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Abstract 

     In the last two decades, many studies have been conducted to 

investigate speech act performance in general, and the speech act of 

refusal to suggestion in particular. This genus of research has 

focused on western languages (Beebe et al, 1990), (Chen, 1996), 

(Fe´lix-Brasdefer, 2006). However, more recently a number of 

studies have been carried out in eastern languages (Geyang, 2007), 

with only a few in Arabic language and its varieties (Nelson, 2002), 

(Al-Issa, 2003), (Al-Kahtani, 2005). This study is an attempt to 

investigate the strategies employed by Kurdish students in refusing 

offers and requesting. This study is also trying to answer two 

questions related as to whether the participations in question follow 

the same English strategies classified by Beebe and others (1990) or 

not, as well as the impact of the gender factor on these strategies. 

The corpus consists of responses to a Discourse Completion Test 

(DCT) that consisted of six different situations. The informants 

were 24 Kurdish native speakers (12 males and 12 females) 

studying at University of Duhok, Kurdish department 4th stage. 

The survey was written in Kurdish language to elicit responses that 

approximate verbal refusals to suggestion that might be given in 

these situations. The participants are required to provide written 

data to express their refusals to these situations. The data gathered 

have been descriptively analyzed according to the content, 

frequency and order of semantic formulas used by Beebe et al. 

(ibid). In order to arrive at statistical results, the percentage of the 

most frequently used strategies was counted. 

Key words: speech act of refusal, offer, request, semantic formula. 
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Introduction 

M 

isunderstanding between the speaker and the interlocutor may 

appear in the process of communication in lnterlanguage. Thomas 

(1983) argues that misunderstanding arises not only from language 

limitation (pragmatic failure) but also from inadequate utilization 

of social conventions and values in the target culture (socio-

pragmatic failure). Thus, we can say that being unfamiliar with 

cultural and social habits and conventions may lead to 

misunderstanding and failure in communication between the 

speaker and hearer.  Kurdish people share the view of importance 

of face introduced by Brown and Levinson (1987). This ties in with 

the idea of “losing face or being embarrassed or humiliated.” For 

example, a Kurdish speaker avoids uttering something which 

embarrasses the interlocutor in front of other people.  In this case, 

the word “Face” refers to the desire or want of the speaker and 

interlocutor, who will seek to avoid “face- threatening acts 

“(FTAs). FTAs are those which threaten face. Refusing acts 

constitute FTAs.  So the only way to avoid face threatening is to 

give an accounting.  This means to give reasonable politeness when 

refusing an offer, request, suggestion   etc.  By refusing implicitly 

or politely speakers fulfill their desire to maintain social relations 

and co-operation. Labov and Fanshel (1977 as cited in Campbell, 

1990: 364).     
     Refusal is a negative response to an offer, request, invitation and 

suggestions. Refusals are important because of their 

communicatively central place in everyday communication.  For 

example, in refusing invitations, offers and suggestions, gratitude 

was regularly expressed by American English speakers, but rarely 

by Egyptian Arabic speakers (Nelson, Al-Batal, and Echols, 1996). 

When Mandarin Chinese speakers wanted to refuse requests, they 

expressed positive opinion (e.g., „I would like to….‟) much less 

frequently than American English since Chinese informants were 

concerned that if they ever expressed positive opinions, they would 

be forced to comply (Liao and Bressnahan, 1996). 
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     It is often difficult to reject an offer. Rejecting request 

appropriately involves not only linguistic knowledge, but also 

pragmatic knowledge. In two different cultures, it is even too 

difficult to reject or refuse an offer or request, where one risk 

offending interlocutor. One may have a wide range of vocabulary 

and a sound knowledge of grammar, but misunderstanding may 

still arise if one doesn‟t apply pragmatic knowledge appropriately.  

 

The speech act of refusal  

    Yule (1998) states that refusal acts belong to what is called 

Expressive Speech Acts and they express what the speaker feels. 

These kind of speech acts express psychological states and can be 

statements of pleasure, pain, likes, dislikes, joy, or sorrow.  When 

the speaker uses such expressions, he tries to make words fit the 

world of feeling. According to Tank (2003), a variety of speech acts 

is employed by speakers in order to achieve the communication 

goals.  These acts include those of Searle (1969) broad seminal 

categories-commissives, directives, expressive, and representative-

as well as more specific acts such as apologies, requests, complaints, 

and refusals. Searle and Vander ken (1985, p.195) define the speech 

act of refusal as follows:” The negative counterparts to acceptance 

and consenting are rejections and refusal. Just as one can accept 

offers, applications, and invitations, so each of these can be refused 

or rejected”.  The word “no” is probably more important than the 

answer itself. But the question is that how and when to say the 

word “no” and what skills are needed to utter such word in 

different situations. The skill of refusing another‟s offer, request, 

or invitation without hurting her feeling is very important since the 

“inability to say „no‟ clearly has led many none native speaker to 

offend their interlocutors”. (Ramos, 1991, as cited in Alkahtani, 

2005).Ellis (1994) has suggested, “Speakers have to take account of 

their relationship with the addressee and the degree of imposition 

on the addressee in order to ensure that harmonious relations 

between the speakers are not endangered. This is consistent with 

Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989),who suggested that, 

directness tended to rise with increase in familiarity ,that is, it 
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appears more common in refusing familiar interlocutors  offers, 

such as made by friends or classmate. The more familiar the 

speaker and the interlocutor are the more direct in the refusal 

utterances.   

