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A.B. JluTBHHOBA

Poccuiickai YHHBEPCHTET APYKOBI HAPOIOB

PA3JIMYHSA B PEAJIM3ALIMA PEYEBOT'O AKTA OTKA3 B
AMEPUKAHCKOH H PYCCKOH KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX
KYJIbTYPAX

Jannoe uccnedosanue noceaweno pewegomy axkmy Omrasz 8
AMEPUKAHCKOL U PYCCKOU KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX KVIbMYPaXx.

Leav nHacmosweti pabomvl nposecmu CONOCMABUMENbHBIL AHANU3
peanusayuu pevesozo akma Omkaz 6 pyccKou U amepuKaHckou
JIUH2BOKYILIYPAX U OOBACHUMb BbIABIEHHBIE PAIIUYUA C MOYKU 3PEHUS
ocobennocmeti Kyibmypbl.
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B ceasu manowucrenHocmbio  CPAGHUMENbHBIX — UCCAEO06AHUL
peyesblix aKmoe 6 aMEPUKAHCKOU U PYCCKOU KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX
Kylbmypax, énepévie Obll npogeden conocmasumenvuvli anaius PA
Omkaz 6 nuneeokynemypax CIIA u Poccuu 6 caedyiowux
KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX CUMYAYUAX: OMKA3 HA NPEONONCEHUE O NOMOWU,
Ha npocbby 0 nomowju, Ha npuziauierue, u 6bUT NPoGeOeH UX AHANU3
yepez  NMpusMy  KVILMYPHbIX U IMHOKYIbMYPHLIX — cmunel
KoMmmyHurayuu. B pabome bviau ucnonv3o08anvl memoosvt HAOMIO0EHUA,
8 mom yucne BKIIOYEHHO20, cbopa Mmamepuana,
JIUH2E60KYIbIMOPON02UYECKO20, NPAZMAMUYECKO20, CONOCMABUMENbHO20
KOMUYeCmeeHHo20 U OUCKYpcuenozo ananusos. [lanuvie ona nawerl
pabomsl Ovlau cobparsl nymem ankemupoeanus: vl onpowenst 50
ungpopmanmos & CIIA u 50 ungpopmanmos 8 Poccuu, mem cambim
beL10 nonyueno 100 anxkem onsa usyvenus unu 1400 KOMMYHUKAMUBHBIX
BbIPANCEHUL OMKA3a.

Ilonyuennvie 8 x00e OaHHO20 UCCIe0O8AHUA pe3YIbMamsl 0aiom
HOGble OatHble, NOOMEEPIHCOAIOUUE YIICe CYWECMEYIOWVI0 Meopuio o
BAUAHUYU KYTLMYPbL HA ALK U KOMMYHUKAMUBHOE no8edeHuUe.

Knioueevie cnoea: peuesoi axm Omxa3, Poccusa, Amepuxa,
JUHSBOKYIbMYPA, KOMMYHUKAMUEHAA CUMYAYUA, CONOCMABUMENbHbIl
aHaIu3, OUCKYPCUBHbIIL AHANU3
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RUDN University

DIFFERENCES IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
REFUSAL SPEECH ACT IN AMERICAN AND RUSSIAN
COMMUNICATIVE CULTURES

This article provides the study of the speech act of refusal in
American English and Russian and investigates their refusal strategies
from the perspective of cross-cultural communication. The study aims
to find similarities and differences between the ways of refusing
requests, offers and invitations in different social contexts in these
languages. Due to the lack of comparative studies of speech acts in
American and Russian communicative cultures, for the first time a
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comparative analysis of speech act Refusal was conducted through the
prism of cultural and ethnocultural communication styles. We
employed multiple methods including the methods of observation,
linguoculturological, pragmatic, comparative and discursive analyzes.
The data for our work were collected through questionnaires: 50
informants in the United States and 50 informants in Russia were
surveyed, thereby we have obtained 100 questionnaires or 1400
communicative expressions of refusal.

The obtained results give new findings to Intercultural Pragmatics,
Sociolinguistics and Contrastive Linguistics. They confirm the
interconnectedness of culture, language and communication and
highlight the perspective of interdisciplinary studies of language use.
The knowledge of communicative differences in refusal is necessary for
the acquisition and development of pragmatic competence of L2
English learners and successful intercultural communication.

Key words: speech act Refusal, Russia, America, linguoculture,
communicative situation, comparative analysis, discourse analysis.

