‘polite’ is appropriate and considerate and oriented to
both discernment and volition. In another article of hers (Yu, 2003),
she concluded that Korean politeness was primarily expressed by use of
jondaemal ‘deferential language’ and secondarily by what Brown and
Levinson (1978, 1987) called face-saving strategies.

This study focuses on refusal based on the following premise:
Refusal is thought to be the speech act suitable for understanding what
the difference is like in realization of the concept of politeness between
English and Korean, because it is realized as a response to relatively
many other speech acts such as request, invitation, offer and suggestion
and provides researchers with more examples to compare than any
other speech act.

The purpose of this study is as follows: This study can be expected



to provide a comprehensive description of the politeness strategies used
by Korean native speakers and English native speakers when refusing
toward a person with higher, middle, or lower status. Refusals were
collected using a Discourse Completion Task (DCT). Responses were
analyzed as consisting of a sequence of semantic formulas based on
both the taxonomy of Takahashi and Beebe (1987) and Beebe et al.
(1990) and the one additionally obtained from this study. The
frequency and the content of the refusal strategies are examined in
order to compare difference in Korean and English in carrying out a

speech act of refusal.

[I. Research Method

1. Participants

1) Native Korean Group

The Korean subjects for native Korean speakers in this study were
undergraduate students at Soongsil university in Seoul. University
students were selected as Korean subjects because they are expected to
have acquired the appropriate sociolinguistic rules that represent
“norms” of the society. In addition, practically speaking, university
students were the most accessible population to the investigator.

Sixty-two native Korean data were gathered. Of the 62 data, one
was incompletely filled in and was not considered. The remaining 61

data were all elicited from the students enrolled in my grammar class
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at the first semester of 2010. 33 were from males and 28 females.
They were all monolingual speakers of Korean though a few of them
have experience of studying in English-speaking countries from 6

months, a minimum to 5 years, a maximum.

2) Native English Group

Three and eight native English data were gathered from two
Teachers’ Training Centers in Seoul and Incheon, Korea, respectively.
They were all from English-speaking countries and English lecturers
who teach English to Korean English teachers at secondary schools.

Three native English data were additionally gathered from the
foreign faculty teaching everyday English conversation at Soongsil

university in Seoul, Korea. They were all from English-speaking countries.

2. Procedures

1) Frequency of Refusal Strategies

Refusal strategies are a word, phrase, or sentence that is used to
deliver the meaning of refusal. In coding refusals in terms of refusal
strategies, the taxonomy of refusals formulated by Takahashi and
Beebe (1987) and Beebe et al. (1990) and the one additionally obtained
from this study were used. For example, in the situation in which one’s
classmate requests to borrow lecture notes, the participant may refuse
by saying Tm afraid I can't. I already promised to lend them to my
friend, so why don't you ask someone else?” This response would be

coded as [negative willingness] plus [reason] plus [statement of
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alternative]. After the coding was completed, data were analyzed in
terms of the frequency of the refusal strategies. Based on Kwon's
study (2003), all the frequencies were converted into percentages.

The frequency of each refusal strategy used by each group in each
situation was compared. For each group, the total number of a given

refusal strategy in each situation was converted into a percentage by:

Total number of a given refusal strategy used in a given situation
x 100

Total number of subjects in each group

When a subject used the same refusal strategy(e.g., providing an
apology in the beginning and again at the end of the refusal) more
than once in his/her response to each situation, the strategy was tallied
only once. By counting the strategy once for each subject, the percentage
of each strategy in each situation obtained actually represents the
number of subjects who used the strategy. This provides a more
accurate pattern of how many subjects selected a given refusal strategy

in each situation and how many did not.

2) Content of Refusal Strategies

The content of the refusal strategies used by each group was
examined. Specifically, the types of reasons, the degree of directness

and the typical examples of refusal strategies were investigated.
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IIll. Results and Discussion

This section shows difference in refusal strategies used by each group

in terms of frequency and content in each situation of the DCT.

1. Refusals of Requests

1) Refusing a Higher Status Person's Request (Situation 1)

In refusing a boss’ request to work overtime, NKs (Korean native
speakers) and NEs (English native speakers) gave different reasons for
their refusals. If enumerated in a descending order of frequency, the
most frequently used reasons for NKs were ‘having a previous
engagement’, followed by ‘being sick’, ‘having an important appointment’,
and ‘having to do homework’, which were seemingly not different from
those for NEs. Actually, the most frequently used reason for NEs was
‘having a prior plan’, followed by ‘having something to do at home’,
and then ‘having a plan with family’.

However, except for the aforementioned reasons, NKs gave many
other reasons specifically related to family: ‘grandma’s birthday’, ‘dinner
with family members, ‘a promise with parents’, etc. This means that
NKs' reasons arose not only from personal matters but also from the
society around themselves. On the other hand, NEs did not give any
specific reasons related to family. Their reasons mainly arose from
personal matters, not from the society around themselves.