    According to Al-Shalawi (1997), an act of refusal may provide an 

illuminating source of information on the socio-cultural values of a 

speech community and as significant insight into the social norms 

that are embedded in cultures. Thus, the speech act of refusal 

would be an n excellent focus for the study of strategies of refusing 

used by Kurdish students. Yamagashira (2001, p.260) describes the 

speech act of refusal as a “sensitive pragmatic task “simply because 

interlocutor in performing refusals, use indirect strategies in order 

not to offend each other. Thus, the interlocutor may use different 

forms and contents in the situation they are involved in.  Beebe et 

al (1990) states that refusals are “sticking point” for non –native 

speakers and are complex in nature.  

 

Literature Review  

     The major study on refusals was carried out by Beebe et al. 

(1990) who investigated the pragmatic transfer in the realization of 

the speech act of refusal by Japanese learners of English. Data 

were collected using DCT which consists of three requests, three 

invitations, three offers, and three suggestions. Each situation type 

includes one refusal to a person of higher status, one to a person of 

equal status, and one to a person of lower status. Next, the data 

were analyzed based on the frequency and order of the semantic 

formulas performed in each situation. The content of semantic 

formulas was also analyzed. Findings from the study revealed that 

there was evidence of pragmatic transfer from L1 particularly in 

the case of the order, frequency and content of the semantic 

formulas obtained. 

    Nelson et al. (2002) investigated American and Egyptian 

perceptions of how they believe they would make refusals in 

particular situations in terms of strategy, level of directness and the 

effect on the two variables of social status and gender. Data were 

collected using a modified version of DCT developed by Beebe et al. 
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(1990). An interviewer read each situation aloud to the subjects and 

asked them to respond verbally on audiotape instead of asking the 

subjects to read the situation and to respond in writing. Thirty 

American, interviews resulted in 358 refusals and 25 Egyptian 

interviews resulted in 300 refusals. Generally, the results revealed 

that the most common strategies used by the Egyptian participants 

were similar to those used by the American participants. Reasons 

were the most common strategy used followed by negative 

willingness. 

     In the Jordanian context, a study was conducted by Al Issa 

(2003), in which he examined the realization patterns of refusal 

strategies by Jordanians and Americans. The main concern of this 

study was to investigate if there was evidence of pragmatic transfer 

from Arabic to English and the reasons causing this transfer. Data 

were collected using a written DCT followed by semi-structured 

interviews with the Jordanian EFL learners. These interviews were 

conducted in order to find out the motivating factors for pragmatic 

transfer from L1. The results showed evidence of pragmatic 

transfer in terms of frequency, type, number, and content of the 

semantic formulas used. Moreover, compared to the American use 

of refusals, the Jordanian participants tend to refuse in lengthy, 

elaborate ways and use less direct strategies, especially when the 

interlocutor was of a higher social status. However, Al-Issa‟s study 

only collected written data which did not resemble real-life 

communication. In addition, Al-Issa‟s study aims to locate evidence 

of pragmatic transfer from Arabic to English among native-

nonnative speakers while the present study aims to investigate the 

similarities and the differences of intercultural communication of 

the speech act of refusals in English among non-native speakers of 

English (i.e. Jordanian and Malay participants in Malaysia), but 

for whom English is used as a lingua franca in their daily 

interaction. 

 

 Refusal in Kurdish Culture:   

     In Kurdish culture, because of the sensitivity in relation to 

maintaining dignity, a person would practically never answer a 
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request with a blunt and frank “no”. A flat-out refusal would cause 

the person making the request to lose face. This seems to be the 

case even the request seems impossibly big .and there no way it 

could be granted. An appropriate answer is always one that takes 

the embracement off both the one requesting and the one requested 

, and puts the blame on an outside cause , such as  “there is not 

time” or “I am busy “ ,and may hands are not empty.  The indirect 

way in refusing avoids potentially embarrassing conflicts, and is 

clearly understood as “no”, nonetheless. For example, if a person 

wants to come to a meeting where he is not welcome, another 

person might tactfully have a third party invite the unwanted 

person somewhere else, instead of just stating a blunt “no”. It is 

considered shameful to say “no”. However, if the request is refused, 

it can be done in a way which avoids the implication of personal 

offensive. This can be seen in the way an invitation or offer is 

refused. For example, if one is especially invited to a wedding, and 

can‟t come to the celebration, he will make appropriate excuses 

and acknowledge the intention of the one inviting, and thus avoid 

the implication of a personal offensive. In the same way, if one is 

spontaneously invited over for tea, for example, if he is in 

neighborhood and happens to meet a friend, he might refuse by 

acknowledging the courteous intention of the one inviting or 

offering, while not accepting that actual offer. 

       In Dohuk society, this may be implied by the phrase,  ق١بٌٝ نس َٔ
“I accept “, which means “I accept your good invitation “, but I 

can‟t come  ِ  Of course, there are many instances when a .ب١لىَ ١٥ش ١ْغيَٝ

person is expected to refuse an offer. For an outsider, it may be 

particularly difficult to discern when one should refuse something 

that isn‟t offered, It can be helpful to differentiate between the 

givers sincere intention .and a normal polite show of generosity. 