Introduction

In our age the success of cross-cultural communication mostly
hinges on the knowledge, or better yet understanding the culture of
another person, rather than the knowledge of phonetics, grammar and
syntax (even though the lack of this basic knowledge renders
communication impossible). Every language community has its own
definitive communication culture rules dependent on traditions, norms
and the notion of politeness.

The influence of culture on communication and speech acts,
including on the speech act of refusal in various communicative
situations and discourses is quite important.

The topicality of this paper is determined by the importance of
understanding differences in the implementation of the speech act of
refusal in cross-cultural communication. For example, in the Anglo-
American culture, the standard scheme of refusal would look as
follows:

I say: No

I do not want you to feel something bad because of this

I will say something more about it because of this;

In Israeli culture:
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Isay: No

I think I do not have to say anything more about it (Larina, 2010).

The purpose of this study is to conduct a comparative analysis of the
implementation of the speech act of refusal in the American and
Russian linguocultures and to explain the differences found from the
perspective of cultural singularities.

To realize this purpose we have developed the following goals:

e Define the notion of the speech act of refusal and identify its
core characteristics

e Conduct a questionnaire survey among Americans and
Russians

e Conduct a quantitative and qualitative comparative analysis of
the questionnaire results

e Identify similarities and differences of the two cultures

e Explain the differences found.

The object of research is the speech act of refusal.

The subject of research includes communicative strategies and
language means of their implementation.

The research material is comprised of speech statements with the
expression of refusal (in such communicative situations as: refusal to an
offer to help, to a request for help, to an invitation), received by
questioning 50 Americans and 50 Russians.

The theoretical background of our research were the works of
Russian and foreign scholars in such fields as cultural linguistics and
intercultural pragmatics (Larina T.V., Vezhbitskaya A., Visson L.),
sociology and anthropology (Hall E., Hofstede G. Parsons T. Brown P.,
Levinson S.), discourse analysis (Karasik V.I., Herman N.F.).

The practical significance is in that the results obtained may be used
in lecture courses on linguopragmatics and intercultural
communication, as well as have practical application in classes on
English and Russian as a foreign language.

Cross-cultural pragmatics is currently a relevant area of linguistic
research, as it aims to study the communicative function of language in
various contexts. As A. A. Leontyev noted, “in order for language to
serve as a means of communication, there must be a single or similar
understanding of reality behind it” (Leontyev, 2003, p. 272).

As of today, quite a few different typologies of cultural dimensions
have been developed: the criteria for measuring business cultures by F.
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Trompenaars and C. Hampden-Turner, the theory of cultural literacy by
E. Hirsch, etc. However, we conducted our research through the lens of
G. Hofstede's typology (Hofstede, 1984, p. 1991).

Hofstede's theory is the basis for cross-cultural psychology,
international management, and most importantly, cross-cultural
communication, since he was able to choose the most successful set of
universals to classify completely different cultures. Hofstede's theory
describes the influence of culture on life, values, worldview and on the
communicative behavior of an individual. He identifies six main
criteria by which he classifies cultures: power distance, individualism
and collectivism, masculinity and femininity, high and low levels of
uncertainty avoidance, strategic thinking and assumption (or
indulgence).

Let us study those criteria in more detail:

1. Power distance index — the degree of perception of power by
subordinate individuals. This criterion shows to what extent a society
deprived of power can accept an unequal distribution of power and
authority in a social organization, city, country (in our case). Countries
with a pronounced distance from power (Russia, Arab countries, China,
the Philippines, Mexico, Iraq, Indonesia, Thailand) are characterized by
admiration for power, fear of expressing their opinion or taking
initiative, the presence of certain rituals that emphasize the observance
of hierarchy (for example, to get up when the boss enters the room), the
presence of certain linguistic forms that emphasize social inequality
(the form Bsl or Name + patronymic, in Russian). Countries with a low
index of distance from power (USA, Austria, New Zealand, Israel,
Denmark) are characterized by equality, the ability to show initiative,
the ability to question authority, etc.

2. Individualism vs. Collectivism — is expressed as the opposite of
collectivism. In an individualistic culture (USA), a person puts his “I”
autonomously from everything, knows his rights to personal privacy,
does not feel the need to act together with someone. Collectivism, on
the contrary, is a culture characteristic of Russia, when there is an
awareness of oneself, not as an individual, but as part of a team, an
orientation towards the situation, and the action usually takes place
jointly with someone, integrative.