With respect to the use of direct strategies, NKs and NEs differed in
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terms of the degree of directness expressed in their refusals. NKs used
more ‘negative willingness' (' cant’) without any ‘No’, whereas NEs
used fewer ‘negative willingness' with some 'No's. This means that
NEs refused a little more directly than NKs,

NKs and NEs also differed in terms of the use of indirect strategies
and adjuncts to refusals. NKs hesitated to do refusal a little more than
NEs in that NKs used ‘pause fillers' (‘Well...' ‘Uhr..) occasionally,
while NEs did not at all. Besides, NKs ‘elaborated on the reason’ more
frequently and ‘criticized the request’ less frequently than NEs,
sounding softer. Both NKs and NEs rarely used ‘gratitude’ and
‘statement of positive opinion’, reflecting that the sudden request for
working overtime without notice was a nuisance and felt unpleasant to
both of them. NKs used one address form (‘A3 (sajangnim), boss)
relatively a lot, whereas NEs didn't any, reflecting that Koreans are
sensitive to the status of interlocutor. In fact, in English-speaking
countries like the U.S.A. and the UK. in informal or private
conversations, address forms are rarely used.

In terms of frequency, the top three semantic formulas used by the
two language groups were the same even though there were some
differences in order: ‘reason’, ‘statement of regret’, and negative willingness.’

The typical examples of refusals used by each group in situation 1

are as follows:

- NK

=3
whop gtk thaell Aol HE O MA dE =& 5 sdeEer”

(Sajangnim. jeo, joesonghamnidaman motal geo gatayo. Jega ahopsi
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Ijeone gabwaya hamnida. daeume sigani doemyeon seojeom ireul doul

ssu_inneundeyo. annyeonghi gyeseyo.)

Boss, well, I'm sorry but I'm afraid I can't make it. I have to go
before 9. Next time I'm free, I'll help in your bookstore. Have a nice

day!

- NE
“No, I have already made plans for this evening. I'm sorry that I

can not help you.”

With respect to the use of three clusters of refusal strategies - direct
strategy, indirect strategy, and adjunct to refusal, Korean native
speakers used more indirect formulas and adjunct to refusal than

English native speakers but direct strategy as frequently as them.

2) Refusing an Equal Status Person's Request (Situation 2)

In refusing a classmate’s request to lend class notes, NKs and NEs
gave similar reasons for their refusal. Actually, both NKs and NEs said
as their most frequently used reason for refusal that they need the
notes to study today. In addition to this reason, NKs mentioned as the
second most frequently used reason for refusal ‘they already lent them
to other classmates’, followed by ‘their notes are too messy to read’,
and ‘they lost their notes.” NEs gave similar reasons to NKs.

With respect to the use of direct strategies, NKs sounded a little
indirect than NEs. NKs used ‘No' less frequently than NEs but almost
twice as many ‘negative willingness'es as NEs.

NKs and NEs differed in terms of the use of indirect strategies and

adjuncts to refusals. NKs ‘elaborated on the reason’ and ‘stated



alternatives’ more frequently than NEs. Especially, NEs did not ‘state
any alternatives” at all. Both NKs and NEs used some pause fillers’. It
is noticeable that both NKs and NEs hardly used ‘statement of positive
opinion’ and ‘gratitude’, while both of them occasionally employed
‘criticism on the request.” The reason seemed to be that borrowing
other person’s notebook was not a praiseworthy act but a blamable act,
a kind of cheating to both NKs and NEs. In short, NKs made more
various attempts to soften the awkward situations caused by refusal
than NEs.

In terms of frequency, the top three semantic formulas used by the
two language groups were the same: ‘statement of regret’, reason’, and
‘negative willingness.’

The typical examples of refusals used by each group in situation 2

are as follows:

=d. =E E ZTolA EHAA

Age Uete glol, A 1 37k g s85d 29 AgEAL”

(Ah, mianhajiman geureol ssuga eomneunde. Noteureul dareun

chingguege bilyeojwoseo  jigeum nahante eopsseco. hoksi geu
chingguga ppali dollyeojumyeon geuttae yeollak julkke.)

Ah, I'm sorry but I can't. I have lent my notebook to another

classmate so I don't have it. If he returns it earlier than expected,

I'll contact you immediately.

- NE
“T can't do it bud. I'm sorry. I really need my notes for my own

study today.”
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With respect to the use of three clusters of refusal strategies, Korean
native speakers used slightly more direct formulas and adjunct to
refusal than English native speakers but indirect strategy as frequently

as them.

3) Refusing a Lower Status Person's Request (Situation 3)

In refusing one of your juniors’ request for making a flyer, NKs and
NEs gave almost the same reasons for their refusals such as ‘too busy’,
‘having too many things to do’, and T have never made it’.

With respect to the use of direct strategies, NKs sounded more
indirect than NEs since they used a weaker version of direct refusal,
‘negative willingness’ more frequently without any use of ‘No,, while
NEs used ‘negative willingness™ less frequently but with occasional use
of No'.