For example, a visitor would never refuse food that was especially 

prepared on his behalf; to refuse it would be considered   غي١ز١َ "
"shameful.  
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A light-hearted way to accept someone‟s refusal , for example , 

when a guest won‟t accept  any more food , is to say  خَٝس ٚ ط١َْٖٛٝت ت١ د
 . “ your good and bad deeds are on your own shoulders“ضت٢َٜٛ ت١ داْي١ 

I other words, that person must take the final responsibility for 

refusing.   

    As in all cultures, Kurds can express certain real wishes with 

seemingly disparate verbal expression that can be misinterpreted if 

understood literally. For example, if one hasn‟t visited another 

person for some time, and then meets that person in any place, that 

person may say something like “I‟m angry with you! “  Why 

haven‟t you visited? This kind of verbal displacement   seems to be 

a polite convention to express a desire for continued friendship 

rather than personally directed anger. It is always important to 

differentiate between idiomatic and literal meaning of expression. 

In Kurdish culture, the value of preserving dignity and saving face 

is an extremely important one. Not understanding this value can 

lead to a cultural clash that typically comes when foreigners who, 

value directness and frankness, misinterpret the ways that Kurds 

preserve dignity as being dishonest. Bellow the classification of 

refusal strategies in Kurdish. 

 

Refusal Classifications in Kurdish 

I. Direct: 

Performative (e.g.,” ١٥ش ق١بٌٝ ْان١ّ   .”) 

Non-performative statement e.g.: 

NO    ”  .١ْ  

 Negative willingness ability (e.g. َِٝ١ْ ١٥ش ١ْغ.) 
II. Indirect 

Statement of regret (e.g., “ببٛز٠”) 

Wish (e.g. ّ١٥ش ح١ش دن١) 
Excuse/reason/explanation               (e.g., “ ”َٔ ط١ي١ى غٍٛ ١ٜ١ٖ ‟‟) 

Statement of alternative: 
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I can do X instead of Y                         ١٥ع دغَِٝ ظ٢ تػت٢ بهِ غيٝٓا
 ظ٢ 
Why don‟t you do X instead of Y         بٛض٢ ١٥ّ ظ٢ تػت٢ ْانٔ غٝٓا
 ٢َٜ د٣ 
Set condition for future or past acceptance (e.g.” ٥يهٙ ٥ي١ش د٣َ    
 (”ب١ز٣َ خٛ د١َ٠ ٥َُٝٝلا خٛ

Promise of future acceptance  

(e.g., “ّ١٥ش د٣َ ثاغ٢ ضَٝه١”) 

Statement of principle  

(e.g., “ّ١٥ش ظ٢ تػت٢ با٠ٚز ْان١.”) 

Statement of philosophy  

(e.g. ١َٝا به١٥ّ١ط١ز ١٥ش ٖازٜهازٜا ت١ به١ّ دظَٝٔ ٖازٜهازٜا ٖ  ) 

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor 

Threat/statement of negative consequences to the requester  

(e.g. ١٥ط١ز تٛ َٔ ١ْب٢ٓٝ تٛ د٣َ ث١غُٝإ ب٢.) 
.Criticize the request/requester, etc. 

 (e.g.” ١٥ز٣َ تٛ ْاض٢  ”) 

Let interlocutor off the hook  

(e.g., خ١َا ١ْخٛ باغِ ض ‟) 

Avoidance: 

Repetition of part of request, etc.  

(e.g. ثازا بد٠ ١َ?) 

Postponement (e.g., “ّدظَٝت ١٥ش ٖصز٠ن٢َ به١.”) 

 

III. Adjuncts to Refusals 

Statement of positive opinion/feeling or agreement ( َٔ با٠ٚزن١
 (دظَٝت......

Statement of empathy  

(e.g.” ضٛثاع باغ١   ….) 

Gratitude/appreciation  
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(e.g.” ضٛثاع ط١ي١ى ١ََٕٓٛ  . 

” 

 
Objective of the study  

  As mentioned above this study is limited to investigate Kurdish 

refusal strategies used by Kurdish students in Kurdish department, 

4th stage. The main objective is addressed in the following 

questions: 

What are the strategies used by Kurdish students in 

refusing offer and request? 

Are there any differences in the strategies used by female 

and male students? 

 

Methodology of the study : 

    The Discourse Completion Task (DCT) procedure was 

used to obtain the refusal data. It took the form of a written 

questionnaire consisting of incomplete responses.  The 

original DCT was written in English language (appendix 2) 

and it was translated into Kurdish language (appendix 3) in 

order to complete the study .The subjects of this study were 

20 students (10 male students and 10 female students). The 

range of ages of the subjects was 20-24.The DCT consisted 

of six different situations –three of which elicited refusal to 

offering and the other three to request. The situations were 

selected from everyday life that might happen in any time. 

The relationship between the speaker and the interlocutor 

was equal.  

 

Data Analysis  

    The refusal strategies gathered in this study were analyzed in 

line with the semantic formula used by Beebe et al (1990), Chen 

(19996) and others. Following Beebe et al classification (1990:72-

73), the data were analyzed according to the content, frequency 

and order of the semantic formula (see appendix 1). The content 

could be one of the strategies listed below. In order to account for 
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the frequency of formulas, the number of each strategy was 

calculated. Statistically, the percentage of every strategy was 

counted. In addition, the formulas have been classified as direct 

and indirect. Beebe et al.'s classification, also, includes adjuncts 

which are expressions that accompany refusals, but cannot be used 

by themselves to stand as refusals. The original classification of 

refusals is listed as follows (Beebe et al., 1990). 

 

Analysis and discussion  

The preferred strategies in refusing offering by males. 