3. Masculinity vs. Femininity — determines the degree of focus on
results. Countries with a high index (USA, Italy, Japan) are classified as
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masculine; the citizens of this country are characterized by ambition,
dedication, persistence, initiative. Countries of the female type
(Norway, Denmark) are focused on honoring cultural and family
values, improving living standards. As for Russia in this criterion, even
the philosophers of the early XX century said: Russia has a female soul.

4.  Uncertainty avoidance — determines the level of stress of a
person when they face unusual situations. Countries with a low level of
uncertainty avoidance (USA, India, Sweden, Singapore, etc.) usually
have fewer rules and codes, since it is believed that citizens are able to
deal with certain situations themselves, without additional rules.
Residents are less stressed, so they can calmly perceive any changes or
unforeseen situations. They are quite tolerant, positive and emotionally
stable. Countries with a high level of uncertainty avoidance (Greece,
Spain, Japan) usually have very strict rules, laws and traditions. People
in these countries are intolerant of change or uncertainty. They provide
themselves with peace of mind through rigid norms of behavior that
everyone must follow. Thus, they minimize the possibility of accidents
as much as possible.

5. Long-term orientation vs. short-term orientation — an index that
defines strategic thinking oriented towards the future and long-term
relationships. Cultures with such an index (the states of Southeast Asia)
may be characterized by such qualities as perseverance, resilience and
prudence, while cultures with a low indicator (European countries) - by
adherence to traditions.

6. Indulgence vs. Restraint - an index that defines the measure of
happiness a person can achieve. In other words, a low indicator is for
restrained cultures that restrict themselves in their desires, while a high
indicator is for cultures that can behave indulgently in order to achieve
their happiness.

Since in our work we directly study the cultural characteristics of
Russia and the United States, we are giving the following diagram for
the sake of clarity of the differences between the two cultures according
to the Hofstede criteria:

Diagram 1. Comparison of the U.S.A. and Russia based on
G.Hofstede’s criteria
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Relationship of language and culture

The relationship between language and culture has been stirring the
minds of many scientists for many centuries. Even Plato said that
language creates culture, since ideas are innate inside our head like
veins in a marble block (Leibnitz). Other scholars, such as Locke and
Humboldt, their followers and Marxists claimed that the language is a
child of culture. Even though these two opinions are opposing, both
parties agreed that language and culture are closely interconnected,
even inseparable.

In our time, there are many theories proving the influence of culture
on communicative behavior. The founder of the theory of intercultural
communication, American anthropologist and cross-cultural researcher
Edward Hall, was the one who expressed the idea of a strong
relationship between culture and communicative behavior. In his
opinion, culture is communication, and communication is culture (Hall
1959, p. 169). Hall noted that some cultures are so different that
communicants do not even realize that, using the same lexeme, they are
talking about completely different phenomena, thereby imposing
absolutely opposite images of reality upon each other. But what is
interesting to note is that not a single native speaker of a language
understands why they attach a certain meaning to a concept, because it
arises at a subconscious level, in the depths of the history and culture of
their people.

E. Hall conducted a series of studies comparing the features of
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different cultural communities and identified their cultural and
communicative singularities that he reflected in his book Beyond
Culture (1976). The American researcher classified certain dimensions
of culture that determine its features. He considered the context to be
one of the fundamental characteristics, since it is precisely the absence
of context that often precludes full understanding of a foreign language;
without a context, a statement is considered a mere fragment of a
complete message.

According to Hall, there are two types of context/culture: high-
context and low-context ones (Larina, 2017).

Collectivism is inherent in high-context cultures. People of Japan,
Arab countries, the Mediterranean region, where there is an extensive
information network among families, friends, colleagues and clients
who are involved in close personal relationships, are high-
contextualized. As a result, they do not require and even to a lesser
extent expect comprehensive background information for most normal
interactions in everyday life. This is because they constantly maintain
their awareness of everything that concerns the people who are
important to them (Hall, 1990, p. 28). We may say that the following
features of this culture can be called distinctive: orientation to a non-
linguistic context, covert manner of speech, the presence of pauses,
lack of details and additional information, avoidance of
conflict/dispute, and lack of emotions. The Chinese and Japanese
pretend that nothing has happened even in the most difficult situations.
This behavior may be explained by a cohesive and stable cultural
system (Hall, 1989, p. 102). High-context culture is inherent in France,
Italy, Russia, Thailand, Brazil, etc.