NKs and NEs also differed in terms of the use of indirect strategies
and adjuncts to refusals. NKs softened their refusals by employing
various other strategies which were seldom used by NEs, including
‘wish’ (e.g., T wish I could help’), ‘statement of alternative 1’ (e.g., Td
rather introduce someone as a helper’), set conditions’ (e.g., Tm very
busy. If you had asked me earlier, I could have helped you’), and
‘promise of future acceptance. (e.g., 'Next time, I will help you. I
promise’) On the other hand, NEs more frequently used such strategies
as ‘statement of alternative 2’ (e.g., T have too many things going on

right now. Maybe you can ask someone else’) and ‘statement of

solidarity’ for sustaining their existing relationship with the other part

(e.g., This would be a great time to get to know each other but I'm
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really too busy’). Unlike NEs, NKs used ‘address forms and ‘pause
fillers” frequently. It is also noticeable that both of NKs and NEs rarely
used ‘statement of positive opinion’ and ‘gratitude’. The reason seemed
to be that like other request situations in this study, the request for
making a flyer felt burdensome and not worthy of gratitude.

As in the two previous situations, ie. situation 1 and 2, in terms of
frequency, the top three semantic formulas used by the two language
groups were the same even when there were some differences in
order: ‘reason’, ‘statement of regret’, and ‘negative willingness.’

The typical examples of refusals used by each group in situation 3

are as follows:

- NK

"Hk, MuizE F oubmbA. Rk 7 fll. 4%bdole HHER o
Foll. ool =9=A" (Mian, seonbaega jom bappaseo. Dowajul
ssuga eomne, sahangnyeonira chwieopjunbi ttaemune, Daeume dowajulkke.)

Sorry, I am a little busy. I can't help you. Because I'm a senior, I

have to prepare for getting a job. Next time, I will.

- NE
“This would be a great time to get to know each other, but I'm

really too busy to commit to this right now.”

With respect to the use of three clusters of refusal strategies, Korean
native speakers used more adjunct to refusal than English native

speakers but direct and indirect strategy as frequently as them.
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[TABLE 1]
Frequency of Refusal Strategies Used When Refusing
Requests from Higher, Equal, Lower status Persons

Frequency of Refusal Strategies
(% of each group that used a given refusal
strategy)
Refusal Strategies Higher Status Equal Status | Lower Status
NK NE
*n=(183) | n=(42) | NK | NE | NK | NE
61x3 14x3

Direct strategies (subtotal) 47 45 36 31 33 31
No' 0 5 3 14 0 7
Negative willingness/ability 46 33 31 17 33 24
Elaboration on the negative willingness 1 7 2 0 0 0
Indirect strategies (subtotal) 233 197 | 206 | 200 | 233 227
Statement of regret 75 81 68 81| 74 83
Wish 8 10 1 10 8 0
Excuse, reason, explanation 87 74 72 74 87 81
Elaboration on the reason 21 10 17 10 | 21 26
Statement of alternative 1 2 0 7 0 2 0
Elaboration on the alternative 1 1 0 2 0 2 0
Statement of alternative 2 0 0 9 0 0 24
Elaboration on the alternative 2 0 0 1 0 0 2
Set conditions 11 5 5 51 11 2
Elaboration on the set conditions 0 0 0 0 1 0
Promise of future acceptance 14 7 3 7 14 0
Statement of principle 1 1 3 2 1 0
Statement of philosophy 0 1 2 2 0 0
Flaboration on the philosophy 0 1 0 2 0 0
Threat of negative consequences 1 0 1 0 1 0
Elaboration on the threat 0 0 1 0 0 0
Criticism on the request 2 5 4 5 2 3
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Elaboration on the criticism 0 0 1 0 0 0
Request for help 1 1 0 2 1 2
Letting interlocutor off the hook 1 0 0 0 1 0
Joke 0 0 1 0 0 0
Postponement 0 0 1 0 0 0
Asking for permission to accept later 4 0 0 0 4 2
Promise of future compensation 0 0 1 0 0 0
Asking a question 1 0 2 0 1 2
Saying 1 tried 0 1 0 0 0 0
Statement of advice 0 0 2 0 0 0
Elaboration on the advice 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seeking approval 0 0 1 0 0 0
Postponing some other time 1 0 0 0 1 0
Elaboration on the postponing 1 0 0 0 1 0
Suggestion that functions as a refusal 0 0 1 0 0 0
Adjuncts to refusals (subtotal) 22 3 10 41 28 9
Expression of embarrassment 0 0 0 0 1 0
Expression of surprise 0 0 1 0 0 0
Statement of solidarity 2 0 0 0 2 7
Statement of acknowledgment 0 0 1 0 0 0
Statement of address 16 1 3 2| 16 0
Statement of positive opinion 1 1 1 0 1 0
Statement of empathy 0 0 0 0 1 0
Pause fillers 3 0 3 2 7 2
Gratitude 0 1 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 302 245 | 252 | 235 | 294 267

* n = total number of subjects in each group

** The number given under each refusal strategy means % of that one used by one
member of each group. That number is always less than 100. It is because each of
the refusal strategies used per capita is counted only once even though used more
than twice.