     To begin with, the first situation in the DCT requires the 

respondent‟s refusal of an offer made by his/her friend, as 

previously mentioned. The second situation is requires the 

respondent to refuse an offer made by his friend to go to cinema. 

The third situation requires the respondent to refuse an offer to 

help his friend in carrying some bags. Respondents were asked to 

refuse these three offers. The results were 72 refusal strategies of 

three situations of offers. For refusal strategies used by males, 14 

different strategies were used in refusing the offers. The strategies 

were mixture of direct, indirect and adjuncts. It has been found 

that adjunct of gratitude or appreciation ))ضٛثاع ط١ي١ى ١ََٕٓٛ(   which 

is equivalent to the semantic formula )Gratitude 

+reason/explanation) was used 9 times (%25). That means it is the 

most preferred semantic formula by male in their refusals. The use 

of adjunct ( ى ١ََٕٓٛ)ضٛثاع ط١ي١ ) and providing reason (ْٛن١ ٜا ظ١خاز٣ َٔ) 
may be seen as evidence of a tendency among Kurdish students to 

mitigate their refusal utterances.   

        However, the second semantic formula (Gratitude+ Attempt to 

dissuade interlocutor,    َٝضيٛثاع ٥ي١ش دغي ّ ِ ٖي١يرس ) was used for 5 times 

(%13.888888). The third semantic formula used for 4 times 

(%11.11) was (Non-performative +Gratitude + attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor   ّ٥٘ ١٥ش ١ْغَِٝ، ضٛثاع، ١٥ش دغيَِٝ ٖي١يرسTwo semantic formulas 

were used for two times and they were (Non-performative + 

reason/explanation + Gratitude ٙ  ١٥and (Wishش ١ْغَِٝ، َٔ غٍٛ ١ٜ١ٖ ضيٛثاع 
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+ reason /explanation ٥ي١ش ح١شدني١ّ بي١لَى ىيٛد٣َ ٥ي١ش ٜي٢َ بًي١شّ          (%8.3). The 

other strategies were used for one time (%2.7).  A close look to the 

semantic formula used by male reveals that Kurdish students are 

very polite and careful in refusing the offers in order to avoid any 

misunderstanding. We can conclude that the most preferred 

strategies used by males students was (Adjuncts + indirect). The 

frequency and orders of semantic formulas are shown in table 3 

 

 

 

Table (3):  Frequency and Order of Semantic Formula of Males 

Refusal of Offers . 

 
                                                Order of formula   Percentage 

        %   

                  1                 2                    3 4  

Gratitude  Reason/Explanation    25 

Gratitude Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

  13.88 

Non-Performative Gratitude Attempt to 

dissuade 

interlocutor 

 11.11 

Non-Performative Gratitude   8.33 

Non-Performative Reason/Explanation  Reason/Explanat

ion  

 8.33 

Non-Performative Reason/Explanation  Gratitude  5.55 

  Wish     Reason/Explanation    5.55 

Reason/Explanation  Non-Performative   2.77 

Pause-filler  Reason/Explanation  Gratitude  2.77 

Non-Performative Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

  2.77 

Non-Performative Gratitude Non-

Performative 

Reason/ 

Explanation  

2.77 

Regret  Reason/Explanation    2.77 

Statement of Positive opinion  Reason/Explanation    2.77 

Gratitude    2.77 

Statement of Positive opinion  Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

  2.77 

 

 

 The preferred strategies in refusing offers by females.      

        It is clear that female students have used 14 different 

strategies in refusing the three offers mentioned above. Unlike male 
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students, the most preferred semantic formula was (Non-

Performative + gratitude + attempt to dissuade interlocutor ْي١خَٝس   
 and used for 7 times (19.4%). The secondضيٛثاع بيٛ تي١، ٥ي١ش دغيَِٝ زاني١ّ       

semantic formula (Non-Performative+ gratitude + reason 

/explanation, ْي١خَٝس ضيٛثاع ٥ي١ش دغيَِٝ زاني١ّ        and (Gratitude + attempt to 

dissuade interlocutor        ٔ ضيٛثاع ٥ي١ش دغيَِٝ زاني١ّ ْي١ دطيساْ ) were used for 5 

times (13.88%). Semantic formula (Non-Performative + Reason/ 

Explanation١ْخَٝس، َٔ ْٛن١ ٜا ظ١خاز٣) was used for 4 times (11.11%). Five 

different strategies were used for 2 times (5.55%) and used for one 

time (2.77%). It is oblivious that female students tended to be more 

polite in their refusals by using word  )ْي١خَٝس) which is more polite 

than word (No) in English followed by gratitude and attempting to 

dissuade the interlocutors while they refusing the offers. However, 

we can conclude that female students preferred (direct + Adjuncts 

+ Indirect) strategies in their refusal.  What have been said is 

shown in table (4). 

 

 

Table (4): Frequency and Order of Semantic Formula of Females 

Refusal of Offers  
                                                Order of formula  Perce

nt 

   %   

                  1                 2                    3  

Non-Performative Gratitude Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

19.44

4 

Non-Performative Gratitude  Reason/explanation 13.88

8 

Gratitude  Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

 13.88

8 

Non-Performative Reason/explanation  11.11 

Non-Performative Regret  Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

5.55 

Gratitude Reason/Explanation   5.55 

  Regret      Reason/Explanation  Non-Performative 5.55 

Excuse  Non-Performative  5.55 

Wish  Non-Performative Reason/explanation 5.55 

Gratitude  Non-Performative  2.77 

Non-Performative Gratitude  2.77 

Regret  Non-Performative  2.77 
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Wish Non-Performative Reason /explanation 2.77 

Regret  Non-Performative Reason /explanation 2.77 

Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

Regret   2.77 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The preferred strategies in refusing requests by males. 

