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Abstract

Present research is a socio-pragmatic study exploring refusal strategies in the Kabyle Berber
community, focusing on the effects of age, gender, and social status. The study was conducted
in different settings within the Kabyle community of Bejaia. The data were collected through a
DCT comprising 20 scenarios, including offers and invitations across various situations. 60
individuals constituted the participants of the study. Later, 3 of them were asked to answer
interview questions to back up and clarify some patterns of data that have emerged from the
DCT. The findings demonstrate that excuse/explanation and apology were the most commonly
utilized refusal strategies. The results also indicate that age, gender, and social status, as well
as culture, influence directness strategies and the type of politeness that moderates the situation.
Women tend to refuse indirectly more than men by showing excessive respect to age categories
and social status (High, equal, and low). Finally, thematic analysis of Kabyle refusal acts
highlights five interconnected dimensions, which are Emotional impact, Strategy awareness,
Cultural perception, Contextual variation, and relationship impact. Collectively, these themes
clarify how Kabyle refusal strategies implement socially coded power, emotion, and ethical
relationships negotiation. Kabyle Berber culture draws attention to collectivism and the
interlocutor’s positive face contrast to the hierarchical collectivism of China and the

individualist US.

Keywords: Age, Gender, Social Status, Refusal Strategies, Kabyle Berbers.
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CHAPTER 1: General Introduction

CHAPTER ONE: General Introduction

1.1 Overview

Linguistic communication is the act that human beings employ to communicate and
transmit knowledge in different ways within various social groups (Allwood, 1976).
Communication is a fundamental pillar in the formation of each individual, since correct
social development depends on it, enabling individuals to stand out in their professional work,
educational pursuits, and daily activities (Dominguez & Gonzalez, 2024).

The key idea in the study of language use is pragmatic speech acts, which highlight how
speakers carry out activities through their utterances in response to contextual clues. Speech act
theory, first proposed by Austin (1962) in his theory of performative utterances and expanded
upon by Searle (1969), emphasizes that language is used to perform actions like asking,
promising, apologizing, or demanding in addition to conveying information. Austin (1962),
regarded as the pioneer of speech act theory (which was later developed by his student John
Searle in the book titled "Speech Acts"), proposed that when we say something, we act. He
categorized speech acts into three types: locutionary, which means understanding the literal
meaning; illocutionary, which involves grasping the hidden or intended meaning; and

perlocutionary, which refers to the impact of the speech act on the listener.

Searle (1976) improved the theory and thus highlights how language serves as a tool for
social interaction rather than just a means of information transmission. As such, he has divided
speech actions into five groups: assertives, directives, commissives, and expressives and
declarations. Therefore, it is crucial to comprehend pragmatic speech acts to interpret meaning
beyond the literal level and to understand how speakers accomplish their communication

objectives in everyday contexts.

Refusals, like other speech acts, exist in various languages; however, they are
expressed differently from one culture to another. According to the Oxford Dictionary, a
refusal is an act of saying or showing that you will not do, give, or accept something. In other
words, refusal is a dispreferred response (Al-Shboul et al., 2012 & Yule, 1996). It represents a
critical communication strategy that reflects cultural norms, social relationships, and

interpersonal dynamics (Brown & Levinson, 1987). It can occur when the listener rejects an
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offer, invitation, or request, either directly by explicitly saying "NO" or indirectly by giving

expressions showing regret.

According to Brown and Levinson (1987), refusals are regarded as one of the most
delicate and important speech acts because they frequently involve face-threatening acts
(FTASs), which can threaten the social harmony between interlocutors. Refusals can potentially
harm either the speaker's or the hearer's positive face, which is the desire to be liked, accepted,
or approved, because they demand turning down an offer, invitation, request, or suggestion.
Every culture has its belief system, which indicates the possible threats to confront, in addition
to cultural norms that significantly impact how refusals are carried out. According to Beebe,
Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990), "speakers in individualist cultures like the US tend to value
clarity, sometimes at the expense of face considerations, while speakers in collectivist cultures
like China or Japan frequently use indirect, ambiguous, and extremely polite refusal strategies".
Therefore, for both native and second-language communication to be successful and well-
mannered, refusals must be understood as socially strategic speech acts as well as culturally

formed speech acts (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008).

Another notable fact about refusals is their challenging nature. Refusals are deemed to
be a complex form of response that typically uses several tactics to keep the other person from
being offended. Accordingly, refusals may demand more pragmatic proficiency and social and
communicative skills than other target language speech acts for second language learners with
linguistic limitations (R. Eslami, 2010). For students to correctly understand and execute this
speech act, pragmatic training is required. In our daily lives, refusal is a crucial speech act that

requires a high degree of pragmatic skill.

The speech act of rejecting requests, invitations, and offers is defined by Boonsuk and
Ambele (2019). They indicate that refusals are particularly interesting pragmatic acts because
they show how language, civility, and social norms interact in a complex way, often requiring
speakers to strike a balance between relational harmony and honesty. In contrast to direct
affirmative answers, refusals usually include turning down invitations, requests, and offers,
which necessarily puts the interlocutor's face in danger and may lead to social conflict (Brown
& Levinson, 1987). Because every culture has its ways for softening or delivering negative
responses, refusals are not only linguistically complex, often involving indirectness, mitigation
methods, or unoriginal expressions, but also culturally sensitive (Beebe et al., 1990). In low-
context cultures, for example, more clear refusals are socially acceptable, whereas in high-

context societies, a refusal may be communicated through shared cultural knowledge and subtle

2
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indications (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988). When speakers relate their cultural
expectations to the interpretation of refusals, there is a particularly high risk of
misunderstanding and conflict. This can result in unwanted judgments of rudeness or
insincerity. Therefore, the study of refusals provides important information on how politeness

theory, pragmatics, and cross-cultural communication interact.

Brown and Levinson (1987) propose the concept of face, which relates to a person's
self-image in social interaction, and it is one of the key elements driving refusal strategies. The
way that different cultures affect the balance between the need for autonomy and freedom from
intrusion (negative face) and the desire to be liked and accepted (positive face) influences
refusal patterns. The larger concept of politeness, which influences the verbal and non-linguistic
decisions speakers make when expressing refusals, is closely related to face. The relationship
between interlocutors, the environment, and the perceived risk of social discord all influence
politeness tactics. The role of relational distance and social expectations in pragmatic choices
is highlighted by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), who observed that speakers of Hebrew, English,
and other languages alter their refusal strategies based on whether the conversation involves

close friends, familiarity, or authority figures.

A crucial cultural factor is social hierarchy. Refusals aimed at someone of a higher rank
are frequently greatly mitigated or delayed in high power-distance cultures, where social roles
are strictly outlined and hierarchical relationships are valued. To soften a rejection, a
subordinate can, for instance, utilize indirect language or conditional clauses ("if it were
possible..."). However, even in unequal relationships, refusals might be more direct in low
power-distance societies that prioritize equality (Hofstede, 2001). The extensive field of
research on the cultural background of refusals shows how complicated social institutions and
values influence communication. It is crucial for theoretical linguistics as well as for practical
intercultural competency to comprehend how concepts like face, politeness, and social
hierarchy affect refusal tactics. Understanding these elements helps promote more civil and

efficient communication in a variety of international contexts.

The Kabyle language, which is a dialect of Berber (Amazigh), is spoken mostly in the
northern Algerian Kabylie region and coexists with Arabic and French in a complex
multilingual setting. Every indigenous group has a distinct and distinctive history, culture,
language, and legal system. The majority of indigenous people have a profound connection to
their historical land and territory and are rooted in their environment. The Berber language,
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Known as Kabyle, is spoken in Kabylia, which is in Algeria's northern part, as well as
throughout the vast Kabyle diaspora in Algeria and other countries, including France, Belgium,
Canada, and the United States. An estimated 7 million people in Kabylia and 8 million people
worldwide are Kabyle speakers. Kabyle is spoken in eight wilayas (provinces) as a result of the
Algerian regime's administrative division of Kabylia. The majority of the people living in the

wilayas of Tizi Ouzou, Bejaia, Bouira, and Boumerdes speak Kabyle (Lafkioui, 2008).

Because of Kabylie's rugged territory, the village has historically been relatively
isolated, which has allowed it to maintain its unique cultural and linguistic identity during times
of French and Arab occupation (Chaker, 2018). Algeria's Berber (Amazigh) heritage is very
well represented in the area. One of the main varieties of the Berber (Amazigh) branch of the
Afro-Asiatic language family is Kabyle, also known locally as Tagbaylit. Kabyle has a root-
and-pattern structure, gender distinctions, and extensive verb morphology, just like other
Berber languages. Although writing systems based on Latin, Tifinagh, and Arabic characters
have all been employed at various points in antiquity, it has primarily been transmitted orally
(Chaker, 2018). Kabyle has received increased official recognition in Algeria in recent decades,
particularly since Tamazight was recognized as a national and official language by the

constitution (Algerian Constitution, 2016).

Despite the predominance of Arabic and French, which continues to undermine its
intergenerational transmission and institutional support, Kabyle has great vitality in non-formal
settings, particularly in family and community life, as well as through the creation of cultural
products like literature and music (Kessar & Hamdan, 2023). The community's active usage of
Kabyle on social media and in diaspora settings further strengthens its resilience (Ghoul, 2013).
Thus, Kabyle's sociolinguistic position shows both the conflicts and creativity that characterize

minority languages in a post-colonial multilingual setting.

The Kabyle Berber community presents a unique linguistic landscape that is tied to
cultural values and social structures. Previous studies on refusal strategies have centered on
different linguistic communities, leaving a significant gap in understanding Kabyle Berber
communication patterns. These strategies are employed across various social contexts involving
age, power, and gender. Researchers have overlooked a crucial puzzle component in socio-

pragmatic studies of the Kabyle community.

This research is significant because it will establish a clear comprehension of Kabyle

Berber communication strategies by highlighting how politeness and indirectness take place in
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interaction. Additionally, it will bring insight by demonstrating how gender, age, and social
status influence refusal communication. According to Holmes (1995), women tend to prioritize
relational communication strategies, in contrast to men who often use communication strategies
emphasizing independence and autonomy. Moreover, Spencer-Oatey and Jiang (2003) claim
that socio-culturally based principles influence the use of language; thus, this study will shed
light on how culture can impact these strategies. This research combines speech act theory
(Searle, 1969), discussing refusal as a face-threatening act, with politeness theory (Brown &
Levinson, 1987) to examine how these strategies employ either negative or positive politeness

to reduce these threats. These theoretical approaches will help to obtain relevant data.
1.2 Research Background

Berber, also called "Tamazight" in Berber, extends over a vast geographical region:
North Africa, the Sahara-Sahel. It can be considered the native language of North Africa. In the
absence of reliable linguistic censuses and the general sociolinguistic situation is very
unfavorable to the Berber language. Berber speakers are mainly present in Morocco (40% to
45% of the population) and Algeria (25% to 30%), in Niger, Mali and Burkina Faso. However,
there is a representation and probably a predominant form of Kabyle, based both on
demographic weight, geographical extent, representation in Berber studies and bibliography,
and representation also in contemporary cultural production. It is the Kabyle spoken in what is
called the "Greater Kabylie" and especially the Kabylie of Djurdjura or Upper Kabylie, the
Kabyle of "ZOUAOUAS" (Chaker, 2004).

The Kabyles are Berber, a long-standing native group from North Africa whose
existence dates at least as far back as Herodotus's day. Berber demands have always focused on
Kabylia, especially from those who want to acknowledge that Algerian identity cannot be boiled
down to Arabism. Although it has been Algeria's "national language™ since 2002, it was the
"official language" in 2016. It is estimated that between 22.7% and 46% of vocabulary is made
up of borrowed words from Arabic, as well as French and other languages, as a result of
historical interactions (Lucas & Manfredi, 2020).

Communication is important for people around the world. When communicating with
others, people frequently use the same language to help them comprehend and grasp the
meaning of what is being said; one could refer to this incident as communication. The definition
of communication strategies varies among academics. By expressing various points of view

regarding the communication strategies themselves, they highlight the definition. According to
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Putri (2013), these tactics are ""A methodical approach used by a speaker to convey his meaning
when confronted with some difficulty”. The term "Communication strategies” is frequently
restricted to tactics used by second language learners who encounter communication
difficulties. Communication is therefore, "A space tire for emergencies” and is employed when

things go wrong (Cook, 1993).

However, communication strategies are psycholinguistic plans that are a component of
a language user's communicative competence (Ellis, 1985). Through the use of linguistic
symbols, linguistic communication is a unique type of social interaction. For instance, when
children engage socially with adults who speak the language, they are exposed to linguistic
symbols (Tomasello, 2006).

Many scholars have also focused a lot of attention on refusal as one of the speech act
types (Al-Kahtani, 2005; Henstock, 2003; Kwon, 2004). Refusal has been identified as a face-
threatening behavior that harms the hearer's and speaker's faces. It differs from other speech
acts used in everyday communication in that the speaker does not initiate; rather, it is a negative
reaction to the other person (Gass & Honk,1999). The speech act of refusal is the negative
counterpart to acceptances and consents; it includes rejection and refusals. Each of these can be
turned down or rejected, just as offers, applications, and invitations can be accepted (Searle &
Vandervken, 1985).

According to Felix-Brasdefer (2006), from a sociolinguistic perspective, the concept of
refusal is one of the most complicated topics that has been the subject of many studies because
it is sensitive to social variables like gender, age, level of social distance, power, and education.
Furthermore, it may not meet the hearers' expectations and is viewed as a face-threatening act
(Sahragard & Javanmardi, 2011).

1.3 Research Questions

This study focuses on the socio-pragmatic study of Kabyle Berber speakers, examining
refusal strategies employed by 60 participants. The study was conducted specifically to
investigate how gender, social status, and contextual factors influence communication patterns;
therefore, the study aims to answer the research questions to fill in the gap in studies. The study

is an attempt to answer the following questions:

1. What types of refusal strategies do Kabyle Berber speakers employ when declining

requests, invitations, and suggestions in various social situations?



CHAPTER 1: General Introduction

2. How do demographic characteristics (age, gender, and social status) of Kabyle Berber
speakers correlate with their preferences for direct versus indirect refusal strategies?

3. What linguistic and pragmatic features characterize polite refusal behavior in Kabyle
Berber, and how do speakers maintain social harmony while declining requests?

1.4 Research Assumptions

As a member of the Kabyle Berber community with a strong background in language
studies. It was effortless to know the Kabyle culture and analyze the Kabyle refusal strategies.
Therefore, hypotheses serve to provide potential answers to the research questions, with the

following as the central focus of this study:

e Kabyle Berber speakers utilize a systematic range of refusal strategies that
reflect both universal pragmatic principles and culture-specific linguistic
patterns, with different strategy types emerging based on the nature of requests,
invitations, and suggestions.

e Demographic characteristics significantly influence refusal behavior, with
younger speakers favoring more direct approaches, female speakers employing
more indirect strategies, and social status differences creating distinct patterns
of deference and authority in refusal acts.

e Kabyle Berber speakers prioritize social harmony through the use of specific
linguistic politeness markers, face-saving mechanisms, and compensatory

e strategies that soften the face-threatening nature of refusals while maintaining
interpersonal relationships.

1.5 Context of the Study

The Kabyle Berber community presents a unique linguistic landscape where
communication strategies are deeply embedded in cultural values and social structures.
Previous cross-cultural studies on refusal strategies have predominantly focused on various
linguistic communities, leaving a significant gap in understanding Kabyle Berber

communication patterns.
1.6 The Objectives of the Study

In his book "Beyond Culture " (1977), Hall proposed the concept of "High" versus
"Low" context as a way of communication. Being someone’s wavelength is related to what
anthropologist Edward Hall characterizes as high context, in which communication is in the

people, or more specifically, the relationship between the people, as opposed to just the words.
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In high context, people aim to be more indirect and to expect the person they are communicating

with to decode the implicit part of their message.

On the other hand, low context needed low context messages for comprehension,
because the essence of the communication is transmitted by the words used. In low-context
communication, the speaker is expected to be responsible for composing an understandable

message that the listener can decode easily; in other words, it seeks to get straight to the point.