A Study on Comparison of Refusal Strategies Used in Korean and English | Kang, Gi—Cheol 197

[TABLE 1-1]
Percentage of Key Refusal Strategies Used
When Refusing Requests from Higher, Equal, and Lower Status Persons

Percentage of Key Refusal Strategies
(% of a given one out of the total refusal strategies

Refusal Strategies used by each group)

Higher Status Equal Status

NK NE NK NE NK NE
Direct strategies 16 18 14 13 11 12

(47) (45) (36) (31) (33) (31)
No' - (0) 2 (5) 1(3) | 6(14) - | 3
Negative willingness/ability 15(46) 13(33) 12(31) | 7(17) | 11(33) 9(24)
Tndirect strategics 77 30 83 85 80 85

(233) (197) (206) | (200) | (233) | (227)
Statement of regret 25(75) | 33(81) | 27(68) | 34(81) | 25(74) | 31(83)
Wish 3 (8) 4(10) - (1) 4(10) | 3 (8) - (0)
Excuse, reason, explanation 29(87) | 30(74) | 29(72) | 31(74) | 30(87) | 30(81)
Elaboration on the reason 7(21) 4(10) 7(17) | 4(10) | 7(21) | 10(26)
Staterrent of alternative 1 1(2) - (0) 3N -0 1@ -
Statemment of alternative 2 - (0) - (0) 49 | - | -() | 9(24)
Set conditions 4(11) 2 (5) 20| 2B 40D | 12
Promise of future acceptance 5(14) 3(7) 13| 3| 514 | -0
Criticism on the request 1(2) 2 (5) 2@ | 2(B)] 1@ | 1@13)

. 7 2 3 2 9 3

Adjuncts fo tefuscls @ | ® a0 | @ | @ |
Statement of solidarity 1) - (0) - (0) - (0) 1(2) 3(7)
Staterment of address 5(16) 1) 13| 1@ 516 | - (0)
Staterent of positive opinion - (D - (D) -] -0 -] -
Pause fillers 13 - (0) 1(3) 1@ 2 1(2)
Gratitude - (0) - (1) -0 -] -] -0

100 100 100 100 100 100
TOTAL

(302) (245) (252) | (235) | (294) | (267)

* The number in the parenthesis is the same as that under a given refusal strategy in
TABLE 1

** The number on the left of the parenthesis means % of a given one out of the total
refusal strategies used by each group.



2. Refusals of Invitations

1) Refusing a Higher Status Person's Invitation (Situation 4)

In refusing your boss’ invitation to a party for all the employees, the
top three reasons in frequency for NKs were ‘having a previous
engagement’, ‘having something to do, and ‘having an important
appointment.’, which were almost the same as those for NEs. Actually,
the most frequently used reason for NEs was ‘having another plan’,
followed by ‘having a previous engagement’, and then ‘too busy'.

However, except for the aforementioned reasons, NKs also gave many
reasons specifically related to family: ‘a family event’, ‘mother’s
birthday,” ‘going down to grandma’s on weekend’, etc.. This means that
NKs' reasons arose not only from personal matters but also from the
society around themselves, while NEs' chiefly arose from personal
matters.

With respect to the use of direct strategies, NKs used ‘negative
willingness' (‘T can't’) more frequently with a single use of ‘No’, whereas
NEs used ‘negative willingness' less frequently with a lot of ‘No's. This
means that NEs refused more directly than NKs.

NKs and NEs also differed in terms of the use of indirect strategies
and adjuncts to refusals. NKs ‘elaborated on the reason’ and ‘promised
future acceptance’ more frequently than NEs. They also used ‘statement

of solidarity’ (‘&A% 3] EUWAI L' (jeulgeoun pati boneseyo), Have a

nice party!), statement of address(‘AF3d’ (sajangnim), Boss), and
‘statement of positive opinion’(Td love to ..), while NEs rarely used

them..
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On the other hand, NEs used ‘gratitude’ more frequently than NKs.
This means that NEs expressed their ideas straightforward and with
clarity, while NKs felt guilty about not accepting the invitation.
Therefore, NEs expressed gratitude over regretfulness than NKs, and
vice versa. Both NKs and NEs hardly used ‘statement of alternatives'.

In terms of frequency, the top three semantic formulas used by the
two language groups were a little different: for NKs, reason’, ‘statement
of regret’, and ‘negative willingness’: for NEs, ‘reason’, ‘statement of
regret’, and ‘No'.

The typical examples of refusals used by each group in situation 4

are as follows:
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Joesonghamnidaman  jumale daejeone gvesin harabeonimdaegeul

bangmunhaeya _haeseoyo. momi _pyeonchaneusigeodeunnyo. daeum

beoneneun kkok chamseokhagyesseumnida.)