          Table 3 reports the content, order, and percentage of 

frequency distributions of refusing requests by male students. The 

data revealed that semantic formula (regret+ reason/explanation, 
 was used for 15 times (19.4 %).This led us toببييٛز٠ َيئ غييٍٛ ١ٖٜيي١( 

conclude that this formula is the most preferred formula. The 

second semantic formula in order was (Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor+ Reason/explanation د٠ٜها خٛ  خٛد٣َ  بسا َٔ َٜٝٔ ١ٖٜٔ ب١لىَ ١٥ش د٣َ 
 and used for 5 times (13.88888%). Two semantic(ب١َيي١ دختييٛز٣ 

formulas were used for 3 times (8.3333%).The other semantic 

formulas were used for 2 times (5.55%) and used for one time 

(2.777%). However, we can conclude that female students 

preferred (indirect) strategy in their refusal. What have been said 

is shown in table (5). 

Appendix (5): Frequency and Order of Semantic Formula of males 

Refusal of requests  
                                                Order of formula   Percent 

  %   

                  1                 2                    3  

Regret  Reason/explanation   41.66 

Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

Reason/explanation -  

 

13.88 

Regret 

 

Non Performative Reason/explanation 

 

8.33 

Regret  Reason/explanation Non-Performative 8.33 

Reason/explanation Regret   5.55 

Non-Performative Reason/Explanation   5.55 

Non-Performative Attempt to dissuade Reason/explanation 2.77 
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interlocutor 

Regret Statement of alternative  2.77 

Reason/explanation 

 

Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

 2.77 

Non-Performative   2.77 

Wish Reason /explanation  2.77 

Wish Regret Reason /explanation 2.77 

 

 

The preferred strategies in refusing requests by females. 

    The data revealed that female students were used 18 different 
semantic formulas. There were three favored semantic formulas and used 

for 6 times (16.666%). These formulas were (Regret+ Reason/explanation 
 Statement of positive opinion +Reason/explanation)ببٛز٠ ٥ي١ش ثَٝيدظ٢ ٚإ ثازاَي١    
 +and (Attempt to dissuade interlocutor ,(با٠ٚزني١ هيي٘ ْٝٓي١ ضييٝاز٠ ٜيا تيير٣ ٜي١،(     

Reason/Explanation       ٥ي١ش بيا٠ٚز ْاني١ّ هٗي٢َ تي١ بهي١). Three semantic formulas 

were used for two times (5.555%). The other semantic formulas were 

used for one time (2.777).  Table (6) explains what have been said.  

 

Table (6): Frequency and Order of Semantic Formula of females Refusal of 
requests. 
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Conclusion 

    The study has revealed that male students have used (adjuncts 

+indirect) refusal strategies in refusing offers. The RS selections 

provided evidence of an approach to minimize the threat to the 

interlocutor face. The use of semantic formula (gratitude) followed 

by (excuse /explanation) by male participants, is indicates to their 

carefulness in expressing refusals. 

    Female respondents to offers, on the other side, have produced 

different strategies with different frequencies and orders. The most 

preferred strategy used was (Direct +adjuncts) in their refusing of 

offers. However, the most preferred semantic formula was (non-

performative+ Gratitude+ attempt to dissuade the interlocutor, 

                                                Order of formula  Percent  

        %   

                  1                 2                    3  

Regret  Reason/explanation             116.66 

Statement of positive opinion  Reason/explanation   

 

          116.66 

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor Reason/Explanation             116.66 

Reason/explanation Regret  5.55 

Regret Non-Performative Reason/Explanatio

n  

5.55 

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor Reason/Explanation  Regret  5.55 

Mitigated negative willingness  Regret   2.77 

Wish Non-Performative Reason/Explanatio

n  

  2.77 

Exclamation  

 

Non-Performative Reason/Explanatio

n  

  2.77 

Regret Non-Performative    2.77 

Non-Performative Regret  Reason 

/explanation 

  2.77 

Non-Performative Reason /explanation    2.77 

Regret  Reason /explanation Statement of 

positive felling  

  2.77 

Attempt to dissuade interlocutor Regret      2.77 

Regret Attempt to dissuade 

interlocutor 

   2.77 

Regret Statement of positive 

felling  

Reason 

/explanation 

  2.77 

Pause filler  Wish  Reason/explanation    2.77 

Statement of positive felling  Reason/explanation     2.77 
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       ّ َِٝ زاني١ َٝس، ضيٛثاع بيٛ تي١ ٥ي١ش دغي  It is worth mentioning that female.(.(ْي١خ

have used the word   ْيي٘ خييwhich is more polite than (no). The 

variety of strategies used by female and male students, it seems, 

provide an opportunity for minimization of face risks, which in 

turn, can be used to preserve social harmony among friends and to 

increase solidarity between the speaker and interlocutor.  

Regarding the effect of gender on using refusal strategies, it is 

concluded that male and female have the same number of 

strategies, but the later have more order than the first one.   