To recapitulate, based on the aforementioned discussion, the fundamental aim of our
study is to analyze refusal strategies in the Kabyle Berber community. This indeed situates the
research within the field of pragmatics. A secondary aim is to report the influence of all of
gender, age, and social status on the realization of refusals. This brings the sociolinguistic
dimension to our work. The implied but fundamental aim is to show whether the Kabyle speech
community is a high- or low- context culture. Accordingly, we aim to bring some knowledge

about our language and culture.
1.7 The Significance of the Study

This research holds significant theoretical, empirical, and cultural value for several
interconnected reasons. First, it contributes to the understanding of Kabyle Berber
communication patterns by examining how speakers navigate the complex interplay between
politeness, indirectness, and face-saving mechanisms in refusal acts. Given that refusals
constitute one of the most face-threatening speech acts in human interaction, requiring
sophisticated pragmatic competence and cultural sensitivity to mitigate potential relational
damage, this study provides crucial insights into the pragmatic strategies employed by an
understudied speech community.

The research addresses important sociolinguistic gaps by investigating how
demographic variables, specifically gender, age, and social status, influence refusal behavior
within the Kabyle Berber context. Building on Holmes' (1995) findings that women typically
prioritize relational communication strategies while men emphasize independence and
autonomy, this study examines whether these universal gender patterns manifest similarly in
Kabyle society or whether culture-specific variations emerge. This investigation is particularly
significant as it tests the cross-cultural validity of established socio-pragmatic theories within a

Berber-speaking community.
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Furthermore, the study contributes to our understanding of how cultural orientation
influences linguistic behavior. By analyzing refusal strategies through the lens of individualism
versus collectivism, as suggested by Spencer-Oatey and Jiang's (2003) assertion that
sociocultural principles shape language use, this research will position the Kabyle Berber
community within broader cultural frameworks. This positioning has implications for
understanding how cultural values are reflected in and reinforced through everyday linguistic

practices.

Theoretically, the research integrates Speech Act Theory (Searle, 1969) with Politeness
Theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987) to provide a comprehensive framework for analyzing refusal
strategies. By examining how Kabyle speakers employ positive and negative politeness
strategies to mitigate the face-threatening nature of refusals, the study contributes to the
refinement and cultural validation of these foundational pragmatic theories. This theoretical
integration offers a robust analytical framework that can inform future cross-linguistic
pragmatic research.

Finally, this research has practical implications for intercultural communication,
language pedagogy, and the documentation of Berber linguistic practices. The findings will
inform cross-cultural communication training, contribute to the development of culturally
appropriate language teaching materials, and provide valuable documentation of pragmatic
competence in Kabyle Berber, a language variety that remains underrepresented in pragmatic

research literature.
1.8 The Gap

Refusal is a face-threatening act due to its non-compliant nature when refusing
directives such as requests and suggestions. The speaker protects their negative face; on the
other hand, rejecting commissures like an offer or invitation involves denying support for their
positive face (Brown & Levinson 1987). It is not a simple response to a static situation but a

dynamic negotiated achievement.

Previous studies on Kabyle Berber have mainly focused on phonology, dialectal
variations, grammar, politeness, and the act of congratulation, as well as requests. Particularly
the Kabyle Berber community presents a unique linguistic landscape in which communication
strategies are related to cultural values and social norms while previous cross cultural research

has extensively focused on refusal strategies across different linguistic communities, there
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remains a significant gap in research how refusals are expressed within Kabyle Berber and how

it varies across other cultures such as Americans, Chinese...etc.
1.9 The Organization of the Study

The study’s structure is essential for facilitating the reader's comprehension of the
dissertation’s framework and analytical progression. Organized into five chapters, this research

ensures clarity and systematically guides readers through its central findings.

The first chapter focuses on a general overview of the current research, including an
overview, key terms definitions, research background, present research as well as the addressed
research questions, fundamental assumptions, the context of the study, the objectives, in
addition to significance and the gap. This introductory chapter establishes the study’s

framework, defining its goals and scope.

The second chapter of this research study is dedicated to a literature review dealing with
the previous studies done by scholars. The third chapter outlines the research methodology
followed for data gathering by indicating the research design adopted, population, and sample,

in addition to data collection instruments and interviews used.

The fourth chapter deals with data analysis and discussion of the results gathered from
the previous data tools. The last chapter is a recapitulation of outcomes, is presented alongside

study limitations and suggests recommendations for future investigation.
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CHAPTER TWO: Theoretical Background

2.1 Introduction

According to Yule (1996), the study of meaning as conveyed by a speaker (or writer)
and understood by a listener (or reader) is the focus of pragmatics. In other words, pragmatics

is the study of the speaker's meaning. Socio-pragmatics encompasses the study of social

dimensions of language use.

2.2 Conceptual Framework (Definition of key concepts)
2.2.1 Language

Language has rules that let people create and understand endless sentences (Chomsky,
1965). It is obvious that language serves as a crucial communication medium which is
fundamental pillar in the formation of each individual since the correct development in society
depends on it standing out in their professional work, educational, and daily activities
(Dominguez & Gonzalz, 2024). On the other hand, language serves as a tool that individuals
navigate their social lives. It is mixed with culture in various ways. People use words not only
to communicate shared experience but also to shape their way of thinking, attitudes, beliefs,
etc. Language represents a cultural reality through communication, which is done by verbal and
non-verbal cues, such as tone, gestures, and expressions. Furthermore, it is a system of signs

containing cultural values to show identity (Claire, 1998).
2.2.2 Dialect

A dialect is a systematically different variety of language, characterized by unique
grammatical, lexical, and phonological features tied to the social, geographical, or cultural
identity of a group (Hurford, 1994).

As a general term, "dialect"” refers to a regional language that is spoken by individuals
from a particular area. According to contemporary sociolinguistics, it is any language variety
distinguished from other varieties of the same language by systematic differences in grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation. Despite this, some linguists prefer to use dialect to describe a

distinctive blend of phonetic characteristics (which is typically referred to as "accent™).
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The term "dialect™ also refers to the wide range of linguistic differences among various age

groups, genders, generations, and occupations (Halliday & Hassan 1989).
2.2.3 Communication

According to Dewey (1916), "Communication is a sharing of experience till it becomes

a common possession” (p.11).

Communication is a dialogue, an interaction established between two or more
participants, which develops throughout the procedure. It is a system made up of various
components, interconnected, which give meaning to the messages exchanged by the
participants. In other words, it is a dynamic process, in perpetual motion, which continually
modifies the situation (Mouri, 2020).

2.2.4 Pragmatics

According to Yule (1996), "Pragmatics is concerned with the study of meaning as
communicated by a speaker (or writer) and interpreted by a listener (or reader). It has,
consequently, more to do with the analysis of what people mean by their utterances than what
the words or phrases in those utterances might mean by themselves. Pragmatics deals with the
study of the speaker's meaning.

Interpreting what people mean in a given context and how the context affects what is
said are essential components of this kind of research. It necessitates taking into consideration
how speaker arrange their thoughts according to the audience, setting, and situation they are
speaking to (Thomas, 1995). The study of contextual meaning is what we can call Pragmatics.
Additionally, to determine the speaker's intended meaning, also automatically investigates how
a significant section of what is communicated is acknowledged to be unsaid; in other words,
Pragmatics is the study of meaning that is invisible. Pragmatics can be defined as the study of

intentional human behavior in its broadest sense (Yule, 1996).

As a result, it requires interpreting actions that are thought to be taken with a specific
goal in mind. The belief, intention (or goal), plan, and act must be considered the basic concepts
of pragmatics. This approach still includes a wide range of communication methods, including
nonverbal, nonconventional, and non-symbolic ones, provided that the means and/or ends entail

communication (M. Green, 1989).
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2.2.5 Sociolinguistics

Sociolinguistics is defined in detail by Hymes (1974) as the study of the relationship
between linguistic and societal issues. It provides an answer to the question of how our

linguistic usage is influenced by our social and cultural backgrounds.

This area of linguistics aims to provide answers to questions such as who says what to
whom, when, where, how, and why. The study of language use in social and cultural contexts
is one of sociolinguistics' main goals. It investigates the standards of society as a whole and
looks at how people take advantage of their knowledge of these standards to accomplish specific

goals.
2.2.6 Socio-pragmatics

The study of how pragmatic meanings reflect "specific/local” conditions on language
use is known as "socio-pragmatics”, so it is a branch of pragmatics that is separated from the

study of pragmatic meaning that is more general.

The study of socio-pragmatics focuses on how language is used in everyday situations
and across cultural boundaries. Sociopragmatics studies how language is used in a social
context. However, it focuses on how particular social contexts and practices impact pragmatic
meaning (Leech, 1983). It investigates how language functions in real-life social interactions,
emphasizing the relationship between language and social factors such as identity, culture, and
context (Culpeper, 2021).

2.2.7 Speech Act Theory

J.L. Austin (1962) is regarded as the pioneer of speech act theory, which was later
developed by his student John R. Searle in the book titled «Speech Acts». According to him,
when we say something, we act. He mentioned that language is a way of making factual
assertions, and the other uses of language tended to be ignored. Assertions have a significant

performative aspect and also alter the world (Wittgenstein, 1994).

Speech act analysis shows that utterances are produced with particular components of
linguistic elements. Pragmatics, therefore, is the relation between linguistic meaning and the
context in which it occurs (Kaburise, 2005). It is concerned with the relationships between
utterances and the acts of functions that speakers or writers intend to perform through these

utterances (Bachman, 1990).

13



CHAPTER 2: Theoretical Background

Since speech act is a subfield of pragmatics, which is the principles of language usage

can read in utterances more than they conventionally or literally mean (Levinson, 1983).

Austin distinguished three types of speech acts in the use of language that are called
locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary. A locutionary act is an act of saying something
in the full normal sense. Pandey (2008). Illocutionary acts with force, such as assertions,
promises, orders, declarations, and apologies. Perlocutionary can occur by convincing, please,

influencing, or embarrassing the hearer.
2.2.8 Politeness Theory

Politeness is defined as the capacity of individuals to employ interactive strategies based
on the communicative situation. The communicators can use their tools to positively impact the
other person and establish an expanding their personal space or have a positive self-image
(Slamani,2006 b, 2007 a, 2008 a, b).

Since Politeness is an element of interaction, it can be characterized as the methods used
to demonstrate consideration for the face of another individual. In this way, being polite can be
achieved in socially close or distant circumstances (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Being indirect
can serve as a politeness tactic. A system of interpersonal relations known as politeness is
intended to promote interaction by reducing the likelihood of conflict and confrontation that are
inherent in all human interactions (Lakoff, 1990). Politeness is one of the most detailed and
extensively studied theories in the field of pragmatics (Brown & Levinson, 1978). It covered a
wide range of topics and turned out to be very useful in the majority of cultures. But the theory
is likely Western-biased and leaves out aspects that are more relevant to many Middle Eastern
speech communities and cultures (Bharuthram, 2003; Nwoye, 1992; Shum, 2008). This in no
way implies that the theory is inappropriate for these kinds of cultures. But broadening theory
to incorporate some useful aspects of how politeness is presented and perceived in these cultures

would likely increase the theory's universality (Brown & Levinson, 1987).
2.2.9 Refusal Strategies

Refusals, like other speech acts, exist in various languages; however, they are expressed
differently depending on the culture, allowing the speaker to deny the action proposed by the
interlocutor (Taguchi, 2011). Refusal strategies can be performed in various categories of
strategies, either direct or indirect. On the other hand, direct strategies called performative,

which are by using the verb directly “I refuse”. Or non-performative statements by saying "NO”
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or a sign of willingness or ability. For the indirect refusal strategies by including expressions of
regret, giving excuses or explanations, proposing conditions, offering alternatives, making
promises for future acceptance, and using avoidance techniques. Furthermore, refusal can have
three stages: pre-refusal by giving the listener time to the listener and prepare him for the
rejection. The second stage is the main refusal, which is the act of doing it, and the last one is
called post-refusal, by giving justifications and finding solutions to save their face (Palanques,
2011).

Refusal to communicate can also be achieved by using body language such as knocking
fingers on the table, tapping the feet on the floor, or moving the hand horizontally from left to

right.
2.3 Indirectness and face threats as inherent characteristics of refusal

Refusals can also be interpreted as messages that are disliked. Refusing is a complicated
matter because it involves the speaker either directly or indirectly declining an invitation,
request, or suggestion from their interlocutor. The addressee’s negative face, or the wish for
his/her future words or actions to be unrestrained, is threatened by refusals. Chen (1996) asserts
that indirect tactics, which call for a higher degree of pragmatic competence, are frequently
used to realize refusals. Additionally, refusals have detrimental effects on a person’s mental
health as well as society at large. Emotion, thought, and even physical health can all be impacted
by social rejection (Weir, 2012). The dynamics of social interactions play an important role in
how refusals are perceived and handled (Goffman, 1972). The shaping of refusals through
social interactions reveals the intricate relationship between individual psychology and societal
structures. Refusals not only affect personal well-being but also influence group behaviors and
societal norms. Moreover, understanding these interactions allows for a deeper comprehension
of how refusals manifest in various contexts, from personal relationships to workplace

dynamics.
2.4 Politeness and status-related differences

Beebe and Takahashi (1987) examined the study of Japanese refusal strategies. The
result of the study showed that Japanese English language learners exhibit the sequencing of
refusal formulas, their precise content, and their actual frequency of use, all contribute to
sociolinguistic transfer in refusals. The status of the addressee is a much stronger conditioning

factor in Japanese speech, both in English and their native tongue. For instance, the associated
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status differences in Japanese behavior, who did not apologize or show regret when responding
to people in lower positions. Japanese responses to invitations from higher-status interlocutors
versus those from lower-status interlocutors provide further evidence of status-related
differences. Americans, on the other hand, distinguish themselves in these circumstances along

the lines of social distance by giving to peers.

The Berber language spoken in Algeria maintains social harmony, politeness, and
respect, all of which are highly prized in Kabyle society forms the basis of how interlocutors
relate to one another has the big impact on how people refuse. According to Brown & Levinson
(1987), people are more elaborate and indirect in their responses to people of higher status, but
they use power refusal strategies when speaking to people of lower status. The cultural context
has a significant impact on refusal strategies because Kabyle culture places a high value on
keeping the other person’s face intact; indirect refusals are preferred. Techniques like offering
justifications or apologizing are frequently used because they lessen the possible offense that
refusal should cause. In other words, Kabyle culture places a strong emphasis on maintaining
one’s face (self-respect) and other faces (respect of others), and refusals are frequently made
indirectly to prevent embarrassment or offence. Kabyle’s linguistic structure affects refusal
strategies as well. Refusals are often softened by using the language’s built-in politeness
markers and expressions of regret or explanation. This is consistent with more general trends

seen in Algerian Arabic, where being indirect helps to protect interpersonal relationships.

Beebe (1990) classified refusals into 2 taxonomies: direct, by directly using “I refuse”
or “no,” and indirect opinion by expressing a regret through an apology, such as Sorry, | cannot.
It can also be by giving an excuse or reason to justify their unwillingness, for example, I can’t
because I am busy. It can also be by utilizing a statement of alternative, such as why don’t you
tell another person. A promise for a future acceptance (I can’t make it this day, but next time it
will be possible, I promise), a condition for future or past acceptance (if | had known earlier, |
would have done it. A statement of principle (I believe that I will not do that), a statement of
philosophy, self-defense, or silence by changing the topic. Kabyle Berber speakers prefer to use
indirect refusals to preserve relationships and maintain social harmony by using hedging
phrases like "Ad nzer mbeed” we will see) this current study is grounded in Brown and
Levinson’s politeness theory (1987) which tackle how politeness function in communication
through this theory individual gains insight into the strategies employed to manage face
threatening act (FTAs) according to watts: politeness should not focus only on polite behavior
but also should include all forms of polite language usage (2003).
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Many studies have investigated the effect of interlocutors’ social status on the degree of
indirectness of responses (Beebe et al, 1990). Higher, equal, and lower social status levels are
used to study refusals. These studies found that the degree of indirectness in strategy use is

conditioned by the interlocutors’ social rank.

Beebe et al. (1990) carried out another significant study in which they examined
American and Japanese refusals. They discovered that Japanese people interact with people of
higher social status less directly than Americans do when they use refusal speech acts.
According to Hall (1976), three dimensions influence cultural interactions: time, context, and

space. Hall considered culture as a guide to every aspect of human life.