Well, boss, I'd like to go. I'm sorry but I have to visit my

grandpa in Daejeon this weekend. He is sick. Next time I will.

- NE

“Sorry, I would but I've already made other plans.”

With respect to the use of three clusters of refusal strategies, Korean
native speakers used all the three clusters more frequently than English

native speakers..



200 <&l 417

2) Refusing an Equal Status Person's Invitation (Situation 5)

In refusing one of your classmates’ invitation to his or her birthday
party, the top three reasons in frequency for NKs were ‘having a
previous engagement’, ‘having something to do’, and ‘having an important
thing to take care of,, which were almost the same as those for NEs.
Actually, the most frequently used reason for NEs was ‘having another
plan’, followed by ‘too busy’, and then ‘having a previous engagement’.

However, aside from the above reasons, NKs also gave many reasons
specifically related to family: ‘a family event’, ‘a party for celebrating
the 100" day after one of his or her relatives’ son’s birth’, ‘going to
grandpa’s tomb with his or her father’, etc. On the other hand, NEs
gave the only one reason related to family, ‘family get-together’.
However, that reason was not concrete in its content. Therefore, it can
be said that NKs' reasons arose not only from personal matters but also
from the society around themselves, while NEs' chiefly arose from
personal matters,

With respect to the use of direct strategies, NKs used more 'negative
willingness” without any ‘No’, whereas NEs used ‘negative willingness’
less frequently with relatively many ‘No's. This means that NEs
refused a little more directly than NKs.

NKs and NEs also differed in terms of the use of indirect strategies
and adjuncts to refusals. NKs ‘elaborated on the reason’, used ‘set
conditions’, and ‘promised future acceptance’ much more frequently
than NEs. They also used ‘statement of address'(chiefly the interlocutor’s
name plus -ya', " °F(Changsuyal, My dear Changsu!) a lot, while
NEs did not at all. They ‘stated their positive opinion’ more frequently
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than NEs but expressed ‘gratitude’ less frequently. NEs used ‘statement
of solidarity’ even more frequently than NKs. Both NKs and NEs
hardly used ‘statement of alternatives’.

In terms of frequency, the top three semantic formulas used by the
two language groups were the same: ‘reason’, ‘statement of regret’, and
‘negative willingness’.

The typical examples of refusals used by each group in situation 5

are as follows:

- NK
“FTRoR XA mgal. el 27 AT JolA. Thale AAN
2 7F gl SE7E E_deletd 24 Sk 9l ®lH.” (Chingguya

Jinjia_mianhae. Geunale joka doljanchiga isseoseo. Gagoneun sipjiman

gal ssuga eomne, Patiga toyeoiliramyeon gal ssudo isseul tende.)

Buddy, I'm really sorry. That day one of my nieces first birthday
party will be held. I'd like to go but I can't. If yours were this
Saturday, 1 could go.

- NE
“I wish I had known sooner. Sorry but I can't. I made other

plans. Say hi to everyone for me.”

With respect to the use of three clusters of refusal strategies, like in
the first case of invitation, Korean native speakers used all the three

clusters more frequently than English native speakers.

3) Refusing a Lower Status Person's Invitation (Situation 6)

In refusing one of your juniors invitation to go to the movies, the
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top three reasons in frequency for NKs were ‘wanting to take a rest
because the exams are over, ‘having a previous engagement’, and
‘being exhausted’, which were almost the same as those for NEs.
Actually, the most frequently used reason for NEs was ‘having a prior
plan’, followed by ‘not feeling well’, and then ‘being exhausted due to
the exam’. The remaining reasons given by NKs were not very
different from those by NEs.

With respect to the use of direct strategies, there was a lot of
difference between NKs and NEs. NKs never used ‘No but NEs used
it relatively frequently. NKs used negative willingness’ (T can't’) less
frequently than NEs. Therefore, NKs can be said to have refused less
directly than NEs.

NKs and NEs differed in terms of the use of indirect strategies and
adjuncts to refusals. NKs ‘elaborated on the reason’ and used ‘statement
of address’ more frequently than NEs. They also used ‘wish’, and ‘set
conditions’, while these semantic formulas were not found in NE data.
They rarely used ‘statement of positive opinion’ and ‘gratitude’, whereas
NEs did a lot. NKs also used ‘statement of solidarity’ much less
frequently than NEs. Both NKs and NEs used ‘promise of future
acceptance’ frequently.

On the other hand, NEs ‘stated their positive opinion’ and express
‘gratitude’ much more frequently than NKs. This means that they
expressed their ideas straightforward and with clarity. In Korean
culture, giving a positive opinion and thankfulness to the interlocutor
especially when refusing is rare because such speech acts are considered

to presuppose acceptance. NEs also used ‘asking a question’ ("Where is
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the movie showing?’) and ‘statement of solidarity’ much more frequently
than NKs.

In terms of frequency, the top three semantic formulas used by the
two language groups were a little different: for NKs, reason’, ‘statement
of regret’, and ‘elaboration on the reason’: for NEs, reason’, ‘statement
of regret’, and ‘No'.