Those cultures that, on the contrary, are dominated by a freer
network of connections in the social environment and a smaller amount
of information, are called low-context cultures. Low-context cultures
are characterized by individualism, with individuals easily entering into
interpersonal relationships and also easily breaking them. They rely
more on written evidence than on conversations or even on ‘idle talk’.
For representatives of this culture, it is important what to say, not how.
Communication takes place in the form of information exchange , with
details and perhaps even minutia that is redundant for conveying a
complete picture of the situation. The distinctive features of this culture
are the following ones: direct and expressive manner of speech;
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articulate, objective and clear assessment, open expression of emotions
and discontent, lack of understatement. It was this theory of cultures by
E. Hall that gave impetus to studying intercultural relations and
exploring the features of cross-cultural communication.

There are also other theories that verify the influence of culture on
communication. For example, M. Guirdham noted that: Cultures are
nothing more than the same way of thinking and way of acting that
exist due to relatively isolated intragroup communication. Cultures
differ from one another because the level of communication between
representatives of different cultures is lower than between
representatives of one culture. If people from different cultures
communicated with each other as much as they communicate within
their own culture, then the cultures themselves would soon disappear
(Guirdham, 1980). Another researcher B. Haslett wrote that culture and
communication are acquired simultaneously and cannot exist without
one another (Haslett, 1989).

Also, in addition to the communicative function, which consists in
transmitting information, culture has another important function - a
normative one. This function is responsible for the norms, rules and
standards of behavior, since it is culture that prescribes and regulates
human behavior in a society. Based on this function, cultures may be
divided into ‘cultures of intensive saturation with norms’ and ‘cultures
of non-intensive saturation with norms’ (Kravchenko, 2001, p. 22), or
in other words, a culture with a high or low level of regulation of
behavior. The countries of Asia - China and Japan - are vivid
representatives of cultures with intensive saturation of norms, since it is
in these cultures that the most stringent and clear rules of etiquette and
behavior operate. If we talk about the cultures that we compare in our
paper, then the culture of Russia is more regulated than the culture of
the freedom-loving America. T. Parsons also considers the type of
communication to be one of the parameters of the cultures
classification.

Speaking about the comparison of the communicative behavior of
Americans and Russians, we cannot help mentioning the person who
observed the phenomenon of cultural differences by means of
participatory observation. L. Visson in her book Russian problems in
English speech. Words and phrases in the context of two cultures
(2003) writes: ‘Speaking in English without knowing the realities and
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culture behind it means feeding your listeners with tasteless chewing
gum of literalisms and dooming yourself to endless mistakes’ (Visson,
2003). This book also features an interesting chapter titled How fo
Express the Russian Soul?, in which she describes the essence of the
differences in the perception of the world by two different cultures. So,
Americans perceive and feel everything with their mind or heart, while
Russians perceive everything through their soul. This one difference
alone may produce a communicative problem , when expressing such
phrases as ‘om eceu Oywu’, ‘ocunu Oywa 6 Oywy’, ‘Oywa He Ha
Mmecme’, ‘kpusumv Oywiou’, since none of these expressions in the
American language will contain the word soul or spirit (Visson, 2003).

Another interesting feature of American culture is such a concept as
positive thinking or optimistic thinking, which manifests itself in an
optimistic attitude to life and which they try to consolidate in their
language. This concept manifests itself in every conversation, against
pessimistic thinking in Russia. For example, when meeting, a Russian
person may ask Kax odera? and will most likely receive a detailed
answer about the current state of affairs, while the corresponding
English How are you? is a false equivalent and simply means a
greeting, to which any American will answer I am fine, I am great,
everything is all right, even if their house has just burned down or there
were fired from there job; or, for example, when an appointment is
being made, a Russian will simply agree or refuse, while an American
will definitely add fine, thank you, I would love to, It would be great,
etc. When letting a small child go for a walk, any parent in Russia will
say 6y0b ocmopoodiceH, He ynaou, He ucnauxaicsa (be careful, don't fall,
don't get dirty), etc., while in the USA, parents will say Have fun!
Enjoy! Have a good time! On the street, If a Russian notices a passer-by
who fell in the street, they will surely ask Bam nomous? (Do you need
help?) And in the USA, a passer-by will once again be positively
reaffirmed by saying Are you good? And they will definitely hear / am
fine, thank you in response.