Al Shawali (1997) investigated the semantic formulae that American and Saudi men
utilize. The spoken act of refusal is performed by undergraduate students. His research indicates
that, except for direct denial, Saudis and Americans employ comparable refusal formulations.
The usage of semantic formulations in the substance of Saudi and American refusals varies as
well; Saudis are known to deliver vague responses or employ avoidance techniques like

postponing and hedging.

For instance, Yemeni speakers were found to be more direct in their refusals towards
lower-status individuals compared to American speakers. Beckers (1999) looked at American
and German English rejection; the Germans employed less direct tactics than the Americans.
Additionally, she discovered that German refusals were impacted by the role of social distance
in the production of refusals, whereas American refusals were heavily influenced by the social

status of the interlocutor.

Al Eryani (2007) studied Yemeni EFL learners ‘speech act of refusal. The researcher
employed a WDCT to gather data, which comprised 6 written scenarios that involved refusals
to people of higher, lower, and equal status. To familiarize the YANSs with the situations, the
questionnaire was translated into Arabic with appropriate modifications. The result of the study

also revealed that the semantic formulas ‘order varied between the two groups.

Understanding and employing appropriate refusal strategies is crucial for effective
communication across different cultural contexts. Pragmatic competence enables individuals to
navigate social interactions fluently and avoid misunderstandings that may arise from direct
refusals. The choice of strategy often depends on factors such as the relationship between
interlocutors and the social context of the interactions. The current study varies from the

previous studies in many aspects. Shahpouri and Soltani’s (2013) study, as well as Saud’s
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(2019) study, took place in different geographical contexts such as Iran, China, and Saudi
Arabia.

The social status notably affects the methods that individuals use to refuse, offer
apologies, or accept invitations. For instance, depending on the previous study of Iranian
students (Seyedan & Nazari, 2016) found that participants used more direct refusal strategies
when addressing people of lower social status and preferred indirect strategies for those of
higher status. And when interacting with equal status, they used both direct and indirect

refusals.

According to Sati¢ and Cift¢i (2018), the study is an investigation of refusal strategies
used by Turkish learners of English, showing how they can be impacted by social factors such
as Power, social distance, and formality. The study, based on a pragmatic approach, focuses on
various social contexts. The author finds out that refusal behaviors can be impacted by social
status. This exploratory research analyzes data from an enhanced DCT, retrospective verbal
reports, and interviews. It is employed by a cohort of 80 Turkish learners (40 males and 40
females) studying at a foundation university preparatory school, revealing notable variability in
the use of refusal strategies among the participants. The study raises the following strategy
types: statement of error, statement of regret, negative willingness/ability, promise of future
acceptance, wish, and positive opinion. It highlights the role of proficiency in implementing
strategies. Furthermore, Turkish learners with higher levels of English show greater flexibility
in their use, unlike those with lower proficiency who tend to refuse directly. The findings show
the challenges faced by non-native speakers in having cultural knowledge when performing.
Overall, the research gives an insight into refusal considering the perception of second
language(L2), social factors, and context in response to invitations and requests. It highlights

the critical importance of socio-pragmatic study.

Saud (2019) conducted the refusal strategies used by Saudi EFL learners in various
social statuses and situations. The participants of this study were 150 Saudi female EFL
undergraduate students in their third year in the English department at King Khalid University,
Saudi Arabia. They ranged in age from 18 to 25 years old. A discourse completion task (DCT)
was used to gather data. Finding out how well the students performed in the speech act of refusal
was the goal of the DCT. There were twelve scenarios in all three requests, three
recommendations, and three offers. The university, home, friends, and bosses were at the center
of each of these scenarios, which involved rejection of someone of a higher, equal, or lower

status. The results showed that the participants ‘strategies of refusal were different in each
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situation. They used indirect strategies of refusal in offers and suggestions less than with
invitations and requests. On the other hand, the social status of the interlocutor has no crucial
effect on the participants ‘choices of refusal strategies. The speech act of refusal has garnered
a lot of attention, and many studies have tackled the strategies of refusals in various cultures
such as Japanese, Arabic, American, Turkish, etc. These studies contributed to their importance

in our communication.

Another examination made by Moini and Hariri (2020) identified the influence of social
status and distance on this topic. Data were analyzed using role-play scenarios, and the
participants were 70 (35 males and 35 females), ranging from 20 to 29. Kashan University of
Iran. The findings point out that speakers use indirect and polite strategies when refusing a
higher status, providing an apology, hedging, etc, whereas in equal status they tend to be direct

and at ease to express. Moreover, social distance plays a significant role as well as social status.

Depending on the speaker and the factors that influence their way, such as gender, age,
and social status, depending also on cultures. This study will focus on language, specifically
the language of Kabyle Berber of Bejaia, which is a city located in the Northeastern region of
Algeria. An Islamic country where speakers are respectful and polite, especially when talking
to elders and someone with high power or who has authority. For instance, in English culture,
“God” is employed in formal situations, whereas in Algerian culture, "God" is a religious
reference used in various situations to perform speech acts such as requests, offers, invitations,
and refusals. Either by using discourse conditionals, God willing/Inshallah, or by swearing by
using "Wallah" (Bennacer, 2021).

Benbouya and Rababah (2022) examined the refusal strategies utilized by 30 native
Algerians (15 males and 15 females) at the University of Mohamed Seddik Benyahia, Jijel,
Algeria. Data were collected through an oral discourse completion task (ODCT) written in both
Arabic and English. The results explained that Algerian Arabic speakers use an indirect manner

in refusals in all categories (Higher-Equal-Lower) in response to offers.

Additionally, Brown and Levinson categorize two types of politeness: positive which
emphasize respect and solidarity, while negative politeness deals with respecting the hearer’s
autonomy but these categories may differ from cultures to another, this study examines the use
of politeness strategies in expressing the speech act of refusals among Kabyle Berber speakers
using Brown & Levinson’s framework. The language which is spoken by Bejaia speakers is

Tamazight, which is spoken by 3 million people in various dialects (Kossman & Stromer,
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2021). Direct refusal is it happens in interactions where clarity is important, like in a formal
setting and when talking to others, but this way is harsh and may be considered a disrespectful
manner. this is the reason why the indirect refusal is used to soften the situation. For the direct
refusal, the stand and negation, which is the primary way central Kabyle negates verbal
declarative main clauses. The verb used in negation should be in the imperative or the negative
form; the meaning and the function of negation are different in the way of realization, in which

negation occurs in this way: "ur...ara" (Mettouchi, 2021).
2.5 Age and Gender in refusal strategy use

Women are seen to speak more fluently, emotionally, and indirectly, which might
convey hesitancy, doubt, and a lack of authority. On the other hand, men are thought to
communicate in an uncomplicated, concise, and helpful manner. Because of their capacity for
empathy and connection, women are more likely to build rapport that stimulates response,
despite the perception that their communication style may be weaker. Women's communication
styles represent their need for connection, whereas men's conventional styles typically focus on

their independence (Von Hippel et al, 2011).

Shahpouri and Soltani (2013) examined the impact of age and sex on the refusal
strategies used by Iranian EFL learners. The researchers collected data from three groups of
graduate students (males/females) of different ages, sexes, and different fields of study. The
first group was 30 American English speakers. The second group consisted of 30 participants
whose ages were between 22-29 years old, and the third group was about 30 participants, both
males and females. The researcher used a modified version of the DCT (or questionnaire) as a
tool to collect data. The results of the study showed that middle-aged speakers (30-60 years old)
favored the standard variants, while younger speakers (10-19 years old) used non-standard
variants. Although not as much as the younger generation, older speakers (70+ years old)
showed use of non-standard variants. In an attempt to explain this pattern, Cripper and
Widdowson (1900) propose that middle-aged speakers are more influenced by mainstream
societal values and have less cohesive social networks, whereas younger speakers are more

susceptible to social pressures from their peer group.

Deviani and Gunwan (2013) examined the refusal strategies used by old and young
foremen in a bakery in Surabaya. The researchers collected data from the old and young
foremen. The researchers used refusal expressions by the old and young foremen to the requests

of workers. The results of the study showed that the most frequently used refusal strategy by
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both the old and the young foremen was the indirect strategy. In particular, the young foremen
employed indirect tactics like non-performative verbs and direct tactics like a statement of
alternatives, an explanation, justifications, and an attempt to dissuade the interlocutor were all
used but the old foremen did not. Additionally, the most commonly employed indirect strategy
also differed. The young foremen used expressions of excuse, reason, or explanation more

often, 17% than the old foremen, who preferred to use statements of alternatives, 21 %.

Hayati et al. (2014) examined gender differences in refusal recognition among Iranian
EFL learners. The researchers collected data from 64 Iranian students, including 34 males and
30 females from Saveh institutes. Their ages ranged from 16 to 19 years. The researchers used
a written discourse completion task and a proficiency test as instruments to collect data. The
situations were written in English. The results of the study showed that in offer situations, the
most preferred answers were based on regret. Moreover, boys tend to use indirect refusal
strategies than girls. Overall, the study reveals that female learners show greater sensitivity to
contextual factors and use different strategies than males. The findings highlight that gender

and cultural background play an important role in shaping refusal performance.

Liu and Qian (2018) investigated the refusal strategies employ by 100 students (50
males and 50 females) aged from 18 to 23 years. The study analyzes data from questionnaire
interviews that were collected by using the online system. The findings reveal notable
variability in the use of refusal strategies among the participants. Specifically, the two gender
groups avoid ‘NO’ to maintain a polite manner. They employ more indirect strategies than
direct ones when expressing requests and invitations, whereas there is a difference in expressing
suggestions and offers. Female students tend to be more indirect and employ more hedges by
initiating speech acts. Overall, this study contributes to the understanding of gender differences
in Chinese college students’ speech acts of refusal. This study highlights the importance of
gender in showing refusal strategies to avoid offense.

Kayang (2018) examines refusal strategies performed by speakers of different ages. The
researcher collected data from two groups of 40 respondents, a younger group consisting of
speakers of 18-28 years, and an older group consisting of speakers aged 40-50 years. Cirta uses
a DCT, which contains 6 questions with different situations of requests, invitations, and offers.
The results of the study show that the younger group’s speakers are more likely to answer ‘’no’’
when making direct rejections, while the older group’s speakers were more likely to do so by
denying a proposition. More respondents from the younger demographic use excuses and

provide alternatives when making indirect refusals. Younger respondents decline by expressing
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their willingness and demonstrating empathy when expressing the adjuncts of refusals.
Moreover, the majority of respondents use an apology to decline an invitation from an older
person with whom they have a close relationship. One older respondent and two younger ones
flatly rejected the invitation, saying things like ** no, I’'m fine, Mom, ...”” and * Mom, I can’t
join...””. Only two older respondents used the same tactic (e.g., ‘om, I already have my favorite
chicken burger and fries...”), while three younger respondents close to declining such an

invitation by explaining.

Wang (2019), conducted a comparative study to look into the methods of Chinese
students use to refuse to speak English in specific circumstances. The study also looked at the
gender differences in the English refusal techniques employed by Chinese English majors. This
study was carried out in the Chinese province of Guizhou at Bijie. So female English majors
who were chosen at random from Guizhon University of Engineering Science’s Junior college
and 23 male students-only 14 of whom were English majors-who were chosen from other
colleges in the province of Guizhon, were the study’s participants. They were between the ages
of 18 and 22. The researcher used a questionnaire comprising a DCT, and a personal
information survey was used to gather data. According to the study’s findings, both male and
female students used specific tactics when performing the English refusal speech act. However,
the majority of male students tended to employ direct refusal strategies, whereas the majority
of female students tended to employ the indirect ones, such as setting conditions, pity, apology,
suggestion, promise, explanation, and dissuasion, as well as adjunctive strategies to save the

face of the interlocutors.

Another study was conducted by Amraoui (2019) employing politeness strategies to
perform refusal speech acts. The sample chosen consisted of 25 out of 88 students of English
at Biskra University 4 sections are serve as instruments to collect data. The age range is from
20 to 26. The findings reveal that there are a bunch of strategies to refuse invitations, offers,
requests, and suggestions. The most dominant one is refusing by thanking, apologizing, or
giving excuses. The participants with lower performance avoid using body language. Lastly,
females refuse indirectly by using a polite manner, especially in requests and invitations, or
suggestions, to protect their face, in contrast to males who prefer to be direct. This study is also

unlike the two mentioned before in their way.

The way refusals are expressed is significantly influenced by gender. According to

previous studies, women tend to use indirect refusal techniques than men, who might choose to
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use more direct methods. This difference implies that in their interactions, women may place a

higher value on face-saving strategies than men (Tuncer & Turhan, 2019).

However, in the study of Mohamed and Adeeb (2021), examined the refusal strategies
of refusal used by EFL learners. The data were collected from 100 (50 males and 50 females)
EFL learners chosen randomly from the department of English at Diyala University. The
researchers used a discourse completion test consisting of 7 proposed situations as an
instrument to collect data. The situations were written in English. The results of the study show
that the participants of both genders express requests, suggestions, and invitations directly.
Additionally, the findings of the study show that the male participants use fewer indirect and
adjuncts than the female participants. Comparing both studies, the difference between the
Japanese and Iragi genders when expressing refusal is that the Japanese tend to be indirect and
polite in other parts Iraqis are direct especially when expressing in their native language. Each
individual has a unique communication style and is influenced by other factors such as culture,
environment, and personal experiences. Respect for differences and awareness of different
communication preferences can enrich interactions between men and women in various

communication contexts.
2.6 When gender, social status and pragmatic transfer coincide

According to William and Krais (2000), people’s habits, which are influenced by social
structures and past experiences, affect how they use their social capital and negative various
social fields. These ideas offer a foundation for comprehending how social factors such as
gender, age, and social networks may interact to influence both individual and group behavior
in Kabyle society. Additionally, traditional social structures and modernizing influences, like
ICT, can interact to present Kabyle society with both opportunities and challenges. Traditional
forms of communication, social relationships, and the dissemination of cultural values can all
be changed by this interaction. Language is a means of social cohesiveness and identity
marking. The Kabyle language can be used to strengthen social boundaries and foster a sense
of community, which can impact interactions within and outside the Kabyle community.
Refusal strategies in Kabyle are deeply rooted in cultural values of politeness, respect, and
social harmony. They are influenced by the interaction context, the speaker’s relationship, and
the linguistic resources available to express refusal in a way that is acceptable for the cultures
also we can gain a better understanding of the complex interactions between various elements
that affect refusal strategies in Kabyle and other sociolinguistic contexts (Félix-Brasdefer,

2008). The oral tradition is very strong in Kabyle society. Proverbs and other oral traditions are

23



CHAPTER 2: Theoretical Background

essential for passing down historical knowledge, social norms, and cultural values across
generations. The Kabyle proverb "Argaz d awal" (a man of his word) highlights the value of
honesty and speech in a person’s social standing. Oral communication is a performance, a social
act in which the speaker’s credibility is crucial and within his oral framework communication
patterns are invariably influenced by differences in skill, knowledge and social standing;
however, social context has a big impact on Kabyle communication patterns especially the
emphasis on indirectness results from a cultural focus on preserving social harmony and
avoiding confrontation age, gender and social status are some examples of factors that affect
how direct or indirect. A communication is for instance, dealing with elders or people in
positions of power, frequently calls for a more indirect and submissive approach
(Bourdieu,1980; Mammari,1978). On the other hand, Hassani et al. (2011) analyze refusal from
the perspectives of both gender and social status to show differences in their use. Employing a
cohort of 60 Iranian EFL university students from TEHRAN university. The data were collected
by using a discourse completion task. The results shed light that Iranians use indirect strategies
in the Persian test compared to the English therefore, they tend to be indirect when addressing
to higher status. To conclude, this study offers a broader understanding of how the first
language (Persian) on L2 (English) influences refusal performance, showing the role of

language.

Go back to (2011) Abed shed light on the importance of pragmatic transfer on refusal
strategies by comparing Iragi EFL learners and American native speakers. The results show
that EFL learners express indirect refusal by employing a statement of explanation, regret, or
wish and adjuncts for across all status levels in contrast to American native speakers, who use

indirect strategies for both higher and equal status, but in lower they are more direct.

The last study is introduced by Iliad and Larina (2017), compared 30 Russians and 30
British refusals using a discourse completion test. The outcomes are that Russians prefer fewer
words and moves; on the other hand, the British avoid brief refusals, are indirect in response to
offers, requests, and invitations. In addition to this, it highlights similarities in the way of
expressing apology, regret, and explanation. Finally, this study contributes to distinguishing

between the two cultures.