    In refusing requests, male students have used 12 different 

strategies with different semantic formulas and different orders. It 

is clear that the most preferred strategy is (indirect).However, the 

semantic formula (regret+ Reason/ explanation), is the most 

preferred one by male students and it has been used to keep away 

from offending the interlocutors as well as to rationalize their act of 

refusing.  

Female students, on the other hand, have used 18 different 

strategies with different content. There were three preferred 

semantic formulas, the first one is the same one used by male 

students (indirect). The second one was (indirect + Adjuncts) and 

the third one was (indirect+ indirect).   

Results of this study seem to reinforce the notion stated by Brown 

and Levinson (1987) that people cooperate in maintaining face in 

interactions. Refusals are intrinsically face-threatening, and in 

natural conversation often involve a long negotiated sequence 

.Thus, male and female Kurdish students, have employed different 

strategies with different semantic formulas in refusing offers and 

requests. 
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Appendix   1 

                                            Refusal classifications 

I. Direct: 

Performative (e.g.,”I refuse.”) 

Non-performative statement e.g.: 

”No. 

Negative willingness ability (e.g. I can't. ”I won‟t be able to 

give them to you.”) 

II. Indirect 

Statement of regret (e.g., “I‟m so sorry.”) 

Wish (e.g. I wish I can do it for you) 

Excuse/reason/explanation (e.g., “I have other plans.” I‟m 

going to be studying until late tonight.”) 

Statement of alternative: 

I can do X instead of Y 

Why don‟t you do X instead of Y 

E. Set condition for future or past acceptance (e.g.”Oh if I‟d 

checked my e-mail earlier, I wouldn‟t have made other plans”) 

F. Promise of future acceptance (e.g., “I will do it next time”;” let‟s 

make it another day”) 

G. Statement of principle (e.g., “I don‟t believe in fad dieting.”) 

H. Statement of philosophy (e.g. Help one, help all) 

I. Attempt to dissuade interlocutor 

Threat/statement of negative consequences to the requester 

(e.g. If you don‟t see me then, you will miss out.) 

.Criticize the request/requester, etc. (e.g.”Who do you think 

you are?”) 

Let interlocutor off the hook (e.g., that‟s okay; don‟t worry 

about it.‟) 

J. Avoidance: 

Repetition of part of request, etc. (e.g. Borrow money?) 

http://www.kjunshin.ac.jp/juntan/libhome/bulletin/No%2031/%20Yamagashira.pdf
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Postponement (e.g., “I need to think about it.”) 

 

III. Adjuncts to Refusals 

Statement of positive opinion/feeling or agreement (I‟d love 

to) 

Statement of empathy (e.g.”While I appreciate….) 

Gratitude/appreciation (e.g.”Thanks.”) 

 

 

 

Appendix 2 

Discourse Completion Task 

This task is designed to investigate how students   of Kurdish 

language department refuse offers and requests in given situations. 

Imagine that you are speaking with your friend in actual 

conversation. `The friend' here means a person whom you know 

well and who has the same gender. 

I. Please circle or answer: 

 

Age: 

Gender:            a: male                      b. Female 

 

II. You are going to be given 6 different situations. Please refuse 

your friend's offer or request after the word `you'. 

 

1. You visit your friend's home. It is unannounced visit. He/she 

invites you in and offers you something to drink. You have just had 

a drink at the refectory. 

Your friend: Would you like to have a drink? 

You:Your friend: OK. 

 

2. Your friend has a free ticket to the movies but he/she is unable to 

at-tend. He/she offers to give the ticket to you. At the moment you 

do not have time because you have a lot of assignments to do. 

Your friend: I have a free ticket to the movies. Would you like to 

go? 
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 You:Your friend: well, I will give it to someone else then. 

 

3. You are shopping at the supermarket and your friend notices 

you are struggling with several bags of shopping. Your friend 

offers to assist you to carry the bags. You can handle them. 

Your friend: Let me help you to carry the bags. 

You:Your friend: OK. 

 

4. Your friend who is staying at the university accommodation has 

to pay the rent within a week but he/she does not have enough 

money. He/she wants to borrow $50 from you. You need the money 

for your own expenses. 

Your friend: I am broke and have to pay the rent in a week. Can 

you lend me $50? 

You:Your friend: Well, all right. 

 

5. You drive a car. You come to your class farewell party at the 

university. One of your friends asks you to drive him/her home. 

Your car is full of other friends and there is insufficient space. 

Your friend: Can you give me a ride home? 

You:Your friend: OK. I will ask someone else. 

 

6. Your friend has to return three books to the library which is due 

at 6 PM. today otherwise he/she will be fined. He cannot make it 

because he/she has to see his/her supervisor. He/she asks you to 

return them for him/her. You have to take your mother to see a 

doctor. 

Your friend: I have got three books to return to the library, I 

cannot do so because I have an appointment with my supervisor. 

Can you please return them for me? 

You: Your friend: Well!! 