Thus, when comparing these two cultures the following happens:
Russians do not understand the perennial optimism and the tendency to
smile of the Americans, while the Americans are startled by the
Russian pessimism.

Another cultural singularity that influences the language is
collectivism and individualism. For Russians as representatives of a
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collective culture, the most typical mode of communication is when
communicating parties do not have to think about manners, expression
of emotions, but can instead behave naturally, talk straightforwardly,
refuse explicitly and can ask a personal question without any doubt
without breaking into another person’s personal space, since our culture
does not have the notion of privacy that is so inherent in Americans.

Americans as representatives of an individualistic culture are
characterized by implicitly, lack of explicit refusals, tendency to always
smile, restraint in negative emotions and avoidance of personal
questions.

Summing up the facts mentioned we may make a conclusion that
with regard to cross-cultural communication one should remember that
culture is an established system which has nothing chaotic about it but
instead offers a clear explanation to everything. The key
communicative problem is that through the lens of our culture we are
not always able to trace this cause-and-effect linkage. Sometimes one
has to look at another culture from the perspective of cultural relativity,
thus overcoming the ethnocentric approach inherent in all humans, to
avoid subjectivity as well as foster tolerance, ethnographic curiosity
and capability of cross-cultural reflection in oneself. We should not
judge another culture, because it may be neither good nor bad, but may
only be different.

The speech act of refusal

In modern linguistic theory, the problem of studying the
representation of speech acts is discussed within the framework of
communicative linguistics, pragmalinguistics and psycholinguistics. It
is these disciplines that use a synthetic approach to language,
combining linguistic research proper (stylistic, rhetorical, syntactic)
with research in related disciplines (psychology, sociology). To study
the features of real communication, researchers needed to establish a
normative unit of communication. Linguists have been trying for a long
time to reach a common opinion regarding the minimum unit of verbal
communication. At the moment, in the linguistic literature, we can find
three terms for this purpose: "sentence", "utterance" and "speech act".
So, according to M.M.Bakhtin, the utterance should be designated as a
real unit of speech communication: Speech is always cast in the form of
an utterance belonging to a specific speech subject, and cannot exist
outside this form (Bakhtin, 1986, p. 440). V. A. Beloshapkova defined
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the relationship of the statement to the proposal, noting that the
proposal is a multidimensional phenomenon, including the formal,
semantic and communicative side of the organization.

In the theory of a speech act, not a sentence or utterance, but a
speech act is taken as the minimum unit of communication. According
to J. Searle, the object of study of this discipline is the process of
implementing various types of acts, during which the speaker “makes a
statement or asks a question, gives a command or reports, congratulates
or warns” (Searle, 1986, p. 151).

Let us turn to the definitions of a speech act proposed by various
researchers. According to E.V. Paducheva, a speech act is the minimum
unit of speech activity, distinguished and studied in the theory of
speech acts, a discipline that is the most important component of
linguistic pragmatics (Paducheva, 1985, p. 19). This definition,
however, in our opinion, is too generalized and does not give a
complete picture of the essence of the speech act. R. Nordqvist also
offers a definition of this concept. According to the author, a speech act
in linguistics is a statement that is determined by the intentions of the
speaker and the effect it has on the listener.

In our work, we will start from the definition of a speech act
proposed by N.D. Arutyunova, since, in our opinion, it reveals the
essence of this concept in the fullest possible way. A speech act is a
purposeful speech action performed in accordance with the principles
and rules of speech behavior adopted in a given society; a unit of
normative social-verbal behavior, considered within the framework of a
pragmatic situation (Arutyunova, 1981, p. 359).

Consequently, a speech act is an integral part of successful
communication, while functioning in accordance with the rules of
behavior accepted in society and in direct dependence on the social
status of the speaker and listener. A speech act serves as a means of
conveying the speaker's intentions, his or her emotional state, and
contributes to the achievement of the goal of communication.

The focus of our work is on the speech act of refusal. The term
"refusal" in linguistics is wunderstood and interpreted almost
unambiguously. This term is usually associated with the act of not
accepting the addressee's intention and expressing a negative reaction
to the original goals of the addressee. The Comprehensive Explanatory
Dictionary of the Russian Language, edited by S.A. Kuznetsov,
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interprets “refusal” in its basic meaning as a negative response to a
request, demand or offer (Kuznetsov, 2004).