The typical examples of refusals used by each group in situation 6

are as follows:

A BUL AL Aol Bol AFAE 252 YE A 2o,
Z

ok Wol: I ZA. met (Na siheom kkeunnago swigo sipeo,

Momi anjokeodeun. Oneuleun himdeul geo gatae. Dacum beoneneun
kkok galkkae. Mian.)

My exams are over so I want to take a rest. I'm not feeling well

today. I'm afraid I can’t. Next time, I promise I will. Sorry.

- NE
“T would, but I'm a little tired from midterms. Thanks, though!”

With respect to the use of three clusters of refusal strategies, unlike
in the first two cases of invitation, Korean native speakers used more
indirect strategies but fewer direct strategies and adjuncts to refusals

than English native speakers.
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[TABLE 2]
Frequency of Refusal Strategies Used
When Refusing Invitations from Higher, Equal, and Lower Status Persons

Frequency of Refusal Strategies
(% of each group that used a given refusal strategy)
Refusal Strategies Higher Status Equal Status | Lower Status
NK NE
*n=(183) |[n=(42) | NK | NE NK NE
61x3 14x3

Direct strategies (subtotal) 50 36 49 41 14 52
Performative 0 5 0 0 0 0
‘No' 1 21 0 12 0 31
Negative willingness/ability 49 10 43 29 14 21
Elaboration on the negative willingness 0 0 1 0 0 0

Indirect strategies (subtotal) 198 138 233 157 233 155
Statement of regret 72 36 75 60 75 38
Wish 0 2 10 8 0
Excuse, reason, explanation 89 79 87 71 87 79
Elaboration on the reason 11 5 21 2 21 14
Statement of alternative 1 1 0 2 0 2 0
Elaboration on the alternative 1 0 0 1 0 1 0
Statement of alternative 2 0 0 0 0 0 1
Set conditions 3 5 11 0 11 0
Elaboration on the set conditions 0 0 1 0 1 0
Promise of future acceptance 19 10 14 5 14 12
Statement of principle 0 0 1 0 1 0
Threat of negative consequences 0 0 1 0 1 0
Criticism on the request 0 0 2 0 2 0
Elaboration on the criticism 0 0 0 0 0 0
Request for help 1 0 1 0 1 0
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Letting interlocutor off the hook 0 0 1 0 1 0
Repetition of part of request 0 0 0 5 0 0
Postponement 0 0 0 2 0 0
Asking for permission to accept later 0 0 4 2 4 0
Promise of future compensation 1 0 0 0 0 0
Elaboration on future compensation 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asking a question 1 1 1 0 1 10
Statement of advice 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seeking approval 0 0 0 0 0 0
Postponing some other time 0 0 1 0 1 1
Elaboration on the postponing 0 0 1 0 1 0
Adjuncts to refusals (subtotal) 38 16 69 58 24 65
Expression of embarrassment 0 0 1 5 1 5
Expression of surprise 0 0 2 0
Statement of solidarity 7 0 21 2 7
Statement of address 7 0 16 0 16 7
Statement of positive opinion 14 2 31 21 5 10
Pause fillers 7 7 16 0
Gratitude 3 7 3 36
TOTAL 286 190 351 256 271 272

* n = total number of subjects in each group

** The number given under each refusal strategy means % of that one used by one
member of each group. That number is always less than 100. It is because each of
the refusal strategies used per capita is counted only once even though used more
than twice
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[TABLE 2—1]
Percentage of Key Refusal Strategies Used
When Refusing Invitations from Higher, Equal, and Lower Status Persons

Percentage of Key Refusal Strategies
(% of a given one out of the total refusal strategies
Refusal Strategies used by each group)
Higher Status Equal Status
NK NE NK NE NK NE

. ) 17 18 14 16 5 19
Direct strategies G0) | (36) | (49 | () | a4 | (52
Performatives - (0) 3G | -0 -0 |- | -0
‘No’ - (1) | 11(2D) - (0) 5(12) | - (0) | 11(31)
Negative willingness/ability 17(49) | 5(10) | 14(48) | 11(29) | 5(14) 8(21)
Indirect strategies 70 e 66 62 87 o7

(198) (138) (233) (157) (233) (155)
Statement of regret 25(72) | 19(36) | 21(75) | 23(60) | 28(75) | 14(38)
Wish -0 | 1@ | 2@ | 410) | 3@ | - (0
Excuse, reason, explanation 31(89) | 42(79) | 25(87) | 28(71) | 32(87) | 29(79)
Elaboration on the reason 41D | 3 (5) | 6(21) | 1(2) | 8(21) | 5(14)
Set conditions 13| 3G | 311 | -© | 40D | - (0)
Promise of future acceptance 7(19) | 5(10) | 4(14) | 2 (5) | 5(14) | 4(12)
Asking a question - -] -@ | -0 | -Q | 4Q0)
Adjuncts to refusals 13 8 20 22 8 2