Also, Boucif and Benhattab (2022) examine the refusal strategies employed by Algerian
male vendors in face-to-face haggling encounters using questionnaires using 115 participants

who were people from the market of Medina J’dida in Oran. The findings indicate that vendors
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use two main categories indirectly and in combination in various ways, like excuse, reason,

explanation, etc.

Kamal and Ariffin’s study (2023) examine how gender and power influence in refusal
strategies of English as a second language of Malay undergraduates. The sample chosen
contained 60 participants (30 males-30 females), refusing requests from three addresses
(lecturer-friend junior), and it was analyzed quantitatively by DCT. The results find out that
both male and female students use indirect refusal strategies when considering social status. It

is noticeable that both Japanese and Iranian students share the same results.

The gap in the current research is that it is limited to other cultures and lacks knowledge
to explore refusal strategies in Berber Kabyle speakers compared to other cultures. Many
studies on Kabyle Berber focused on structural aspects such as phonology, morphology, syntax,
and semantics comparing them to other dialects. However, few studies tackled the refusal
strategies used and influenced by gender, age, and social status in the Kabyle community which
has a unique culture. Refusal strategies are a pillar in speech act and politeness theory. Previous
studies have focused on Tasahlit or other dialects, but Kabyle Berber is limited. A little-known
how-to Kabyle speakers express disagreement or their strategies in rejecting invitations or
offers in their daily life conversations, focusing on their mother tongue since language
influences them way. This study will not only contribute to the understanding of these strategies
but also shed light on how this language differs and its impact on the strategies. This study is
significant and gives an insight into how language, culture, age, gender, and social status

influence refusal.
2.7 Conclusion

In Kabyle society, the enduring influence of orality, the nuances of social context, and
the dynamic forces of linguistic innovation and technological change all contribute to the
complex phenomenon of variation in communication patterns. Understanding these differences
requires a framework that acknowledges the importance of indirectness and the creative
adaptation of language to changing social demands. By understanding the complexities of
Kabyle communication, we can gain a deeper understanding of the social dynamics, cultural

values, and linguistic diversity of this vibrant community.
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CHAPTER THREE: Methodology

3.1 Introduction

As established in the previous chapter, the theoretical background centered on refusal
strategies. The reviewed literature provided a deep understanding of refusal strategies as socio-
pragmatic conventions. This outlines the research design and methodology, including sampling

criteria and data collection instruments.
3.2 Research design

Greene et al. (1989) suggested five key purposes for mixed-method evaluations,
drawing from both theoretical literature and in evaluations drawing from both theoretical
literature and their review of 57 empirical studies. These purposes include triangulation,
complementarity, development, initiation, and expansion. In its traditional sense, triangulation
aims to ensure convergence, corroboration, and consistency of results across different

methodological approaches.

Mixed-method designs are characterized by the combination of at least one quantitative
method, which focuses on numerical data collection, and one qualitative method, which gathers
textual or descriptive data. Significantly, neither method is inherently tied to a specific research
paradigm or philosophical approach (Greene 1989). Additionally, this method is valuable when
a single data source is not enough, when there is a need to clarify initial results, to generalize
exploratory findings, or to strengthen a study by employing a second method (Creswell & Clark,
2011).

This study includes the combination of qualitative and quantitative data to get a deeper
insight, to understand the research problem, and to validate findings. Quantitative analysis of
refusal strategy frequencies is not only about calculating how often strategies are used, but also
about understanding how social variables (gender, age, and social status) impact these
frequencies. The use of DCT (Discourse Completion Test) to look for quantitative data is a
widely used technique in sociolinguistic research for eliciting language data. It consists of a
questionnaire featuring brief descriptions of specific situations, each designed to prompt a
particular speech act. Participants read each scenario and provide a written response based on
the given prompt. Moreover, systematic modifications to the situational prompts can influence
the nature of participants’ responses (Verghese & Billmyer, 1996). DCT is used to calculate the

frequency and the percentage of refusal strategies. The use of qualitative methods includes
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interviews, particularly semi-structured interviews conducted with native Kabyle speakers to
understand cultural aspects of refusals and politeness norms, which offer depth and context by
showing why some strategies are preferred rather than others in a specific setting. We use both

qualitative and quantitative methods to show validity, reliability, and appropriateness.

Mixed methods approach enhances quantitative precision with qualitative depth to better
understand the refusal strategies by employing instruments to collect data (Creswell &
Ivankova, 2009).

Since refusal is a complex speech act we cannot use only one method, by quantitative
method we measure the variations statistically, for example the variation between male and
female in using refusal strategies (gender), while by qualitative data we take a look into socio-

cultural usage of these strategies about politeness and other norms.
3.3 Sampling

This research is carried out with participants from the Bejaia region and examines both
similarities and differences between the Kabyle men and women in their use of refusal strategies
when expressing offers and invitations. Taking into consideration age and social status as
factors that influence their use. Since it is a socio-pragmatic study mixed-method was employed
to gather both quantitative and qualitative data. This study used a Discourse Completion Task
(DCT) to examine refusal strategies among Kabyle Berber speakers, with data analyzed using
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), for quantitative and qualitative insights. The
participant pool consisted of 60 individuals (30 males, 30 female) from the Bejaia community,
ensuring gender balance. Participants represented diverse academic backgrounds (such as;
Teachers, Students, Doctors, Housewives, Sellers...etc.), enhancing the sociolinguistic
variability of the sample. The DCT, originally designed in English to align with cross-cultural
pragmatics research standards, was translated into Arabic a language of formal education in
Algeria, to ensure comprehension while maintaining pragmatic authenticity. This approach
allowed for systematic comparison of refusal tactics across genders while controlling for
cultural influences. The age range is from 18 to 50 years old. All of the participants were asked
to fill out the DCT in the form of a questionnaire containing 20 scenarios in many situations in
which the respondents are asked to answer by making refusals to offers and invitations. Each
type included a various status: higher, equal, or lower. Their answers will be collected and
compared, and analyzed to find out the results. The questionnaire was originally written in

English and later translated into Arabic for broader accessibility. The participants were also
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asked to answer questions when conducting semi-structured interviews, allowing participants
to express themselves using their own words. This provides the opportunity to get deeper
claims, and it is also a way to explore the peculiarities of the community about the speech act
of refusing. The purpose of this sampling is to represent native Kabyle speakers and to shed
light on the gender-based and age-based differences in refusal strategies, as well as status-based

details allowing insight into the cultural and social nuances of the Kabyle community.
3.4 Data Procedures

Our DCT is categorized into three parts, the first one is related to social distance, in which it
shows the familiarity levels between interlocutors, the second involves situations dealing with
social power (high-law and equal) the last one deals with the cost of composition. These
situations show the reaction of participants when performing invitations and offers. The data
were analyzed quantitatively by the use of DCT. Using statistical analysis of refusal strategy
frequencies will be conducted to show the most used strategies. The qualitative analysis deals
with thematic analysis (TA) to identify the linguistic structures of refusals and to communicate
verbally and non-verbally with participants during the interview. Additionally, some
communication strategies will be addressed to examine politeness, face-threatening acts (FTA),
and various techniques in refusals. Ethical considerations are a key part of this study to ensure
equality and respect for participants. Everyone is asked to give their agreement and told what
the study is about. Their identities are anonymous; thus they will have the opportunity to express
freely without being imposed upon. Their data is protected to maintain privacy; individuals
retain the right to decline answering any questions.

3.5 Sampling Strategy

We used a sampling technique aimed to gather a wide range of perspectives in order to examine
refusal strategies across the Kabyle community. To ensure a diverse representation, participants
were chosen based on a stratified random sampling. Accordingly, we carefully looked for
variations among participants in important social factors (e.g., age, gender, position, and
educational level), and the explicit participation of people with various statuses was considered
to enhance our data collection by producing an expanded variety of refusal responses that reflect

the diversity that is representative of the community.
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3.6 Conclusion

The data were collected from the participants by employing DCT and semi-structured
interviews to gather data quantitatively and qualitatively. The next chapter will be about the

discussion and the implications of the refusal strategies of Kabyle Berber speakers.
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CHAPTER FOUR: Data Analysis and Discussion

4.1 Findings and Results
4.1.1 Introduction

This section is regarded as the most significant part of this thesis, as acknowledged by
Woods, interpreting gathered data and communicating its importance to others is an assignment
for analysts in linguistic research, which necessitates combining findings to highlight the most
important patterns. Complex approaches become unnecessary when addressed imaginatively to
ensure effective data use, which is frequently accomplished through simple visuals like charts
or graphs. The goal of the research is to identify Kabyle refusal strategies and compare them

according to social factors.

As the chapter title signifies, the chapter uses the presentation of pie charts, tables, and
graphs to describe the findings and provide the analysis of the collected data. Last but not least,
the way of the participants’ refusal was investigated through a thematic analysis of the

interview.

Overall, the current section offers crucial background knowledge on the data collection

of the study, which is necessary to comprehend the results presented in the following step.
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4.1.2 Pie Chart

Distribution by Gender, Age, and Social Status

2% 2% = male 18 to 25 High status

\\\\V/w

20, 2% = female 18 to 25 Low status

= male 18 to 25 Low status

= male 18 to 25 Equal status
male 18 to 25 Unknown satus

m male 25 to 35 High status

= male 25 to 35 Low status

= male 25 to 35 Equal status

= male 25 to 35 Unknown status

m male 35 to 50 High status

® male 35 to 50 Low status
= male 35 to 50 Equal status
m male 35 to 50 Unknown status

= female 18 to 25 High status

4.1.3 Analyzing Age Tables

Table 1: Refusing to help an old neighbor

Frequency Percent
| Direct refusal (No) 9 15
Scenario | |ndirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 18 30
1) Indirect Refusal (Regret) 7 11,7
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 4 6,5
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 7 11,7
Indirect Refusal (Alternative/Suggestion) 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 1 1,7
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 4 6,7
acceptance)
Total 60 100
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Table 2: Rejecting family marriage

Scenario

(5)

Frequency Percent

Direct refusal (No) 9 15
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 18 30
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 7 11,7
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 4 6,5
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 7 11,7
Indirect Refusal (Alternative/Suggestion) 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 1 1,7
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 4 6,7
acceptance)

Total 60 100

The tables below demonstrate that, "Indirect Refusals” dominate, especially
"Alternative/Suggestion” (16%) and "Excuse/Explanation” (30%), which reflect a cultural
capacity for minimizing face-threats when refusing elders. "Wish" and "Regret" (11% each) are
equally common, indicating that Kabyle speakers soften rejections with feelings of regret.
Direct Refusal (NO) rates were similar between neighbors and family (15%). "Thanking" (1%)
and "Promise of future acceptance” (6%) are examples of low-frequency techniques that
suggest their situational application (e.g., gratitude for offers but inability to respond). So
Kabyle speakers avoid being direct and place of higher value on "Respect for age and social

hierarchy". The common usage of "Excuse/Explanation” and "Alternative/Suggestion™ is

consistent with societal norms that avoid complete rejection.

Table 3: Refusal of an Elder Colleague’s Request

Scenario (10)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 5
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 15 25
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 4 6,6
Indirect Refusal 9 15
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 7 11,7
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 5 8,3
acceptance)
Total 60 100
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The table below shows that, "Apology" enhances to (25%), compared to (6% in Scenario
1 and 5) suggesting that interaction is more important in professional settings, "Thanking"
increases to (11%) from (1% in Scenario 1 and 5) but, "Excuse/Explanation” decreases to (16%)
from (30%) indicating that professional settings combine transparency (apologies) with civility
(thanking). The lack of "Direct Refusals” (NO) highlights the negative perception of openly
rejecting older people in professional hierarchies. To maintain a balance between respect and
refusal, the workplace creates “strength variation”, necessitating additional "symbolic

politeness™ (thank you, apologies). The decline in "Excuse/Explanation” can be a reflection of

adults.
Table 4: Refusal of a student to join another student's group
Frequency Percent

Scenario (13) | Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 13 21,7
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 5
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 11 18,3
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 7 11,7
Indirect Refusal 8 13,3
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 4 6,6
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 7 11,7
acceptance)
Total 60 100

The table below indicates that, "Apology" reduces to (18%) compared to (26% for
coworkers). Although "Excuse/Explanation” stays high (21%), suggesting less need for ritual
mitigation. It appears that friend rejections emphasize negotiation, as evidenced by the high
percentage of "Alternative/Suggestion” (13%) and "Promise of future acceptance” (11%). The
mix of "Directness and negotiation” that Kabyle speakers employ with other students
("Alternative”, "Promise") reflects eliminated hierarchies. The consistent rate of direct refusals
(NO) at 11% underscores their connection to age-based power dynamics, whereas the continued

reliance on indirect refusals (e.g., excuses) aligns with broader cultural standards of politeness.

4.1.4 Analyzing Gender Tables
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Table 5: Rejecting family marriage

Frequency Percent
Scenario (5) | Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 15 25
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 5
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 15 25
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 7 10
Indirect Refusal 11 20
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 1 1,7
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 1 1,6
acceptance)
Total 60 100
Table 6: Refusal of coworker's coffee invitation
Frequency Percent
Scenario (20) | Direct refusal (No) 9 15
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 2 3,3
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 16 26,7
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 5 8,3
Indirect Refusal 10 16,7
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 3 5
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 5 8,3
acceptance)
Total 60 100

The data demonstrates varied gender-based patterns of refusal strategies, with "indirect
strategies™ predominating in both situations but with different points of focus. Speakers mainly
use "Excuse/Explanation™ and "Apology" (25% each) in family marriage refusals. The scenario
(5) demonstrates that the gender variable is activated by highlighting the necessity of reducing
face-threats in high-stakes familial scenarios. While "Direct refusals” (NO) are still rare (11%),
the strong usage of "Alternative/Suggestion™ (20%) further indicates a preference for
negotiation over directness. In contrast, "Apology" rises at (26%) in workplace coffee refusals
(Scenario 20), indicating increased politeness in work environments, whereas "Direct refusals”
(NO) increase almost at (15%). Notably, males may choose practical options (equal

"Alternative/Suggestion” in both); however, women may apply "Excuse/Explanation™ in
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familial situations (25% vs 16% in the workplace). Promising is used in situations where it is
possible to happen in the future unlike when it is not possible, such as Rejecting family marriage
(scenario 5) (1%) but is mostly used in workplace refusals (8%) shows how context and gender
roles influence the choice of strategy; professional refusals allow avoidance, while family
refusals require certainty. Although cultural norms in Kabyle society probably moderate these
universal preferences, these trends are consistent with broader sociolinguistic findings that

women frequently value unity in marriage, while men may adopt fewer emotional approaches.
4.1.5 Analyzing the Tables of Social Status

Table 7: Refusal of manager's help (High to Low)

Frequency Percent

Scenario Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
(6) Indirect refusal 12 20

(Excuse/Explanation)

Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 4

Indirect Refusal (Apology) 17 28

Indirect Refusal (Wish) 8 13,3

Indirect Refusal 9 15

(Alternative/Suggestion)

Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 4 6,3

Indirect Refusal (Promise of future | 1 1,7

acceptance)

Total 60 100

The table below indicates the frequency of occurrence and percentages of the refusal
strategies employed in response to social status. .it shows that social status influences the
strategies used by Kabyle Berber speakers when dealing with higher, equal, and lower status.
The most frequent strategy is indirect refusal apology (28%) participants use this strategy to
show respect and reduce the social cost of refusal followed by excuse/explanation (20%) by
justifying the refusal to not make it disrespectful then followed by suggestion/alternative
(15%) then by wish (13%) to express good intention followed by direct refusal (11%) then by
thanking (6%) to soften refusal then by regret (4%) to minimize the social damage finally,

promise for future acceptance (1%) by leaving the door open.
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Table 8: Rejecting agent's offer (High to Low)

Scenario

(8)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 8 13,3
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 2 3,3
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 15 25
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10
Indirect Refusal 10 16,7
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 6 10
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 3 5
acceptance)
Total 60 100

The table shows that, the most dominant strategy is "Apology" (25%), showing power

"Excuse/Explanation™ and "Alternative/Suggestion™ (16%) to maintain relationships. "Direct
refusal™ (NO) is used (13%) but not frequently due to the high risk of refusal. "Wish™ and

"Thanking" (10%) to mitigate the refusal, "Promise for future acceptance” (5%), and "Regret"

(3%) by showing empathy.