Purposeful study of the speech act of refusal as a perlocutionary act
became possible only with the emergence and development of
pragmalinguistics. Pragmatics is a central concept in the theory of
speech activity, where the focus of research is on a person in the role of
a participant in communication. The structure of a speech act can be
represented as a “two-vertex system” (Kolshansky, 1984), in which,
first of all, two participants in communication are distinguished - the
speaker and the listener. Thus, in each individual case of interaction,
communicants have their own communicative attitude, intention and
tactics of reaction in the process of speech interaction. The addressee
creates a statement not only “for some reason,” but also ‘““for
something,” with some kind of communicative purpose. Therefore,
studies of indirect and implicit speech acts of refusal are directly related
to the intentions of the speaker. The fulfillment of the communication
goal set by the speaker depends on the listener's adequate reaction, on
his interpretation of what was said, which can be considered one of the
grounds to conditionally distinguish between indirect and implicit
speech acts of refusal. During the implementation of the indirect and
implicit speech act of refusal, the communicative intention of the
speaker is to refuse the listener, but at the same time not to hurt, offend,
or upset him.

Indirect speech acts are characterized by a formal expression of
intention, but indirectly rather than directly. An indirect expression of
refusal is a statement in which the literal meaning of the phrase is at
odds with the functional-pragmatic meaning, that is, with the real
purpose of the statement: formally it is about one thing, but in fact
about the other (Sternin, 2001). Such acts are addressed when it is
necessary to strengthen the degree of conviction, appeal to attention,
soften an order or prescription, show respect, spare feelings, win over.
The majority of Russian researchers distinguish the absence of direct
expression of a certain content in the surface structure of the utterance
as the main criterion of impersonality.

The creation and interpretation of a speech act of indirect and
implicit refusal is possible if the speaker's mind contains an appropriate
situational or episodic model, based on which he or she chooses the
preferred linguistic means. T.A. van Dijk points out that models are the
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primary constructs of memory that explain why discourse can be
largely implicit, indirect, unclear or incomplete: listeners are able to
strategically activate relevant fragments of the models necessary for
understanding discourse (van Dijk, 1989). The speech act of indirect
and implicit refusal includes the initial response-stimulus and the
response-response to it, the actual refusal. In other words, there is a
stimulus-response relationship between the remarks of the
communicants; each source remark directly spawns a second, response
remark.

The speech act of direct or emphatic refusal is also singled out. The
pragmatic function of such a statement is clearly expressed, and the
speech act is only an act of refusal, in which the speaker's intention is
also clear and unambiguous (Postoenko, 2001). Depending on the
additional language means used, direct refusal can be divided into two
types: categorical and mitigated.

The parameters of the speech act of refusal can be traced using the
scheme proposed by T.V. Shmeleva (Shmeleva, 1990).

* The communicative purpose of this speech act is to respond
negatively to a proposal, demand, or reject the interlocutor's proposal.

» Speaker profile - the speaker takes the opposite position in relation
to the position of the interlocutor, he is interested in performing the
action that the interlocutor mentions.

* Listener profile - the listener expects to yield to the influence and
perform the required action.

* Event content - the speech act of refusal includes a negative
response to a stimulus response and an explanation of the reasons for
this response.

* The factor of the communicative past - the refusal may be
characterized as a reactive response, since the presence of any previous
statements is necessary.

* Factor of the communicative future - the speech act of refusal does
not imply a speech reaction or the performance of any action.

* Linguistic embodiment - the speech act of refusal, as noted earlier,
presupposes a negative response, then the response of refusal, as a rule,
contains explicit negation (communicative “no”, particle “not”, etc.).

Other ways of expressing the speech act of refusal will be discussed
in more detail below.

On the basis of this scheme of a speech act of refusal, it is possible
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to compose a universal model of a given speech act, where A is the
speaker (the author of a negative reply-reaction), B is the interlocutor,
C is a certain action (the numbers indicate the steps-actions of the
communicators occurring in the following sequence):

(1) B asks or requires A to do or stop C.

(2) A has no ability or desire to commit or stop C.

(3) A tells B that C will not do.

As noted in the works of O. V. Bychikhina, in a speech situation of
refusal in response to a stimulus response (expressed verbally or
nonverbally, directly or indirectly), the speaking subject responds
negatively, and does this verbally (directly or indirectly), using an array
of non-verbal ways of expression (gestures, facial expressions,
intonation, etc.) (Bychikhina, 1998).