 

Thank you for your participation 

 

Appendix 3 

 DCT in Kurdish language. 
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١٥ ف زابسض١ٓٝ ٖات١ٝ ضٝهسٕ بٛ دٜازنسْا ٚإ ن١ضين ب شَا٢ْ نيٛزد٣ ٥ياخ ٔ ٚدْي١ زاشٜٓي١     -  
داخٛاشنس٢ْ ٚ بٝػهٝػهس٢ْ دٖٓدى حاي١ تاْدا به١ ٕ، ٣ٚ ٖصز٣ به١ نٛ تي٢ٜٛ دٜايٛني١   
نا زاضت١ ق١ٓٝ دا دن١ ١ٖ ظالى خٛ ٚ ١ٖٛ٥ ظاٍ ن١ ض١ ن١تٛباش دْٝاض٢ نض بٝت ًٜٔ نيٛز  

 بٝت .
ٝدازّ ب١ زض ا ظإ بطٝازإ بد٣           ز٠ ط١ ش:                                        ت١ ٖٝ             

 :ٕ١َ 
د٣ غ١ش حاي١ تين هٛز٠ ٚ هٛز بٛت١ ١ٖٓٝ دإ، ٖٝٝ ١ٝ داخٛاش٣ ٚبٝػهٝػيسْين ٖي١ظالى خيٛز٠     -

 به١ ٜػت٢ ب٘ ٜ ا.)تٛ( 
 

 ، دشاْٝييت ێْييدٙ چ  ێٚ  اٍڤ ٖٚيي٘ یٙ کد خييٛ الاڤ ٖيي٘ داْييا زٙ ضيي٘ ێتييٛ ٟ
٘  زابٝيت  دئ  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘ ٛ  ٚک  ٙ کداخيٛاش   تي ٘  تي ٙ  ێک تػيت ٛ ٙ ڤ ڤ ييد  یخي
 .یخٛازٙ ڤ ێٟ ک تػت٘  ت٘ یچب تٛ یز ب٘ ێٍ ب٘
 ؟یخٛٙ ڤ یک تػت٘ یٙ کشد ح٘ تٛ:  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘

 تٛ : 
  بلا  باغ٘:   ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘        

ٟ  ضٝٓ٘ ٕێ کێ  دٚٚ  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘ ٘  ٜيين  ێَيا ٔ  ٖي ٘  ٜي ٘ تي  ێٍ بي  ێی ش ٛ ْي
 ٙ کْٛ ێٍ ب٘  ت٘  ت٘ دٙ تاکێ  زدٚٚ ٖ٘ ێد  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖٚ٘ ٥٘ ، یچب ٍٙ گد
٘  ، یٌٜژّ ێ  ى ي٘ٙ گ تٛ ٘ ٙ گ  تي ٘  ى يي ٘  ٕێکز ٥ي ٔ  ٖي ٘ ڤدێپ ٜي ٛ   ٜٝي  ب تي

 .یبين دَٚاٖٝو
٘  ٕێٟ ێی َيا  ضٝٓ٘ ٕێ ێکێ  دٚٚ َٔ  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘         ٔ  ٖي ٛ  ٜي ٘  تي  یٙ کشد حي

  ێَاٟ ضٝٓ٘  ٜٝ٘چب
            : تٛ           

 .دٜتر ێک ض٘ٙ ک  َ٘ دٙ ێد :    ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘       
 تٛ ٚک یدٜت تٛ  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘ ٚ یزک د لاٙ پ ٚ ٍٙ ک ى ٖٓدٙ یيباشاز ێتٛ ٟ

 ێازٟکٖييييازٟ داخييييٛاشا  تيييي٘ ێاٍڤ ٖيييي٘ یٙ کزاد تػييييتا ى ييييي٘ٙ گ ێٟ
ٛ .  تػتإ ک ٖٓدٙ زتٓاگٍ ٖ٘ بٛ  ٙ کد  ت٘ یشێکشێپ ٘  ێی دش تي  یّ ٖي

 .یٙ کزا تػتا
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 .ّٙ کزا  ٖازٜت٘ تػتا ک ٖٓدٙ ش ٥٘  ي٘ێب٘ :  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘     
 تٛ:     

   ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘  

 قٛتابٝييإ ێیی  یهييٟٛڤْييا ٕێکشپ ٍ یْيي ک٥ييا ێٚ ٥يي٘  تيي٘ ێاٍڤ ٖيي٘
 زاێ  یٚ ٕێازپ ێٍ ب٘   بدٙ خٛ زٜاک فتٝاْدا ح٘ دٚٚ ێّ دٙ د  ٜٝ٘ڤدێپ
 یٚ ڤیی دێپ یژ ٚتييٛ ێٟ بييدٙ دٚلازا یْيي ێپ تييٛ  ٙ کشد حيي٘ ٚ ٕٙ کْييا
 ؟ێٟ دٙ ازاپ ێد تٛ ێز ٥٘ ی ازٙپ

ٔ  ٚ  َ٘ ازٙپ ێب ێٟ ش ٥٘  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘ - ٘  ٜيا  دٚلازإ یْي  ێپ ب ڤ دێپ َي  ی ٖي
  ؟ َٔ  ٜ٘ بدٙ ز ق٘ ب دٚلازإ            یْ ێپ ێ دش تٛ ّ بدٙ خٛ زٜاک ٚکتا
 تٛ:       

 بلا  ْٝٓ٘  غ٘ێک:  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘    
 خاتس اکٙ گ٥أٖ د ێزٕکدازٟکشپَا  زَ٘ َ٘ ب یٚژٖا د خٛ لاێتسَٚب ێتٛ ٟ

٘ ڤ ٖ٘ ٜا داێخٛاضتن ٘  ێک ايي ٘  ، ێٍٚپ ێٟ   تي ٘ ڤ ٖي ٘  ێک ايي  ژ داخيٛاش   تي
٘  ژ  ٜ٘ژ  ٜا  ت٘ لاێتسَٚب ٚ َاٍ  ٖٝٓٝ٘ٙ گب یٚ تٛ زک ت٘ ٘  چ ٚ الإڤ ٖي  ٕێهي
 .ْٝٓٔ الاڤ