(38) (16) (69) (58) (24) (65)
Statement of solidarity 2 () | - | 1@ | 8@ | 1@ | 3
Statement of address 2 (| -(0) | 5(16) | - | 616) | 3(7)
Statement of positive opinion 5(14) | 1 (2) | 931) | 8(21) | 2 (5) | 4(10)
Pause fillers 2 (M | 4| 516 | 1@ | - | -
Gratitude 13| 4@ | 13| 3@ | -(0)| 13(36)

100 100 100 100 100 100

TOTAL

(286) | (190) | (351) | (256) | (271) | (272)

* The number in the parenthesis is the same as that under a given refusal strategy in
TABLE 1

** The number on the left of the parenthesis means % of a given one out of the total

refusal strategies used by each group.
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IV. Conclusion

The findings from this study are summarized as follows: Korean
native speakers (NKs) were less direct in their refusals. Considering the
use of individual refusal strategies, they used fewer ‘No's. They
expressed ‘regretfulness over ‘thankfulness, especially in a refusal to
invitation. They also used more ‘pause fillers and ‘statement of
address’. In addition, with respect to three clusters of refusal strategies
- direct strategy, indirect strategy, and adjunct to refusal, Korean
native speakers used indirect strategy more frequently than English
native speakers. On the whole, Korean native speakers used more
refusal strategies than English native speakers. On the other hand,
English native speakers (NEs) were more direct in their refusals. The
other results for English native speakers were opposite to those for
Korean native speakers. In light of the reasons for refusals, NKs' arose
not only from personal matters but also from the society around
themselves, while NEs' chiefly arose from personal matters,

The limitations of this study are summarized into three: Firstly, the
focus of this study is on a speech act, refusal at the utterance level,
not at the discourse level. In this respect, this study has a limitation
because it doesn't intend to analyze the speech act of refusals in terms
of discourse sequences. This study was done by the DCT requiring
only one-time response. However, in reality, conversation occurs in such
a discourse situation, not in a single turn exchange. Secondly, the data

elicited from the DCT as a method for this study may yield different
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results from naturally occurring data. Thirdly, it is difficult to say that
the subjects sampled as native English speakers and native Korean
speakers respectively represent their own group. Actually, native Korean
speakers chiefly consist of 18 to 24 year-old college students and native
English speakers mainly middle-aged teachers at secondary schools and
professors at Soongsil university in Seoul. Therefore, the findings of this
study can not be generalized to Korean native speakers and English
native speakers as an entire group.

The pedagogical implications of this study for teaching pragmatics in
an EFL context were discussed as follows: Previous studies on
interlanguage pragmatics especially employing Korean EFL learners as
their subjects have mostly emphasized as their conclusion that Korean
EFL learners, if possible, should express their ideas appropriately, i.e. in
accordance with English-speaking countries’ sociocultural rules. The
reason is that so-called pragmatic errors by dint of lack of knowledge
about English-speaking countries’ sociocultural rules are likely to cause
breakdown in communication with native English speakers.

It is a sure thing that such an argument is a straight fact. However,
one of the recent studies on interlanguage pragmatics (Ahn, 2010)
suggested a new point of view about pragmatic errors. It sees them,
chiefly caused by pragmatic transfer, as inevitable phenomena, not to
depreciate them as Korean learners of English’s simple errors because of
their ignorance. Actually, it shows as a source of its argument that
even high-proficient Korean speakers of English can successfully realize
their refusals with their own formulas, that is, without exactly copying

target-like strategies for refusals.
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I, researcher of this study also agree with this point of view.
Language is the principal means whereby we conduct our social lives,
When it is used in contexts of communication, it is bound up with
culture in multiple and complex ways (Kramsch, 1998). Therefore, it
would be overemphasized to follow the sociocultural rules of the target
language alone, losing Korean learners’ national identity. Each national
identity, whether it is native Koreans' or native English speakers’,
should mutually be esteemed. Difference in the socioclutural rules between
Western and Oriental countries, especially difference in politeness
concept between them, was also discussed in Mao's (1994) and Yu's
(2002, 2003), which are strong evidence that it would be too much to
insist the sociocultural rules of the target language alone when studying
English.

Our world has literally become a global village and English has now
become a universal language for all the people who can speak it
fluently or not. English is no longer a native language exclusively for
Western countries including the U.S., the UK. etc. Therefore, for
Korean EFL learners to survive in an internationalized world, learning
English only with a focus on British and American sociocultural norm
would be insufficient. In addition, the ability to speak of Korean society
and culture in front of foreigners in English is also a must. Equipped
with Korean-related sociocultural knowledge, not to mention English-
related, Korean EFL learners could be a winner in a drastically competitive,
turbulent world. Therefore, a class for speaking of Korean society and
culture in English would be a good way to complement an English

class focusing on introduction of English-related sociocultural norm
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alone. Both having knowledge about Korean sociocultural norm as well
as English one and expressing this knowledge in English would enable
Korean EFL learners to be competent English speakers in an international
world who are free to express their own thoughts appropriately when
having to choose either to assimilate themselves into target language

culture or to insist their own national identity.
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APPENDIX I,

Discourse Completion Task Questionnaire
1. Sex: [ male [] female
2. Age: ( )

Please read the following 12 situations thoroughly. After each situation you will be
asked to write a response in the blank after “You refuse by saying:”.