Thus, the scenario for the implementation of the speech act of
refusal can be represented as follows: the speaker / addressee
encourages the interlocutor to action/inaction, influencing his
consciousness, involving him in the corresponding activity. The
listener/addressee (the person directly expressing the refusal) perceives
the incentive statement, taking into account the socio-cultural and
specific situational contexts. In this case, the addressee realizes that he
or she does not want/cannot perform a certain action and that the
present state of affairs does not suit him or her in any way, which may
be due to certain conditions or circumstances leading to a refusal to
perform this action.

Politeness strategies and language means of their realization

In the course of communication, a person often has to face the need
to refuse some offer, a request to perform an action. The
implementation of a speech act of refusal may present difficulties for
people of one linguistic community, since refusal, as a speech action
unfavorable for the addressee, requires special politeness and adherence
to the rules of speech behavior (Formanovskaya, 1989). In the course of
communication between representatives of different cultures, such
difficulties are exacerbated by the presence of problems of
inconsistency of refusal structures in different speech communities,
since the choice of a specific form to perform a specific function in
communication is determined by sociolinguistic parameters and
cultural characteristics. S. Gass and N. Hawke note that speech acts of
refusal are carried out under the influence of social norms adopted in
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society, which participants in communication are obliged to observe, as
well as pay attention to the correct language means used when
implementing or responding to refusal. Thus, the communicative
situation of rejection requires both interlocutors to have certain
pragmatic competences (Gass & Hawke, 1999, p. 49).

Refusal speech acts are of particular interest to researchers due to
their complex structure. Failures are often implemented indirectly and
involve several stages. In addition, the form and content of refusals
may vary depending on the speech acts that generate them (request,
offer, etc.). The degree of implicitness/explicitness of the refusal also
often depends on the social status of the speaker and listener. In most
cultures, there is a tendency towards indirect rejection, using mitigation
and explanation/postponement tactics, indicating to the interlocutor that
the reluctant has specific reasons for rejecting and may change his mind
as the situation changes.

J. Searle in his research has established a direct relationship between
the implicitness of refusal and the use of formulas of politeness. The
author notes that with an indirect refusal, the speaker conveys to the
listener more than he or she actually says, which is due to the general
background information, both linguistic and extralinguistic in nature.
This allows the listener to independently infer the speaker's intentions
(Searle, 1975). According to the observations of researchers, people
often indirectly express their intentions to appear polite in
communication, that is, politeness is an important factor affecting the
frequency and likelihood of implicitness as a phenomenon in social
interaction. On the other hand, Searle did not take into account the
cultural characteristics of various speech acts and the fact that in some
cultures (Russia, Greece, Israel), straightforwardness is not always the
opposite of politeness.

In one of the most influential theories of politeness in modern
linguistics, P. Brown and S. Levinson (Brown & Levinson, 1987) argue
that the urge to "save face" is what motivates communicators to resort
to politeness formulas. In their theory, the “face” represents the self-
esteem of the participants in the communication, and according to the
authors, the interlocutors simultaneously try to maintain both a positive
face and a negative face. In this context, a positive face means the
desire of the interlocutor to make a favorable impression and be
accepted by the social group to which he or she would like to belong,
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while a negative face means the desire for autonomy and freedom of
action. Thus, speech acts that may interfere with the fulfillment of the
desires of the communicants (refusals among them) are considered
potentially dangerous due to the "loss of face". Therefore, participants
in communication use politeness strategies to prevent this from
happening. However, the concept of a person may not be so significant
in cultures focused on the well-being of a group, rather than on the self-
realization of an individual, and speech acts of a request, for example,
fraught with interference in the life of another person and assessed by
the authors as potentially dangerous, may not have this connotation in
other cultures.

Based on Brown and Levinson's concept of politeness, R. Scollon,
S. Scollon and R. Jones have developed three types of politeness
systems: 1) distinction, 2) solidarity, 3) hierarchical system (Skollon,
Skollon & Jones 2012). The parameters that define the system are the
two variables - power and distance. The first two systems are
symmetrical and the third, hierarchical, is asymmetric. In the system of
differences, the participants in communication treat each other as equal
at the social level (-power), however, there is still a distance between
them in personal communication (+ distance). Communicators use
strategies of independence and respect each other's negative faces. An
example of such communication is communication between colleagues
of approximately the same status, who are not very familiar with each
other. In the solidarity system, participants are at the same social level
(-power) and have closer personal relationships (-distance). Participants
take care of each other's positive faces. An example of such
communication is the relationship of good friends. In a hierarchical
system, communication participants are at different social levels (+
power). The relationship between them may be both close and distant.
A participant in communication with a higher social status will use
strategies of solidarity or involvement, while a participant of a lower
social status will use strategies of independence. An example is the
relationship between a professor and a student.