Table 9: Refusal to grade absent student (High to Low)

Scenario

9)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 4 6,6
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 13 21,7
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 5 8,3
Indirect Refusal 9 15
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 5 8,3
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 7 11,7
acceptance)
Total 60 100
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Table 10: Refusing a teacher's invitation (High to Low)

Frequency Percent

Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Scenario Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 13 21,4
(14) Indirect Refusal (Regret) 2 3,3

Indirect Refusal (Apology) 14 23,6

Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10

Indirect Refusal 6 10

(Alternative/Suggestion)

Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 6 10

Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 6 10

acceptance)

Total 60 100

Table 11: Refusal of a company owner to an employee’s invitation (High to Low)

Frequency Percent

Scenario Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
(16) Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) 11 18,3

Indirect Refusal (Regret) 4 6,7

Indirect Refusal (Apology) 14 23,4

Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10

Indirect Refusal 8 13,3

(Alternative/Suggestion)

Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 2 3,3

Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 8 13,3

acceptance)

Total 60 100

The tables below demonstrate that, “Direct refusal” (NO) appeared with similar
percentage (11%) but always indirect strategies are preferred “Excuse/Explanation’ was highly
used in scenario (9) (16%), in scenario (14) (21%) and in the scenario 16 (18%) indicates that
refusing offers and invitations is preferred by giving reasons to soften refusal by justifying.
“Apology” is considered as most used strategy (21%) in scenario (9) and (23%) in scenario (14)
and (23%) in scenario (16) this shows that when refusing someone with higher status
participants felt in need to apologize to express humility and save their face. “Regret” was less
employed (3%) in scenario (14), in contrast to scenarios (9 and 16) (6%). Kabyle Berber
speakers consider emotions of others, especially when dealing with academic relations. “Wish”
in scenario (9) (8%), in scenario (14) and (16) (10%), expressing the desire to accept, especially

when it is related to invitations.
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“Alternative/Suggestion” is used but in a small percentage (10%) in scenario (14) and
(13%) in scenario (16), and (15%) in scenario (9). “Thanking” in scenario (9) (8%), in scenario
(14) (10%) and in (16) (3%) reflects that expression of gratitude are essential more in
professional than the academic context setting. “Promise for future acceptance” in scenario (9)
(11%), in scenario (14) (10%) and in scenario (16) (13%) are showing that they may accept to

avoid harming other’s face.

Tablel12: Teacher’s refusal of student blood donation invitation (Low to High)

Frequency Percent

Scenario Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
a7 Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 11 18,3

Indirect Refusal (Regret) 5 8,3

Indirect Refusal (Apology) 13 21,7

Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10

Indirect Refusal 8 13,3

(Alternative/Suggestion)

Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 3 5

Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 7 11,7

acceptance)

Total 60 100

The table indicates that, the most dominant strategy is indirect refusal “Apology” by
(21%) teachers tend to soften refusal to maintain politeness the next strategy is by giving
“Excuse/Explanation” (18%) and “Alternative/Suggestion” (13%) which are helpful to keep
relations. Other observed strategy includes “direct refusal” (NO) (11%) it means teachers prefer
to be more indirect than direct. The less used strategies are “wish” (10%), “Regret” (8%) and
“Thanking” (5%) to avoid offense.
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Tablel13: Refusing to help a friend (Equal status)

Scenario

)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 20 33,3
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 4 6,6
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 21 35
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 3 5
Indirect Refusal 4 6,7
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 0 0
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future | 1 1,7
acceptance)
Total 60 100

This scenario shows a strong preference for indirect techniques particularly through
apology (35%) and excuse /explanation (33%) direct strategies are absent because mutual
support is expected among equals the less use of future promises indicate limited willingness

to commit help is situational not obligatory.

Tablel4: Refusing to lend car to a friend (Equal Status)

Scenario

(4)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 15 25
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 5
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 17 28,3
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 10 16,6
Indirect Refusal 7 11,7
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 0 0
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 1 1,7
acceptance)
Total 60 100

In this scenario apology is dominant (28%) lending a car involves high risk an apology
needed to soften the refusal by showing regret in the other hand excuse justifies the refusal as
beyond the refuser’s control additionally, wish and alternatives mitigate face threat this scenario

demand heavy politeness to avoid appearing distrustful.
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Tablel5: Declines paying friend's meal (Equal Status)

Scenario

(")

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 10 16,7
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 2 3,3
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 15 25
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 5 8,3
Indirect Refusal 14 23,3
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 4 6,7
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 3 5
acceptance)
Total 60 100

This table shows that; financial favors involve pride wishing demonstrate desire without

ability to reduce refusal thanking is rejection as gratitude also regret all these strategies preserve

the friend’s offer apology is rare because it might show that the friend’s offer was inappropriate.

Table 16: Refusing a friend's invitation (Equal Status)

Scenario
(11)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 12 20
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 5 8,3
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 11 18,3
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10
Indirect Refusal 7 11,7
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 6 10
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 6 10
acceptance)
Total 60 100

The most frequent strategy used is indirect refusal with an excuse or explanation

(20%), followed closely by apology (18%). Other commonly used strategies include direct

refusal (No) and alternative/suggestion, both at 11.7%, and wish, thanking, and promise of

future acceptance, each at 10%. The least used form is regret (8.3%). This suggests that while

participants leaned toward politeness via indirect strategies, they were still relatively

comfortable offering a direct “No” to friends in some cases.
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Table 17: Refusing neighbor's invitation (Equal Status)

Frequency Percent

Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Scenario Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 13 21,6
(12) Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 5

Indirect Refusal (Apology) 12 20

Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10

Indirect Refusal 7 11,7

(Alternative/Suggestion)

Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 5 8,3

Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 7 11,7

acceptance)

Total 60 100

In this table remains the most frequent (21%), similar to the friend’s case. Apology also
ranks high (20%), showing again a preference for polite, face-saving strategies. Interestingly,
regret is significantly lower (5%) compared to the friend scenario, possibly reflecting a more
distanced or formal relationship with neighbors. Direct refusals and alternative/suggestions
both account for 11%, the same as in Table 16. Thanking and promise of future acceptance

remain stable at around 8% and 11 %respectively.

Table 18: Refusing a friend’s night party (Equal Status)

Frequency Percent

Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7

Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 12 20
Scenario Indirect Refusal (Regret) 4 6,7
(15) Indirect Refusal (Apology) 11 18,3

Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10

Indirect Refusal 8 13,3

(Alternative/Suggestion)

Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 3 5

Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 9 15

acceptance)

Total 60 100

This table shows that social rejections risk implying disinterest an excuse and apology

validate the inviter’s effort direct refusal appears because some are law-stakes it is permitted

if softened by alternatives.

41




CHAPTER 4: Data Analysis and Discussion

Table 19: Refusal of neighbor's request to help with house renovation (Equal Status)

Scenario
(19)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 11 18,3
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 2 3,3
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 18 30
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 6 10
Indirect Refusal 9 15
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 2 3,4
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 5 8,3
acceptance)
Total 60 100

In this table renovation help is time-sensitive apology is used to show regret for failing

expectations alternatives (15%) are employed to offer solutions transforming rejection into

cooperation. direct refusal is acceptable but needed a high apology.

Table 20: Refusing to give a phone to a stranger (Unknown Status)

Scenario

3)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 18 30
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 5
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 21 35
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 3 5
Indirect Refusal 7 11,7
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 0 0
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 1 1,6
acceptance)
Total 60 100

42




CHAPTER 4: Data Analysis and Discussion

Table 21: Refusal of stranger's park cleanup invitation (Unknown Status)

Scenario
(18)

Frequency Percent
Direct refusal (No) 7 11,7
Indirect refusal (Excuse/Explanation) | 11 18,3
Indirect Refusal (Regret) 3 4,3
Indirect Refusal (Apology) 16 26,7
Indirect Refusal (Wish) 5 8,3
Indirect Refusal 9 15
(Alternative/Suggestion)
Indirect Refusal (Thanking) 3 5,7
Indirect Refusal (Promise of future 6 10
acceptance)
Total 60 100

The two tables indicate that, the scenario (3) and (18) are similar in refusing directly
(NO) offers or invitations (11%) indirect strategies differ significantly in scenario (3)
"Apology" (35%) and (26%) in the scenario (18) followed by "Excuse/Explanation™ (30%) in
scenario (3). By contrast, in scenario (18), the use of "Regret" and "Wish" differs from their
application in offer contexts (scenario 3). While invitations notice sparing gratitude (10%) and
higher future-acceptance promises (10%), offers avoid thanking (0%) to prevent implying

obligation and rarely use promises for future acceptance (1%). These indirect strategies are used

to maintain politeness and mitigate face threats.
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4.1.6 The Analysis of the Graphs
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The bar chart demonstrates that participants of all ages frequently used indirect refusals

(such as "Excuse/Apology"”, with percentages among younger participants increasing direct
refusals (30% vs. 15% for participants aged 18 to 35) age group showing reduced total usage
(17% indirect, 12% direct), illustrating that older persons might prefer assertiveness or

simplicity over complicated politeness.
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Refusals according to gender
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H Male 15% 16,70% 3,30% 26,70% 8,30% 16,70% 5% 8,30%
HFemale 11,70% 25% 5% 25% 11,70% 20% 1,60% 0%

The bar chart reveals gendered differences in refusal strategies. Males implement more
direct refusals (15% "NO™") and opt for indirect apologies (26%) and excuses (16%), contrary
to females, prioritize indirect alternatives (20%) and excuses (25%), mitigate directness (11%
"NO"), and totally neglect promise of future acceptance (0%). This indicates that although
women depend primarily on indirect, face-saving methods to mitigate rejections, men combine
directness with regulated politeness, possibly reflecting social or cultural norms that impact
gendered communication patterns, which means that societal expectations are probably the
cause of the observed variations between men and women’s refusal strategies (e.g., men
appearing more direct, women employing nuances in their strategies). Men are frequently
instructed by their cultures to value assertiveness, whereas women are instructed to prioritize

politeness or avoid conflict.
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The bar chart shows that distinct variations in indirect refusal techniques are identified
when refusals are analyzed by social status. The most common strategies used in all social status
categories are "Apology" (24%) and "Excuse/Explanation™ (18%) for high-to-low. "Apology"
(21%) and "Excuse/Explanation” (18%) for low-to-high. "Apology" (25%) and
"Excuse/Explanation” (22%) in equal-status, and "Apology" (30%) and "Excuse/Explanation”
(24%) for unknown status. This establishes a balance between politeness and respect for one
another. Refusal to commit is observed by the fact that "Thanking” is the most rarely
encountered across all categories. These structures establish how social hierarchy shapes refusal

strategies, with lower-status encounters including deference through apologies.
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4.1.7 Conclusion

The findings indicate that Kabyle Berbers strongly prefer indirect refusal strategies,
with variations observed across age, gender, and social status by the prioritization of face saving

and social cohesion within the community.
4.2 Discussion of the Results

Using the three research objectives as a guide, we aim to discuss the pattern of outcomes
that has developed from this study in light of previous studies after analyzing the data gathered

from the tools.

From the results stated in the tables above, it could be noticed that there were more
similarities than differences between refusals according to age across all scenarios. Indeed,
scenarios (1,5,10) most respondents used indirect strategies as "Excuse/Explanation” with a
high use of "Alternative/Suggestion” which demonstrates a cultural preference for offering
solutions rather than directly refusing. Expressions of gratitude were rarely used with requests
(scenarios 1 and 5) to avoid upholding a responsibility or the obligation to assist. In contrast,
participants’ use of gratitude to appreciate the effort of the inviter while declining was
significantly raised in invitation scenarios (10 and 13). According to this distinction, Kabyle
speakers adjust their indications of politeness according to the social act that is being
declined; in requests, gratitude is used carefully to avoid conveying dependency, but in
invitations, it is considerably increased to mitigate the impact of the refusal. Another
difference is that when refusing someone close (neighbor, family member), one does not need
to apologize for not being able to accept the offer or invitation, but for a distant person
(scenario 13), there is a need to save the speaker and the hearer's faces. The findings show
that age in the Kabyle culture is a fundamental factor to consider in the speech act of refusing.
Accordingly, this community attaches a high importance to respecting elderly people and thus
employs politeness strategies which are representative of community values, and honor-based
social hierarchies. In line with this, let us recall the Kabyle council called anciently "Tajmaat"
or what we can refer to as the traditional village assembly, where participation was celebrated.
Beyond this, the elders held a special status in this council as their decisions were rarely
contested, reflecting a gerontocracy aspect within the democratic framework. Interestingly,
this age-based value is dynamically modulated to cope with situational, institutional, and
professional norms, which are not all the time by universal politeness. In contrast to cultural

norms such as respecting elders, which have their
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Based on deeply established societal values and traditions, indirect ways of declining requests,
such as providing explanations or excuses/explanation, are a standard component of
professional behavior, intended to preserve workplace harmony and diplomacy, and are not
necessarily related to cultural preference. This result seems to be similar to the study of Kayang
(2018), who worked on refusal strategies performed by speakers of different ages. He argues
that the data reveal a marked predominance of indirect strategies and people in different age

groups refuse an offer/invitation in the same way, with more similarities than differences.

As far as gender is concerned, about Kabyle Berber speakers, indirect refusals are
asserted to preserve the interlocutor’s emotions and avoid conflicts as well. This pattern of
results is common in serious situations like rejecting a family marriage (scenario 5). To cope
with this, recurrent indirect strategies such as excuses (e.g., "I am still studying") are used.
Furthermore, apologies are equally common as they serve to soften refusals. They may even go
beyond and suggest other options to avoid refusing overtly and deliberately. Less serious
situations also involve using indirect mitigating strategies; speakers prefer these as they serve
to keep good bounds between interlocutors, so apologizing is very common when it comes to
not being able to accept invitations. Women in particular resort to these strategies to save their
standing within the family, and they also appeal to the aforementioned strategies as an indicator
of respect and kindness. Above all, it seems that females are indirect with regard to refusing
because they tend to care about saving others face and they drive by the need to be in peace
with everyone. This has longstanding roots in the Berber culture, where women are called "les
gardiennes de la tradition”. Historically, the Berber women has been known as the pot that
contains everyone and try their best even at their own expense in the pursuit of the wellbeing
of others. Women specifically may use these techniques in family concerns save their reputation
in this both scenarios refusals seem to be act of care trying to save everyone’s face to be in

peace.

Moving to social status, when declining higher status individuals like (teachers,
managers, elders) speakers depend mainly on apologies and excuses to reduce the face-
threatening act, as it is observed in the scenarios (6,8,9,14, and 16) for the case of teachers
refusing to abide by institutional norms. Participants used alternative strategies less frequently
in collaborative peer-based contexts (6, 8) than in hierarchical organizational scenarios (14, 9,
16). In the latter, superiors placed a higher priority on maintaining mutual respect and
encouraging collaboration to maintain formal stability and organizational hierarchy. Moreover,

in low to high status (scenario 17), apologies are necessary to show respect, contrariwise to
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equal status scenarios (2,4,7,11,12,15,19) where speakers employ "Excuse/Explanation™ and
"Apology" to protect the relationship and due to the implied risk of ruining the friendship. These
results seem to be comparable to those of Sati¢ and Cifci (2018), who claim that Turkish people
use more excuses and explanations, which means they are less likely to be direct. In addition,
another pattern of results by Izadi and Zilaie (2015) confirms that Persian speakers employ
indirect strategies more than direct ones in refusals. Concerning the unknown status, indirect
refusals "Excuse/Explanation™ and "Apology" toward strangers (scenarios 3 and 18) a need to
prove the universal respect, avoiding offense and misunderstanding, even for anonymous ones,

who may have hidden authority, indirectness plays a role of cultural safety.

Surprisingly, Benbouya and Rababaa (2022) in their analysis of Algerian Speakers'
Arabic found that they prefer to use direct refusal strategies in their response to people from all
statuses. Their pattern of results raises an interesting consideration of a cross ethnic study of
refusal strategies within the Algerian society itself. Results contradict due to cultural variation
for Kabyle Berbers; the refusal strategies are highly indirect. Directness is rare especially with
high status it risks face threatening they preserved values, customs and traditions from one
generation to the next but for the Algerian culture it is totally different since directness use of
strategies in all status is due to the influence of modern tradition and living in cities which allow
them to perceive directness as normal and not offensive. Hit is crucial to recognize that social
status plays a significant role in shaping refusal strategies in accordance with cultural norms

and these strategies may vary across cultures.