Try to imagine yourself in the following situations, or in a similar experience that
you have had, then respond in the most natural way, as you would in a real situation.

1. You have been working at a part-time job for an extra spending money after school
at the university bookstore. The bookstore is open Monday through Friday from 9:00
am. until 7:00 pm. You work from 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.
It is Friday evening at 6:45 p.m. and your boss has just received a large amount of
books three weeks late. They need to be on display by Monday morning. You are
finishing an inventory when the boss approaches you and asks you to work extra
hours (until 9:00 p.m.) to get the display ready, but you refuse his/her request.

(1) You have been working hard for one year and enjoyed your boss's confidence.

Your boss sometimes invites you to a dinner party at his/her house and you are
familiar with his/her wife/husband and children. You refuse by saying:

(2) You have been working for one year. You get along with your boss but have
never had a personal talk with him/her. You refuse hy saying:

(3) You have been working at the university bookstore only for one week but you
have had one-year working experience at another bookstore. You know your
boss only by name. You refuse by saying:

2. You are taking a course in 20th-century American literature this semester. You
haven't missed this class once this semester and consider yourself a diligent student.
Among your classmates, you have a reputation for taking very good notes. The
professor has just announced that the midterm exam is next week. One of your
classmates who has frequently missed the class asks you for your notes. When the
class ends, he/she approaches you for your notes, but you refuse his/her request.

(1) Up to now, the classmate has been taking several classes with you and is also a
member of the same guitar club as you. Last summer vacation, you and he
together went to the beach and shared a pleasant memory. You refuse by saying:
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(2) The classmate has taken class a few times with you and is also a member of the
same guitar club as you. However, you are not familiar with him. You refuse by
saying:

(3) The classmate is taking class with you for the first time this semester. You know
him only by sight. You refuse by saying:

3. You are a senior member of Student Council. While planning an upcoming event,
you are approached by a freshman,
Freshman: “I'm responsible for making a flyer for an upcoming event. Would it be
possible to get your help?” You refuse his/her request.

(1) The freshman is a brother/sister of your boy/girlfriend. You have visited your
boy/girlfriend’s house several times and know him/her very well.
You refuse by saying:

(2) You have worked with the freshman once or twice to prepare for the previous
events. However, you haven't had an opportunity to have a personal talk with
him/her face to face. You refuse by saying:

(3) It is only one week since the freshman joined Student Council. You have never
met him/her before but he/she knows you by sight. You refuse by saying:

4. You have been working at a restaurant near your school as a part-time job. The
boss calls you into the office.
Boss: “I'm giving a little party this weekend for all the employees. Will you be able
to come?” You refuse his/her invitation.

(1) The boss is your father's/mother’s friend. Your father/mother and he/she went to
the same elementary school. They frequently meet at the class reunion. He/She
has visited your house several times and knows you very well. You refuse by
saying:

(2) You have been working there for about one year. Your boss seems kind to you but
indifferent to your personal life. You refuse by saying:

(3) It is only one week since you worked there. Your boss knows you only by name.
You refuse by saying:

5. You are walking across campus when you run into one of your classmates. He/She
invites you to his/her 21st birthday party at his/her house next Friday night at 8:00
p.m. He/She says, “Our mutual friends will be there, too.” You know that this
would be a good opportunity to see everyone you haven't met for a long time.
Unfortunately, you cannot make it. You have to refuse his/her invitation.
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(1) You and he/she know each other very well because he/she has lived in your
neighborhood since you were a child and now goes to the same church. Recently,
you have had a lot of cheerful time with him/her there. You refuse by saying:

(2) Up to now, you and he/she have been in the same class a few times but have

never studied for the exam together. You have never spent time talking seriously
with him/her. You refuse hy saying:

(3) You and he/she are in the same class for the first time this semester. You know
him/her only by sight but he/she wants to make friends with you. You refuse by
saying:

6. You are a senior living in the dormitory. The mid-term exam was over yesterday so
you have nothing particular to do today. This evening a freshman invites you to go
to the movies with him/her but you don't want to.

Freshman: “A group of us are going to see a movie tonight. Would you like to join
us?” You refuse his/her invitation.

(1) The freshman is a brother/sister of your girl/boyfriend. You have visited your
girl/boyfriend’s house several times so you know him/her very well. You refuse by
saying:

(2) The freshman is your roommate. He/She is cooperative enough to clean the room
without your help and never to bring his/her friends. You have a good feeling
towards him/her, but, if so, have never had a personal talk with him/her. You
refuse by saying:

(3) The freshman is living in the dormitory but not a roommate. You know him/her
only by sight. You refuse by saying:

Appendix III,
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