Singularities of the speech act of refusal in various
linguocultures

The Russian and American linguocultures are the focus of our study.
While analyzing politeness strategies and specific language means of
its realization in speech acts of refusal it is of utmost importance to
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bring the linguistic parameters of communication into correlation with
social and cultural ones. Let us move to classifications of the above
mentioned strategies and language means developed by various
researchers and to specific examples of their use in the Russian and
American linguocultures.

As it was already noted earlier, language means of realizing a
speech act of refusal may include direct and indirect strategies of
preserving the positive and negative ‘face’. J. Félix-Brasdefer gives the
following examples of refusals and additions to them (Félix-Brasdefer,
2008, pp. 42-43). A direct refusal is normally expressed directly and
clearly (No, No, I can’t; I can’t). In an indirect refusal situation, the
interlocutors have to mitigate their straightforwardness with various
strategies that are appropriate in this context. The following strategies
may act as such:

e Distancing strategy (unfortunately, I don’t think I'll be able to
attend the party).

Reason or explanation (I have plans).

Implicit refusal (I don’t know if I’ll have time).

Alternative (Why don’t we go out for dinner next week?).
Postponement (/°d rather take this class next semester).

Request to clarify (Did you say Saturday?), or the need for
additional information (What time is the party?).

e Promise (I'll try to be there but I can’t promise you anything).

e Repetition of the previous remark (... Monday?, I can’t)

e Expressions of regret or apology (I'm really sorry; I apologize).
On top of these ones, there are additions to a refusal that either precede
and succeed it:

e Congratulations (Congratulations on your promotion...).

e Positive politeness (I'd love to, but ... ).

e Gratitude (Thanks for the invitation, but ...).

e Partial acceptance preceding a refusal (Yes, I agree, but ...)

L. Beebe, T. Takashi and R. Ulysses-Weltz developed the best-
known taxonomy of refusal strategies based on a cross-cultural study.
In their classification, all the strategies break down into semantic
formulas and additions. Semantic formulas or strategies are a
combination of expressions (words, phrases or sentences) that directly
function as a refusal. An addition is an expression that complements a
refusal, yet it cannot act as refusal per se. Semantic formulas, in turn,
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break up into direct and indirect ones, depending on the way a refusal is
realized

The material for our research was collected during questionnaire
surveying, the goal of which was to identify the language means of
realizing a refusal in various communicative situations in American and
Russian cultures. In our study we surveyed 50 Russians and 50
Americans of various gender, age and education categories, which
produced 100 questionnaires or 1,400 cases to study. The questionnaire
consists of 14 questions, five of which imply refusal to an offer to help,
another five are refusals to a request for help and another four are
refusals of invitations. Also, we sought to study cultural singularities in
the vertical and horizontal distances and for these purposes suggested
that our interviewees refused their friend, neighbor, boss, assistant, etc.

While analyzing the questionnaire data, we were paying attention to
the following aspects:

1) How often respondents use the explicit refusal no

2) What is the length of the refusal

3) What mitigants are used.

The comparative analysis yielded the following results that we classify
in two ways:

e with regard to communicative situations (refusal to an offer to
help, to a request for help and to an invitation)

e with regard to social factors (vertical and horizontal distance).
With regard to communicative situations we may single out the
following similarities and differences:

1) Refusal to an offer to help: the highest level of using explicit
refusal on both cultures, but it is much higher in the Russian culture —
87%, 64%, 76%, 58%, 74% of the Russian interviewees used explicit
refusal in 5 different situations respectively, as compared to 20%, 4%,
14%, 2%, 16% of Americans; low level of using politeness strategies
(were used only by Americans but not Russians); main mitigants:
explanation, gratitude and implicit refusal in the Russian and American
cultures.

2) Refusal to a request for help: implicit refusal was practically
missing in both cultures; reduced level of explicit refusal as compared
to a refusal to an offer to help; main mitigants in both cultures: apology,
inability to help, explanation and regret (Malyuga & Madinyan, 2021).
Americans also used politeness strategies.
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