 َاٍ؟  ٖٝٓٝ٘ٙ گب َٔ ێ دش تٛ  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘ -      
 تٛ:     

 .ّٙ ک ید ێکێئژ ێداخٛاش ێش د ٥٘  : باغ٘  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘     
 ێش غييي٘ زێّژّ دٙ یز بييي٘ اکزتيييٛٙ پ ێع  تييي٘ ێاٍڤ ٖييي٘  ٜٝييي٘ڤدێپ
٘ ڤبص یازێڤئ ٛ ٙ پ  زٜٓتي ٕ کزتي ٘  ێخيا ٕ گ ێی ضيصا  ێد زٙ گ ٥ي     دٙ ێٜسٚبيٛ

 ێٟ إڤژ یٚ یکٕٚچ زٜٓٝتڤبص إکزتٛٙ پ ٚإ  ێش  ْ٘  ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖٚ٘
ٛ   ٙ ک  ت٘ ژ ێداخٛاش ێد  ت٘ چ یاٍڤ ٖ٘ ، ی ٖ٘ یزغتٙ پز ض٘ ٍٙ گد  ژ تي
٘  تٛ ٚ یزٜٔڤبص إکزتٛٙ پ ٙ ڤغٟٛێپ ٛ  اکٟ دٙ ێد یکٕٚچ ێی ش ْي  خي
 .یدازژْٛ داْا زٙ ض٘  ٜ٘ ب٘

٘  ٕێٟ کزتٛٙ پ ێع َٔ:   ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘- ٔ  ٖي ٘ ڤ ێپ ٜي ٘   ٜٝي ٛ  ش ٥ي ٛ ٙ پ بي ٕ کزتي  ێخيا
٘  ٍٙ گد ێٟ إڤژ َٔ ٚک ز ب٘ژ ّێش ْ٘ ش ٥٘ ێٍ ب٘ زِٜٓڤبص ٘  یزغيت ٙ پز ضي ٛ  ی ٖي  تي

 ؟ی إ غٜٛٓا َٔ بب٘کزتٛٙ پٚإ  ێ دش
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 تٛ :     
 بلا   باغ٘:   ت٘ ێاٍڤ ٖ٘    
 
 
 

 

 

 المًخط
في ايعكدٜٔ الماضٝين اهسٜت ايعدٜد َٔ ايدزاضا  حٍٛ اضتراتٝجٝا  ايسفض. إ اٍٚ ايدزاضا  المتعًكي١       

 ّ اخيسٕٚ  . ٚقيا Beebe et al 1990باضتراتٝجٝا   ايسفض في ايًغ١ الاْهًٝصٜي١ قيد اهسٜيت َئ قبيٌ      
بدزاض١ ٖرٙ الاضتراتٝجٝا  ) 2oo2 Nelson ٚ2002Alissa_Al ٚAl_Khatanni,2005َثاٍ)ا

إ ٖرٙ ايدزاض٘ ٖٞ محاٚي١ يدزاض١ اضترايجٝا  ايسفض المطتخد١َ في ايًغ١ ايعسب١ٝ ٚيهٔ ع٢ً ْرام ضٝل. 
ذا المػيازنين  َٔ قبٌ ايرًب١ ايهسد في زفض ايعسض ٚايرًب. نريو تٗيدف ايدزاضي١ الى َعسفي١ فُٝيا ا    

اٚ ٜتبعٕٛ اهسا٤ا  مختًف١ ٚ ٌٖ ٖٓاى  Beebe et al 1990ٜتبعٕٛ ْفظ الاضتراتٝجٝا  ايتي اقترحٗا 
تأث  يًجٓظ ع٢ً ٖرٙ الاضترايجٝا  . تهْٛت ع١ٓٝ ايبحث َٔ اضتجابا  ايرًب١ لاختبياز تهًُي١ الخرياب    

DCT ًب ٚنإ عددالمػازنين في ايبحث ايرٟ تهٕٛ َٔ ضت حالا  مختًف١ ثلاث حالا  عسضٛ ثلاث حالا  ط
اْث٢( في قطِ ايًغ١ ايهسد١ٜ  المسح١ً ايسابع١ في ضهٍٛ ايترب١ٝ الاضاضي١ٝ   22ذنس ٚ  22طايبا ) 22

،هاَع١ دٖٛى .ٚقدتم نتاب١ الحالا  ايطت١ بايًغ١ ايهسدٜي١ يٝهيٕٛ ايرًبي١ َيدزنين يًحيالا  بػيهٌ       
يًغ١ ايهسد١ٜ ٚطًب َِٓٗ زفض الحالا  ايطت٘ نتاب١  ٜتٓاضب َع نِْٛٗ ٜتحدثٕٛ ْفظ ايًغ١ الاّ الا ٖٚٞ ا

بايًغ١ ايهسد١ٜ.ٚاخ ا تم َعالج١ المعرٝا  برسٜك١ ايتحًٌٝ ايٛصفٞ طبكا يًُحت٣ٛ ٚاييتردد  ٚ تستٝيب   
ٚيغسض ايٛصٍٛ اٍ ايٓتا٥  الاحضا١ٝ٥ تم حطاب Beebe et al 1990 ايضٝغ ايدلاي١ٝ المطتخد١َ َٔ قبٌ 

 ٝا . ايٓطب الم١ٜٛ٦ يلاضتراتٝج