Overall, the Kabyle community prioritizes the use of indirect refusal strategies when
declining requests, invitations and suggestions in various social situations in order to save both
interlocutors face as it is mentioned in Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory to maintain

social ties.

In accordance to the second inquiry which is how do demographic characteristics (age,
gender and social status) of Kabyle Berber speakers correlate with their preferences for direct
vs indirect refusal strategies, the results indicate that Age, gender, and social status all have
influence on the direct or indirect choice of refusal strategies in Kabyle Berber community,
which reflects the group's emphasis on hierarchy, respect, and collectivism In order to maintain
harmony and provide an example of humility . older people with a high social status frequently
prefer indirect strategies by expressing regret. They might, however, use direct refusals to
show their authority when addressing to younger speakers. Additionally, younger speakers

nearly often use indirect strategies to avoid insulting or criticizing elderly people. In order to
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get around societal limits. Furthermore, when relating women, who operate under gender
norms, typically prioritize indirectness by softening refusals with politeness markers. Men
particularly those of higher status may employ direct refusals in peer encounters but turn to
indirect techniques when speaking to superiors or elders. These dynamics are further
complicated by social status: while lower-status people mainly rely on indirectness to avoid
being viewed as impolite, high-status people balance indirectness to maintain harmony. these
demographic patterns explain how Kabyle refusal strategies reinforce cultural values of

deference and face-saving act.

Age, gender, and social status influence the formulation and perception of refusals.
Empirical data demonstrate that age significantly shapes the choice of refusal strategies, with
individuals often opting for indirect techniques when addressing elders. For instance, the term
"Tajmaat" refers to councils of elders with the authority to resolve conflicts and guide decision-
making processes, reflecting a sociocultural prioritization of intergenerational tradition.
Regarding social status, professional settings often emphasize transparency and civility; thus,
indirect refusal strategies (e.g., excuses or explanations) may not stem from cultural norms but
rather from performative professional structures. This contrasts with contexts where
indirectness aligns with cultural values, such as showing deference to elders. Additionally, the
cost of imposition affects refusal strategies: high-stakes scenarios (e.g., refusing a marriage
proposal) necessitate elaborate justifications, whereas low-imposition scenarios (e.g., declining
a coffee invitation) may involve brief apologies. In summary, indirectness reduces face-
threatening acts to maintain symbolic politeness while enabling avoidance of direct conflict.
The current chapter analyzed the data gathered from the tools and discussed the results, which
demonstrate that indirectness is dominant in relationships and that Kabyle refusal strategies are

highly socio-pragmatically influenced by age, gender and social status.

Finally, answering the last question, Kabyle Berber polite refusal is characterized by
pragmatic strategies that put social harmony and respect for cultural hierarchy first, as well as
linguistic indirectness. In linguistics, people use formulaic expressions softened by honorifics
thus, wish and promise for future acceptance, Proverbs and figurative language are used to
avoid direct confrontation. Pragmatically, refusals are embedded with gratitude and appeals to
suggestions /explanation and apology, reframing refusal as a necessity dictated by social roles
rather than individual choice. Speakers maintain harmony by invoking hierarchical deference

cultural values like solidarity and interdependence are significant to preserve relationships.
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To conclude, the general findings of this chapter helped us achieve our study

objectives and answered clearly to research questions.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusion

By examining the refusal strategies of Kabyle Berber, his paper highlights the linguistic
strategies (direct and indirect) to refuse offers and invitations by investigating how social
factors (age, gender and social status), in addition to settings shape refusal formation including

how politeness and cultural values influence indirectness.

The study incorporates a mixed-methods approach, combining questionnaire and
interview to examine how Kabyle Berber sociocultural norms affect communication strategies,
particularly when opposition is involved. According to research, people with high status like
elders or community leaders most frequently use indirect refusal strategies to maintain social
harmony and respect, which is consistent with cultural norms that place an importance on
politeness and hierarchical relationships. The prospect that indirectness would predominate
only in formal or hierarchical interactions was clarified; rather, indirect strategies are employed
in a variety of contexts, and their degree of complexity (such as excuses and apologies) varies
according to age, gender, and social status. Refusals aimed to others, for example, may be less
indirect than those made to superiors, where politeness acts are more significant. The use of
"approximant™ signifies that indirectness is not necessarily related to politeness instead
functions on a range that is adjusted to maintain common cohesion and face-saving. This
requires to question commonly accepted assumptions about communication methods and
underlines how Kabyle Berber norms distinctly establish a balance between situational

flexibility, indirectness, and cultural values like cohesiveness over individual directness.

The results show that refusal strategies are carefully adjusted to mitigate face threats in
Kabyle socio cultural setting, particularly when speaking to elders. Direct refusals are
sometimes used rarely in age-based hierarchical situations. However, they are carefully
constructed to indicate power imbalances and are usually followed by statements to make a
balance between civility and transparency. Indirect techniques like negotiated delays or polite
excuses are increasingly used and represent a culture that values harmony among individuals
as well as respect for elders. The study additionally illustrates that indirectness is not limited by
social standing. Kabyle speakers opt for indirect refusals to protect feelings of others in various
setting, whether speaking to peers, superiors or inferiors. Even when directness is justified,
gender remains a critical factor which has been found that women in Kabyle communities apply

indirect strategies more frequently than men do. The pattern is related to gender values of
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modesty and relational diplomacy. Finally, these choices are not only language decisions;
instead, they represent fundamental cultural values that distinguish Kabyle pragmatics from
rejection norms in cultures. This study highlights that Kabyle refusals are performative acts of
cultural identity that negotiate personal autonomy with social norms. Finally, Age, gender and
social status significantly influence Kabyle Berber refusal strategies, with indirect approaches
predominating in hierarchical interactions, as they reflect politeness norms aimed at

maintaining social harmony within the community.
5.2 Limitations of the Study

Undoubtedly, conducting research involves obstacles that challenge the researcher’s
ability to fully achieve the study’s aims. This work is not a rare case, and it is important to
recognize its limitations. One major obstacle was the lack of academic sources, especially
socio-pragmatic research on Kabyle Berber refusal strategies. Our theoretical framework is
constrained by the absence of books or published papers in our library at the University of
Bejaia. Second, only speakers of Kabyle Berber from a particular area (Bejaia) were included
in the study, although this made it possible to conduct a thorough examination, the result cannot
apply to Kabyle speakers from other regions, cultures or other Berber dialect (such as Chaoui,
Chelhi, ...etc.). Third, the DCT participants’ varied responses made analysis challenging.
Particularly in socially sensitive situations (such as declining elders or people of high position),
some respondents gave brief or unclear responses, which could be a reflection of cultural
hesitation or the artificiality of the task. Fourth, spontaneity might have been limited by using
a written DCT rather than an oral one. Kabyle refusal strategies frequently depend on tone,
pauses, or nonverbal signals in real-life conversations, which are difficult to convey effectively
in written responses. It is also possible that participants overanalyzed their responses, which
resulted in more artificial or idealized rejections. Lastly, even though the study looked at age,
gender, and social status, the sample might not fairly reflect all subgroups (e.g., speakers from

rural VS urban areas), which could lend to the missing of important pragmatic variations.
5.3 Recommendations of the Study

Although this study sheds light on Kabyle Berber refusal strategies, its limitations,
specifically, the lack of time that affected data collection indicate that future research should be
conducted over an extended period of time in order to increase the reliability and validity of the
findings. In addition, while factors such as age, gender, and social status were examined, other

variables, such as urban versus rural differences, education level, or the effects of bilingualism
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need to be investigated. Additionally, because Kabyle refusals are multimodal, incorporating
video recordings would also allow for the analysis of non-verbal cues (gestures, tone, and facial
expressions) in Kabyle communication. Finally, using statistical tools like Chi-square tests
could reveal significant differences in the frequency or distribution of strategies across distinct
demographic groups. Lastly, this study highlights the need for further investigation into how
second language (L2) learners acquire and employ refusal strategies in Kabyle Berber and other
languages. Given that pragmatic competence particularly in face-threatening acts like refusals
is often a challenge for L2 speakers, future studies could: Compare native and non-native
refusal strategies to identify potential pragmatic transfer (e.g., do L2 learners apply first-

language (L1) indirectness norms when refusing in Kabyle Berber?).
5.4 General Conclusion

To conclude, this thesis has demonstrated that within Kabyle Berber-speaking
communities, female speakers systematically employ indirectness in their refusal strategies
compared to their male counterparts. Significantly, the findings underscore that the selection
and realization of refusal strategies are profoundly shaped by a complex interplay of
sociocultural variables, including age, gender, and social status, reflecting deeply embedded
cultural norms. Furthermore, the research affirms that distinct national contexts demonstrate
unique sets of social conventions, which in turn govern communicative expectations and
politeness strategies. These insights indicate the importance of cultural particularities

specifically Kabyle cultural norms in shaping communicative behavior.

54



References

References

Abed, A. (2011). Pragmatic transfer in Iragi EFL learners' refusals. International Journal of
English Linguistics, 1(2), 166-185. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.vin2p166

Adeeb, R. E., & Mohamed, S. Z (2021). A cross-gendered analysis of the main refusal strategies
and their realizations by the Iraqi EFL university learners. Journal SHE 2(2), 168-178.
http://dx.doi.org/10.25273/she.v2i2.9332

Al Eryani, A. A. (2007). Refusal strategies by Yemeni EFL learners. The Asian EFL Journal,
9(2), 19-34. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.285764840

Alalawi, B. (2022). The role of gender on Saudi English language learners' performance of
refusals. Arab World English Journal, 13(3), 220-235. https://awej.org/the-role-of-

gender-on-saudi-english-lanquage-learners-performance-of-refusals/

Al Rousan, R. M., & Lbrir, L. (2018). Language change and stability in Algeria: A case study
of Mzabi and Kabyle Berber. Journal of North African Studies, 10(2), 177-198.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629387.2017.1415723

Al Shawali, H. (1997). Refusal strategies in Saudi and American culture. Journal of
Pragmatics, 27(3), 227-245. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(96)00033-6

Amraoui, R. (2019). A study about the use of politeness strategies in refusal speech acts in
relation to gender as an influential factor [Master's thesis, University of Biskra].
University of Biskra Institutional Repository. http://archives.univ-
biskra.dz/bitstream/123456789/14927/1/A%20STUDY %20ABOUT%20THE%20US
ED%20POLITENESS%20STRATEGIES%20IN%20REFUSA

Armbruster, H., & Belabas, S. (2021). Between loss and salvage: Kabyle and Syrian
Christians. Languages, 6(4), Article 175. https://doi.org/10.3390/lanquages6040175

Ariffin, A., & Aqiilah, N. (2023). Gender and power relation in English refusal strategies of
ESL undergraduates. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and
Social Sciences, 13(8), 1491-1506. https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v13-i8/18247

Austin, J. L. (1962). How to do things with words. Oxford University Press.
https://silverbronzo.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/austin-how-to-do-
things-with-words-1962.pdf

55


https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v1n2p166
http://dx.doi.org/10.25273/she.v2i2.9332
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.285764840
https://awej.org/the-role-of-gender-on-saudi-english-language-learners-performance-of-refusals/
https://awej.org/the-role-of-gender-on-saudi-english-language-learners-performance-of-refusals/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13629387.2017.1415723
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(96)00033-6
http://archives.univ-biskra.dz/bitstream/123456789/14927/1/A%20STUDY%20ABOUT%20THE%20USED%20POLITENESS%20STRATEGIES%20IN%20REFUSA
http://archives.univ-biskra.dz/bitstream/123456789/14927/1/A%20STUDY%20ABOUT%20THE%20USED%20POLITENESS%20STRATEGIES%20IN%20REFUSA
http://archives.univ-biskra.dz/bitstream/123456789/14927/1/A%20STUDY%20ABOUT%20THE%20USED%20POLITENESS%20STRATEGIES%20IN%20REFUSA
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages6040175
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v13-i8/18247
https://silverbronzo.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/austin-how-to-do-things-with-words-1962.pdf
https://silverbronzo.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/austin-how-to-do-things-with-words-1962.pdf

References

Allwood, J. (1976). Linguistic communication as action and cooperation.

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jens-

Allwood/publication/246699558 Linguistic Communication as Action and Cooper
ation/links/0f31753a94c2a6a4f3000000/Linguistic-Communication-as-Action-and-
Cooperation.pdf

Al Shboul, Y., & Maros, M. (2012). An intercultural study of refusal strategies in English
between Jordanian EFL and Malay ESL postgraduate students.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258859548 An_Intercultural_Study of Ref

usal Strategies in English between Jordanian EFL and Malay ESL Postgraduate
Students

Al Kahtani, S. A. (2005). Refusal realizations in three different cultures: a speech act
theoretically based cross-cultural study. Journal of King Saud University 18(1), 35-37.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/239919853 Refusals Realizations in Three

Different Cultures A Speech Act Theoretically-based Cross-cultural Study

Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780194370035.001.0001

Beebe, L. M., & Takahashi, T. (1989). Sociolinguistic variation in face-threatening speech
acts: Chastisement and disagreement. In M. Eisenstein (Ed.), The dynamic
interlanguage: Empirical studies in second language variation (pp. 199-218).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-0900-8 13

Beebe, L. M., Takahashi, T., & Uliss-Weltz, R. (1990). Pragmatic transfer in ESL refusals. In
R. C. Scarcella, E. S. Anderson, & S. D. Krashen (Eds.), Developing communicative
competence in a second language (pp. 55-73). Newbury House.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100009004

Beebe, L. M., & Takahashi, T. (1987). The development of pragmatic competence by
Japanese learners of English.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282677744 The development of pragmatic

competence by Japanese learners of English

Beltran-Palanques, S. (2011). Analyzing refusals in films. In Current trends in Anglophone
studies: Cultural, linguistic, and literary research (pp. 115-128). John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/z2.164.11bel

56


https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jens-Allwood/publication/246699558_Linguistic_Communication_as_Action_and_Cooperation/links/0f31753a94c2a6a4f3000000/Linguistic-Communication-as-Action-and-Cooperation.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jens-Allwood/publication/246699558_Linguistic_Communication_as_Action_and_Cooperation/links/0f31753a94c2a6a4f3000000/Linguistic-Communication-as-Action-and-Cooperation.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jens-Allwood/publication/246699558_Linguistic_Communication_as_Action_and_Cooperation/links/0f31753a94c2a6a4f3000000/Linguistic-Communication-as-Action-and-Cooperation.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Jens-Allwood/publication/246699558_Linguistic_Communication_as_Action_and_Cooperation/links/0f31753a94c2a6a4f3000000/Linguistic-Communication-as-Action-and-Cooperation.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258859548_An_Intercultural_Study_of_Refusal_Strategies_in_English_between_Jordanian_EFL_and_Malay_ESL_Postgraduate_Students
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258859548_An_Intercultural_Study_of_Refusal_Strategies_in_English_between_Jordanian_EFL_and_Malay_ESL_Postgraduate_Students
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/258859548_An_Intercultural_Study_of_Refusal_Strategies_in_English_between_Jordanian_EFL_and_Malay_ESL_Postgraduate_Students
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/239919853_Refusals_Realizations_in_Three_Different_Cultures_A_Speech_Act_Theoretically-based_Cross-cultural_Study
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/239919853_Refusals_Realizations_in_Three_Different_Cultures_A_Speech_Act_Theoretically-based_Cross-cultural_Study
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780194370035.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-0900-8_13
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263100009004
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282677744_The_development_of_pragmatic_competence_by_Japanese_learners_of_English
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282677744_The_development_of_pragmatic_competence_by_Japanese_learners_of_English
https://doi.org/10.1075/z.164.11bel

References

Benbouya, A., & Ghaleb, R. (2022). Refusal strategies used in Algerian spoken Arabic in
response to offers. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 12(4), 715-725.
https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.1204.13

Blum-Kulka, S., House, J., & Kasper, G. (1989). Cross-cultural pragmatics: Requests and
apologies. Ablex Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.5

Boucif, F., & Benhattab, L. A. (2022). Refusals in face-to-face haggling exchanges by
Algerian male vendors in the market of Medina J'dida in Oran. Arab World English
Journal, 7(2), 773-790. https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/call7.2.51

Bowen, N. (2011). What is dialect and why study it? In Sociolinguistic perspectives on
language and dialect (pp. 23-42). Cambridge Scholars Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.5840/sociolinguistic2011

Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511813085

Boonsuk, Y. & Ambele, E. (2019). Refusal as a social speech act among that EFL university
students. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3418116

Bennacer, F. (2021). Swearing as a refusal marker in Algeria: variant dialectal use of one
cultural reality 11(3), 175-176. https://asjp.cerist.dz/en/article/155822

Bharuthram, S. (2003). Politeness phenomena in the Hindu sector of the south African Indian
English speaking community. Journal of Pragmatics 35(10-11), 1523-1544.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(03)00047-X

Beckers, A. M. (1999). How to say "no" without saying "no". A study of the refusal strategies
of Americans and Germans. PhD diss, University of Mississippi, New York: Pelnum

Press. https://egrove.olemiss.edu/etd/1723/

Caracelli, V. J., & Greene, J. C. (1993). Data analysis strategies for mixed-method evaluation
designs. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 15(2), 195-207.
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737015002195

Chaker, S. (2018). Berbérité/Amazighité (Algérie/Maroc) : La "nouvelle politique berbere™.
HAL Archives Ouvertes. https://hal.science/hal-01770548

57


https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.1204.13
https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.5
https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/call7.2.51
https://doi.org/10.5840/sociolinguistic2011
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511813085
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3418116
https://asjp.cerist.dz/en/article/155822
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(03)00047-X
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/etd/1723/
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737015002195
https://hal.science/hal-01770548

References

Cifci, H., & Satig, O. C. (2018). Refusal strategies and perceptions of social factors for
refusing: Empirical insights from Turkish learners of English. Journal of Language
and Linguistic Studies, 14(1), 11-27. https://doi.org/10.17263/jl1s.2018.711

Constitution of Algeria. (2016). Journal Officiel de la République Algérienne, 14.
https://www.joradp.dz/trv/fcons.pdf

Culpeper, J. (2021). Sociopragmatics. In M. Haugh, D. Z. Kadar, & M. Terkourafi (Eds.), The
Cambridge handbook of sociopragmatics (pp. 21-40). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954105.003

Creswell, W.J., & Ivankoya, V. N. (2009). Quantitative research in applied linguistics: A
practical introduction.
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1057/978023023951 7#page=149

Creswell, W. J., & Clark, P. (2011). Individualism and partnership: A descriptive qualitative
analysis of chronic disease phenomenon as perceived by older adults. Open Journal of
Nursing 5(10).

https://www.scirp.org/reference/referencespapers?referenceid=1596237

Chaker, S. (2004). Encyclopédie berbere. Kabylie : La langue (pp 4055-4066).
https://doi.org/10.4000/encyclopedieberbere.1431

Chomsky, N. (1965). Aspects of the theory of syntax. https://www.colinphillips.net/wp-
content/uploads/2015/09/chomsky1965-ch1.pdf

Claire, K. (1998). Language and culture.
https://books.google.dz/books?id=XRPiONIC2PMC&printsec=frontcover&hl=fr&sou
rce=gbs ge summary r&cad=0#v=onepage&g&f=falsey

Cook, V. (1993). Learning and communication strategies.
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-349-22853-9 6

Chen, H. J. (1996). Cross-cultural comparison of English and Chinese meta-pragmatics in
refusal. Indiana University (ERICDocumentService) de reproduction n° ED 408860.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED408860

Dewey, J. (1916). Communication history and forms.

https://cod.pressbooks.pub/communication/chapter/1-1-communication-history-and-

forms/

58


https://doi.org/10.17263/jlls.2018.711
https://www.joradp.dz/trv/fcons.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108954105.003
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1057/9780230239517#page=149
https://www.scirp.org/reference/referencespapers?referenceid=1596237
https://doi.org/10.4000/encyclopedieberbere.1431
https://www.colinphillips.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/chomsky1965-ch1.pdf
https://www.colinphillips.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/chomsky1965-ch1.pdf
https://books.google.dz/books?id=XRPiONIC2PMC&printsec=frontcover&hl=fr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=falsey
https://books.google.dz/books?id=XRPiONIC2PMC&printsec=frontcover&hl=fr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=falsey
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-1-349-22853-9_6
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED408860
https://cod.pressbooks.pub/communication/chapter/1-1-communication-history-and-forms/
https://cod.pressbooks.pub/communication/chapter/1-1-communication-history-and-forms/

References

Deviani, E., & Gunawan, S. (2019). The refusal strategies used by the old and young foremen
in a bakery in Surabaya. Lingua Cultura, 13(4), 315-322.
https://doi.org/10.21512/lc.v13i4.5981

Djebbari, H., & Djebbari, Z. (2018). Language policy in Algeria: An outlook into reforms.
International Journal of Language Policy and Planning, 4(2), 45-62.
https://asjp.cerist.dz/en/article/118469

Emike, A. J., Sanni, A., Agu, M. N., & Olusanya, A. M. (2022). Introducing sociolinguistics.
Bulletin of Advanced English Studies, 6(2), 36-44.
https://doi.org/10.31559/BAES2021.6.2.2

Eslami, R. Z. (2010). Refusals: how to develop appropriate refusal strategies.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/111t.26.13esl

Ellis, R. (1985). Understanding second language acquisition. Oxford University Press.

Felix-Brasdefer, J. C. (2008). Politeness in Mexico and the United States: A contrastive study
of the realization and perception of refusals. John Benjamins.
https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.171

Felix-Brasdefer, J. C. (2006). Linguistic politeness in Mexico: refusal strategies among male
speakers of Mexican Spanish. Journal of Pragmatics 38(12).
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2006.05.004

Goffman, E. (1972). Politeness and interactional imbalance.
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/ijs1.1991.92.5/html

Gonzalez, S., & Dominguez, F. (2024). Teaching strategies for improving linguistic
communication in language and literature. Revista Iberamericana de Educacion 8(2).
https://doi.org/10.31876/ie.v8i2.270

Gass, S. M., & Neu, J. (Eds.). (1995). Speech acts across cultures: Challenges to
communication in a second language. De Gruyter Mouton.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110219289

Grundy, P. (2014). Pragmatics for language educators: A sociolinguistic perspective. ELT
Journal, 68(2), 208-211. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccu012

59


https://doi.org/10.21512/lc.v13i4.5981
https://asjp.cerist.dz/en/article/118469
https://doi.org/10.31559/BAES2021.6.2.2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/lllt.26.13esl
https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2006.05.004
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/ijsl.1991.92.5/html
https://doi.org/10.31876/ie.v8i2.270
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110219289
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccu012

References

Gudykunst, W. B., & Ting-Toomey, S. (1988). Culture and interpersonal communication.
SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452253721

Ghoul, S. (2013). A sociolinguistic study of language policy in Algeria. https://ds.univ-
oran2.dz:8443/jspui/handle/123456789/3584

Green, M. G. (1989). Pragmatics and natural language understanding. Hillsdale NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226700014602

Hao, L., & Qian, M. (2018). A study on gender differences in speech act of refusal of Chinese
college students. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 9(3), 453-460.
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0903.02

Hariri, E., & Moini, M. R. (2020). Refusal speech act in EFL context: The relation between
social status, distance and strategies used. International Multilingual Journal of
Science and Technology, 5(7), 1301-1313. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3958884

Hayati, M., Jalilifar, A., & Mashhadi, A. (2014). Iranian EFL learners' gender differences and
their ability in refusal recognition. Journal of Life Sciences, 4(1), 52-60.
https://www.cibtech.org/J-LIFE-SCIENCES/PUBLICATIONS/2014/Vol-4-No-1/JLS-
052-040-%20MARHAMT-%20IRANAN-%20REGOGNITION.pdf

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture's consequences: Comparing values, behaviors, institutions and
organizations across nations (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231125

Haase, F. A. (2013). Linguistic communication: an introduction history and case studies of
communication as knowledge transfer.

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=2324704

Hurford, R. J. (1994). Grammar: A Student's Guide.
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Grammar/ZaBKd8pT6kgC?hl=fr&gbpv=0

Henstock, M. (2003). Refusals: A language and cultural barrier between Americans and
Japanese. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Purdue University, West Lafayette,
Indiana. https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/dissertations/AA13113813/

60


https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452253721
https://ds.univ-oran2.dz:8443/jspui/handle/123456789/3584
https://ds.univ-oran2.dz:8443/jspui/handle/123456789/3584
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022226700014602
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0903.02
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3958884
https://www.cibtech.org/J-LIFE-SCIENCES/PUBLICATIONS/2014/Vol-4-No-1/JLS-052-040-%20MARHAMT-%20IRANAN-%20REGOGNITION.pdf
https://www.cibtech.org/J-LIFE-SCIENCES/PUBLICATIONS/2014/Vol-4-No-1/JLS-052-040-%20MARHAMT-%20IRANAN-%20REGOGNITION.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231125
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2324704
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Grammar/ZaBKd8pT6kgC?hl=fr&gbpv=0
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/dissertations/AAI3113813/

References

Holmes, J. (1995). Women, Men and Politeness. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315845722

Halliday, M. A. K., & Hasan, R. (1989). Language, context and text: Aspects of language in a
social-semiotic perspective (2nd ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586740

Hymes, D. (1974). Foundations in Sociolinguistics: An Ethnographic Approach. University
of Pennsylvania Press.
https://books.google.dz/books?id=B3NIAeabrHwC&printsec=frontcover&hl=fr&sour

ce=ghs ge summary r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false

Hall, E. T. (1976). Beyond culture. Anchor.
https://monoskop.org/images/6/60/Hall Edward T Beyond Culture.pdf

Ismail, S. W. (2019). Refusal strategies of Saudi EFL undergraduate students. Arab World
English Journal (Special Issue: The Dynamics of EFL in Saudi Arabia), 96-114.
https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/efl1.8

lliadi, L., & Larina, T. V. (2017). Refusal strategies in English and Russian. Topics in
Linguistics, 18(2), 56-77. https://doi.org/10.1515/topling-2017-0010

Jiang, W., Spencer-Oatey, H. (2003). Explaining cross-cultural pragmatic findings: Moving
from politeness maxims to socio-pragmatic interactional principles (SIPs). Journal of
Pragmatic, 35(10-11), 1633-1650. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(03)00025-0

Koike, A. D. (2022). Transfer of pragmatic competence and suggestions in Spanish foreign
language learning. In S. Gass & J. Neu (Eds.), Speech acts across cultures (pp. 257—
281). Mouton de Gruyter. http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110219289

Kaburise, P. (2005). Speech act theory and communication: A Univen study [Doctoral
dissertation, University of Pretoria]. UPSpace Institutional Repository.
https://repository.up.ac.za/handle/2263/25145

Kayang, K. C. (2018). Refusal Strategies Performed by Speakers of Different Ages.
http://dx.doi.org/10.22146/lexicon.v3i2.42110

Kinanti, K. C. (2014). Refusal strategies performed by speakers of different ages. Lexicon,
3(2), 109-123. https://doi.org/10.22146/lexicon.v3i2.42110

61


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315845722
https://doi.org/10.2307/3586740
https://books.google.dz/books?id=B3NIAeabrHwC&printsec=frontcover&hl=fr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://books.google.dz/books?id=B3NIAeabrHwC&printsec=frontcover&hl=fr&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false
https://monoskop.org/images/6/60/Hall_Edward_T_Beyond_Culture.pdf
https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/efl1.8
https://doi.org/10.1515/topling-2017-0010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(03)00025-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110219289
https://repository.up.ac.za/handle/2263/25145
http://dx.doi.org/10.22146/lexicon.v3i2.42110
https://doi.org/10.22146/lexicon.v3i2.42110

References

Kramsch, C. (2014). Language and culture. https://doi.org/10.1075/aila.27.02kra

Kessar, S., & Hamdan, J. (2023). Language policy and planning in Algeria: case study of
Berber language planning. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 13(1), 59-68.
http://dx.doi.org/10.17507/tpls.1301.08

Kwaon, J. (2004). Expressing refusals in Korean and in American English.
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/mult.2004.23.4.339/html?srslti
d=AfmBOor -2tXpL5KXBfRaraXzRa8ND-6j0SS010FAAWQI1ZnsBm8dsDyW

Kossmann, M., & Stroomer, H. (2021). On the reconstruction of ‘one’ in Berber.
https://doi.org/10.3917/EDB.045.0217

Kamal, M., & Arriffin, A. (2023). Gender and power relation in English refusal strategies of
ESL undergraduates. E-BANGI Journal 20(3).
http://dx.doi.org/10.17576/ebangi.2023.2003.21

Leontievich, O., & Gulyaeva, M. (2018). Refusal to communicate as a positive and negative
communication strategy. Training, Language and Culture, 2(3), 58-73.
https://doi.org/10.29366/2018tlc.2.3.4

Levinson, S. C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511813313

Lakoff, R. T. (1990). Talking power: The politics in language in our lives. Glasgow: Harper
Collins.

https://www.academia.edu/110619187/Talking power The politics of language

Lafkioui, B. M., & Brugnatelli, V. (2008). Berber in contact: linguistic and sociolinguistic
perspectives.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316082488 Berber in contact linguistic an

d sociolinquistic perspectives

Lucas, C., & Manfredi, S. (2020). Arabic and Contact-Induced Change.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3744565

Leech, N. G. (1983). Principles of pragmatics, Geoffrey N. Leech. London and New York:

Longman. https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-

acquisition/article/abs/principles-of-pragmatics-geoffrey-n-leech-london-and-new-
vork-longman-1983-pp-250/E045592CCCEFB4383D232790FADD71C9

62


https://doi.org/10.1075/aila.27.02kra
http://dx.doi.org/10.17507/tpls.1301.08
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/mult.2004.23.4.339/html?srsltid=AfmBOor_-2tXpL5KXBfRaraXzRq8ND-6j0SS01OFAAWQIZnsBm8dsDyW
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/mult.2004.23.4.339/html?srsltid=AfmBOor_-2tXpL5KXBfRaraXzRq8ND-6j0SS01OFAAWQIZnsBm8dsDyW
https://doi.org/10.3917/EDB.045.0217
http://dx.doi.org/10.17576/ebangi.2023.2003.21
https://doi.org/10.29366/2018tlc.2.3.4
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511813313
https://www.academia.edu/110619187/Talking_power_The_politics_of_language
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316082488_Berber_in_contact_linguistic_and_sociolinguistic_perspectives
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/316082488_Berber_in_contact_linguistic_and_sociolinguistic_perspectives
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3744565
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/abs/principles-of-pragmatics-geoffrey-n-leech-london-and-new-york-longman-1983-pp-250/E045592CCCEFB4383D232790FADD71C9
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/abs/principles-of-pragmatics-geoffrey-n-leech-london-and-new-york-longman-1983-pp-250/E045592CCCEFB4383D232790FADD71C9
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/studies-in-second-language-acquisition/article/abs/principles-of-pragmatics-geoffrey-n-leech-london-and-new-york-longman-1983-pp-250/E045592CCCEFB4383D232790FADD71C9

References

Mettouchi. A. (2021). Negation in Kabyle (Berber).
https://llacan.cnrs.fr/pers/mettouchi/pub/METTOUCHI2021NegationJALALIT.pdf

Mouri, F. (2020). Communication [Lecture notes]. Faculty of Natural and Life Sciences,
University of Constantine 1.
https://fac.umc.edu.dz/snv/faculte/BA/2020/COMMUNICATION.pdf

Némedi, D. (2005). The Kabyle paradigm. Acta Ethnographica Hungarica, 50(1-2), 197-210.
https://doi.org/10.1556/AEthn.50.2005.1-2.1

Nwoye. O. G. (1992). Linguistic politeness and socio-cultural variations of the notion of face.
Journal of Pragmatics, 18(4), 309-328. https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(92)90092-P

Nazari, S., Seyedan, F. (2016). A Qualitative Research of the Causes of Iranian Female
Students Immigration to Developed Countries.
https://ideas.repec.org/a/ibn/assjnl/v12y2016i10p167.html

Putri, A. L. (2013). Communication strategies in English as a second language (ESL) context.
Advances in Language and Literary Studies, 4(1).
http://dx.doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.4n.1p.129

Paraskevi, L., & Larina, T. V. (2017). Refusal strategies in English and Russian. Topics in
Linguistics, 18(2), 56-77. https://doi.org/10.1515/topling-2017-0010

Pandey, R, (2008). Speech act and linguistic communication.
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Speech Act And Linguistic Communication/8
RAzMmWYV-wYEC?hl=fr&gbpv=0

Perret, C., & Gagnon, C. (2015). Identité et territoire en Kabylie : une variable du
développement territorial viable [Identity and territory in Kabylia : A key variable of
viable territorial development]. Développement Durable et Territoires, 6(2).
https://doi.org/10.4000/developpementdurable.10872

Saad Mohammed, Z., & Riyadh Adeeb, E. (2021). A cross-gendered analysis of the main
refusal strategies and their realizations by the Iragi EFL university learners. SHE
Journal, 2(2), 168-178. http://dx.doi.org/10.25273/she.v2i2.9332

63


https://llacan.cnrs.fr/pers/mettouchi/pub/METTOUCHI2021NegationJALALIT.pdf
https://fac.umc.edu.dz/snv/faculte/BA/2020/COMMUNICATION.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1556/AEthn.50.2005.1-2.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(92)90092-P
https://ideas.repec.org/a/ibn/assjnl/v12y2016i10p167.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.4n.1p.129
https://doi.org/10.1515/topling-2017-0010
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Speech_Act_And_Linguistic_Communication/8RAzmWV-wYEC?hl=fr&gbpv=0
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Speech_Act_And_Linguistic_Communication/8RAzmWV-wYEC?hl=fr&gbpv=0
https://doi.org/10.4000/developpementdurable.10872
http://dx.doi.org/10.25273/she.v2i2.9332

References

Savage, H., Ebbers, M., & Martin, M. R. (2013). The meaning of language (2nd ed.).
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108303978

Searle, J. R. (1969). Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139173438

Searle, J. R. (1976). A classification of illocutionary acts. Language in Society, 5(1), 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404500006837

Shahpouri, N., & Soltani, R. (2013). The impact of age and sex on the refusal strategies used
by Iranian EFL learners. International Journal of Applied Linguistics & English
Literature, 2(6), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijalel.v.2n.6p.1

Souag, L., Lucas, C., & Manfredi, S. (2020). Berber, Arabic, and contact-induced change. In
Studies in Arabic and Berber linguistics (pp. 403-418). Language Science Press.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3744565

Shum. A. O. N. (2008). Being Positively polite: Women making requests in Hong Kong
workplaces. LCOM 2, 27-43.

Saud, I. W, (2019). Refusal Strategies of Saudi EFL Undergraduate Students.
https://dx.doi.org/10.24093/awej/efl1.8

Salmani, N. M. (2007). Politeness markers in Persian requestives.

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Raphig-

Ibrahim/publication/252064335 Does exposure to second spoken language facilita
te word reading ability/links/0c96053a7h5296fd17000000/Does-exposure-to-

second-spoken-languaqge-facilitate-word-reading-ability.pdf#page=43

Salmani, N. M. (2006). Iranian Complainees' Use of Conversational Strategies: A

Politeness Study. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED494790.pdf#page=33

Salmani, N. M. (2008). Persian requests: Redress of face through indirectness.
https://d1wqtxtsixzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/1JLS23-
libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-

disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian requests Redress of face through.pdf

&EXxpir

64


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108303978
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139173438
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404500006837
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijalel.v.2n.6p.1
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3744565
https://dx.doi.org/10.24093/awej/efl1.8
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Raphiq-Ibrahim/publication/252064335_Does_exposure_to_second_spoken_language_facilitate_word_reading_ability/links/0c96053a7b5296fd17000000/Does-exposure-to-second-spoken-language-facilitate-word-reading-ability.pdf#page=43
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Raphiq-Ibrahim/publication/252064335_Does_exposure_to_second_spoken_language_facilitate_word_reading_ability/links/0c96053a7b5296fd17000000/Does-exposure-to-second-spoken-language-facilitate-word-reading-ability.pdf#page=43
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Raphiq-Ibrahim/publication/252064335_Does_exposure_to_second_spoken_language_facilitate_word_reading_ability/links/0c96053a7b5296fd17000000/Does-exposure-to-second-spoken-language-facilitate-word-reading-ability.pdf#page=43
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Raphiq-Ibrahim/publication/252064335_Does_exposure_to_second_spoken_language_facilitate_word_reading_ability/links/0c96053a7b5296fd17000000/Does-exposure-to-second-spoken-language-facilitate-word-reading-ability.pdf#page=43
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED494790.pdf#page=33
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA

References

es=1748142378&Signature=YfYYhO3uNJ-
mX2gyWTfgTPNrigC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte500VNnVCAKpDeTXs
ENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-
nbL4qgg83fYjSHpjiLmAVI54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-
PZ8IHYTY4E~toUtThgNy9IMywx3x8w695IQEzK4De99db2h-NplETrEfEPPJAQD-
1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gR|ByOxS8Nfh3aMilOPSS0604khrbHAtfEDWOhd200ew
O0ArEeEqQW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHgwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-
9Gn3THzrgB~ug__ &Key-Pair-ld=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA

Taguchi, N. (2011). Teaching pragmatics: Trends and issues. Annual Review of Applied
Linguistics, 31, 289-310. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190511000018

Touati, R. (2022). The oral communication system in traditional Algerian society: An
anthropological analysis of the Kabyle folktale. Studies in Ethnology and Humanities,
1(4). https://doi.org/10.30884/seh/2022.01.04

Thomas, J. (1995). Meaning in Interaction: An Introduction to Pragmatics.
https://www.academia.edu/36564393/Meaning_in Interaction an Introduction to Pr

agmatics

Tomasello, M. (2006). Acquiring Linguistic Constructions. In D. Kuhn, R. S. Siegler, W.
Damon, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Cognition, perception,
and language (6th ed., pp. 255-298). https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2006-08775-006

Tuncer, H., & Turhan, B. (2019). Refusal strategies of Turkish preservice teachers of English,
A focus on gender and status of interlocutor. Journal of Language and Linguistic
Studies 15(1), 1-19. https://www.jlIs.org/index.php/jlis/article/view/978

Vanderveken, D., & Searle, R. J. (1989). Foundations of illocutionary logic.
https://philpapers.org/archive/SEATFO-7.pdf

Von Hippel, C., et al. (2011). Stereotype threat and female communication styles.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211410439

Wittgenstein, L. (1994). Foundations of Speech Act Theory Philosophical and Linguistic
Perspectives.
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Foundations_of Speech Act_Theory/BQX3zSf
Co50C?hl=fr&gbpv=0

65


https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/77986801/IJLS23-libre.pdf?1641273599=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DPersian_requests_Redress_of_face_through.pdf&Expires=1748142378&Signature=YfYYh03uNJ-mX2gyWfqTPNrIqC2TweJAbMUwdVvtgf5LVmpb4DEDscPte5O0VnVCAkpDeTXsENtr733nQZpOWBSPXHeZQixv1tZ-nbL4qq83fYjSHpjiLmAVl54cbdR3TUOVv4a~ZebBagCCyHD3s0T6-PZ8IHyTY4E~toUtTbqNy9Mywx3x8w695lQEzK4De99db2h-NpIETrEfEPPjAQD-1bv3i5k6hdy86RdvvmrB3~gRjBy0xS8Nfh3aMilOPSSo6O4khrbH4tfEDW0hd2ooewoArEeEqW~LxxFuyHUw65vSnAHqwBd~6PDfev8i0oU~7wEF-9Gn3THzrgB~ug__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190511000018
https://doi.org/10.30884/seh/2022.01.04
https://www.academia.edu/36564393/Meaning_in_Interaction_an_Introduction_to_Pragmatics
https://www.academia.edu/36564393/Meaning_in_Interaction_an_Introduction_to_Pragmatics
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2006-08775-006
https://www.jlls.org/index.php/jlls/article/view/978
https://philpapers.org/archive/SEATFO-7.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211410439
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Foundations_of_Speech_Act_Theory/BQX3zSfCo50C?hl=fr&gbpv=0
https://www.google.dz/books/edition/Foundations_of_Speech_Act_Theory/BQX3zSfCo50C?hl=fr&gbpv=0

References

William, M. J., & Krais, B. (2000). The gender relationship in Bourdieu’s sociology, 29(3),
53-67. https://doi.org/10.2307/3685561

Widdowson, H. G., & Cripper, C. (1900). Sociolinguistics and language teaching. In J. P. B.
Allen & S. P. Corder. (Eds.), Edinburgh course in applied linguistic, Applied
Linguistics, 20(2), 155-217

Weir, K. (2012). The pain of social rejection. 43(4).
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2012/04/rejection

Yacine, T. (2011). L'art de dire sans dire en Kabylie. Editions Bouchéne.
https://doi.org/10.4000/books.editionsbouchere.1234

Yu, J. (2023). Dialect, voice, and identity in Chinese translation: A descriptive study of
Chinese translations of Huckleberry Finn, Tess, and Pygmalion. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003365323

Yule, G. (1996). Pragmatics. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780194372077.001.0001

Zilaie, F., & Izadi, A. (2015). Refusal strategies in Persian. International Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 25(3), 389-412. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.12065

66


https://doi.org/10.2307/3685561
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2012/04/rejection
https://doi.org/10.4000/books.editionsbouchere.1234
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003365323
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780194372077.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijal.12065

Appendices

Appendices
Appendix 1
English Discourse Completion Test

We are conducting a study for our thesis at the English Department of Bejaia University,

focusing on Refusal Strategies in Kabyle Berber: A Socio-Pragmatic Study.

Your participation in responding to the following scenarios would be greatly appreciated.
Kindly reply with whatever comes naturally to you in each circumstance. As much or as little

as you think is appropriate is yours to write.

Your answers will help us gather important information for our study. Thank you for your

cooperation in advance.
The researchers.

Choose what suits you:

*Gender: Male Female
*Age: 18to 25 years old 25 to 35 years old 35 to 50 years old
*Social status: Teacher Student

- An elderly neighbor (significantly older than you) asks you to help them
carry heavy groceries up the stairs every week, but you have a busy
schedule and cannot commit to this regular responsibility.

How would you refuse?

- You are a student at a university, your friend asks you to do his homework because he
did not understand the lesson, but you do not want to help him.
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How would you refuse?

- Imagine that you are walking outside, a stranger person comes to you and asks to borrow

your phone to make a call, but you do not feel comfortable handing it over.

How would you refuse?

- Your friend asks you to lend him/her your car, but you need it because you have an

impediment.

How would you refuse?

- Your [father/mother/uncle/aunt] insists that you should marry someone
they have chosen for you, but you want to make this decision for
yourself.

How would you refuse?

- You are a director working on a high value deal, your manager offers to help you but,

you know that he may not have the expertise required.

How would you refuse?
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- You are in a restaurant with your friends, after finishing the meal they ask you to pay

for them the dish, but you disagree.

How would you refuse?

- A client who wants to launch an advertising campaign with your company, so your boss
asks you to create a high-quality viral video, that you set up a social media strategy for 5
different platforms, and you write 10 optimized blog articles, and also find 50 influencers to
promote the campaign, for this evening. But you can't do that much for the evening, time is not

enough and you have other things to do.

How would you refuse?

- Your student comes to see you and tells you that he didn't attend the exam, because he
had something to do, so he asks you to give him a good mark because he is always present

during classes. But you cannot give him a mark you can't since he did not do the exam.

How would you refuse?

- You are a young professional and a much older colleague asks you to
cover their work responsibilities during a three-day absence so they
can attend a family event, but you are already overwhelmed with your

own tasks.
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- Your friend invites you to his graduation ceremony but you are unable to go because

you don’t have time.

How would you refuse?

- Your close neighbor invites you to his daughter’ wedding, but you don’t want to go

because, the other neighbor with who you have conflicts is invited to the ceremony.

How would you refuse to your neighbor who invited you?

- You are a five-year student a second year student from your field invites you to join

their study group to appeal for help but you don’t want to attend.

How would you refuse?

- Your teacher invites you to his conference at the university, but you do not want to go
because you are not interested.

How would you refuse?

- Your friend invites you to a night party you decline the invitation but he invited you

again.

How would you refuse for the second time?
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- Imagine that you are owner of a company your employee invites you at his house but

you want to keep the relationship professional.

How would you refuse?

- The university organizes a blood donation campaign, so your student invites you to this

campaign, but you do not want to do it because you never had this experience before.

How would you refuse to your student?

- Stranger of a park invites you to a cleanup day but you hate cleaning.

How would you refuse?

- Your neighbor invites you to assist him in transporting materials for the house

renovation but you are tired of helping him each time.

How would you refuse?

- A person of the opposite gender from your workplace invites you to have
coffee alone after work, but you prefer to maintain professional
boundaries.

How would you refuse?
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Appendix 2

Arabic Discourse Completion Test
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Appendix 3
Interview

How do you feel when refusing a request by a foreigner and a close person?

not?

In your opinion, how acceptable is it in Kabyle culture to refuse this a request based on power,

social distance and cost of imposition?

one?
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Proposed English Discourse Completion Test Response Scenarios

Discourse Completion Task (DCT):

We are conducting a study for our thesis at the English Department of Bejaia

University, focusing on Refusal Strategies in Kabyle Berber : A Socio-Pragmatic Study.

Your participation in responding to the following scenarios would be greatly appreciated.
Kindly reply with whatever comes naturally to you in each circumstance. As much or as little

as you think is appropriate is yours to write.

Your answers will help us gather important information for our study. Thank you for your

cooperation in advance.

The researchers.

Choose what suits you:

*Gender: _ Male

*Age: i18 to 25 years old ’ 25 to 35 years old 35 to 50 years old

*Social status: Teacher Student

- Anelderly neighbor (significantly older than you) asks you to help them
carry heavy groceries up the stairs every week, but you have a busy
schedule and cannot commit to this regular responsibility.

How would you refuse ?
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You are a student at a umver51ty, your friend asks you to do his ho: ork because he

did not understand the lesson, but you do not want to help him.

How would you refuse?

T T T PP

Imagine that you are walking outside , a stranger person comes to you and asks to

borrow your phone to make a call , but you do not feel comfortable handing it over.

How would you refuse ?

- Your friend asks you to lend him/her your car , but you need it because you have an

impediment.

How would you refuse ?

O el . sl ﬂmal..of..:[.&..%w...ladaé D
Qpcwwé ..... Te.. 40 mew&z@. ...............................................

- Your [father/mother/uncle/aunt] insists that you should marry someone
they have chosen for you, but you want to make this decision for

yourself.,

How would you refuge ?
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- You are a director working on a high value deal, your manager offers to help you but

you know that he may not have the expertise required.

How would you refuse ?

lﬁmé‘pﬁ\o QU M;WM@ ted N conde ...
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- You are in a restaurant with your freinds, after finishing the meal they ask you to pay

for them the dish, but you disagree.

How would you refuse ?

CM&S\AMI@M%B Q. Aam.... deara..

............................................................................................................

- A client who wants to launch an advertising campaign with your company, so your
boss asks you to create a high-quality viral video, that you set up a social media
strategy for 5 different platforms, and you write 10 optimized blog articles, and also
find 50 influencers to promote the campaign, for this evening. but you can't do that

much for the evening, time is not enough and you have other things to do.

How would you refuse ?
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- Your student comes to see you and tells you that he didn't attend the exam, because he
had something to do, so he asks you to give him a good mark because he is always

present during classes. But you can not give him a mark you can't since he did not

done the exam.

How would you refuse ?
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- You are a young professional and a much older colleague asks you to
cover their work responsibilities during a three-day absence so they

can attend a family event, but you are already overwhelmed with your

own tasks.
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Your friend invites you to his graduation ceremony but you are unable to go because

you don’t have time.

How would you refuse ?
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- Your close neighbor invites you t6’his daughter’ wedding , but you don’t want to go

because, the other neighbor with who you have conflicts is invited to the ceremony.

How would you refuse to your neighbor who invited you ?
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- You are a five year student a second year student from your field invites you to join

their study group to appeal for help but you don’t want to attend.
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o W..,...w st Joe. . nad g e .. Mgnine |,

Your teacher invites you to his conference at the university , but you do not want to g0

because you are not interested.

How would you refuse ?

- Your friend invites you to a night party you decline the invitation but he invited you
again.

How would you refuse for the second time ?
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................................................................

.......

- Imagine that you are owner of a company your employee invites you at his house but

you wan’t to keep the relationship professional.

How would you refuse ?

.....................................................
.......................................................
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Proposed Arabic Discourse Completion Test Response Scenarios
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