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CROSS-CULTURAL STUDY. THESIS ADVISOR :

ASSOC. PROF. ANCHALEE WANNARUK, Ph.D., 217 PP.

REFUSAL STRATEGIES/THAI/CHINESE/CROSS-CULTURAL PRAGMATICS

Due to the increasing use of English as an International Language (EIL) in
cross-cultural communication in Thai and Chinese higher education as well as the face-
threatening nature of a speech act of refusal, the present study primarily investigated
and compared the use of refusal strategies in English by Thai and Chinese graduate
students in an academic setting. The participants were 60 Thai graduate students, 30
responding in Thai (TTs) and 30 responding in English (TEs) and 60 Chinese graduate
students, 30 responding in Chinese (CCs) and 30 responding in English (CEs). The
research instruments were the Discourse Completion Task (DCT) and a follow-up
interview. The DCT included 12 situations which could be categorized into three
invitations, three requests, three offers, and three suggestions. All DCT responses were
coded based on the classification of refusals developed by Beebe, Takahashi, and
Uliss-Weltz ( 1990) . The coded data were analyzed in terms of frequency. The
independent-samples t-test was performed to find significant differences between TTs
and TEs, CCs and CEs, and TEs and CEs. The content of the strategies was also
investigated. The findings are as follows:

1. There were more similarities than differences between TTs and TEs, CCs and

CEs, TEs and CEs, notably in the categories for ‘Explanation” and ‘Regret’.
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2. Significant differences between TTs and TEs were found in the use of ‘No’,
‘Pause filler’, ‘Negative ability’, ‘Future acceptance’, ‘Positive feeling’,
‘Explanation’, ‘Regret’, and ‘Insistence’.

3. For CCs and CEs, significant differences were found in the use of ‘Positive
feeling’, ‘Gratitude’, ‘Alternative’, ‘No’, ‘Future acceptance’,
‘Explanation’, and ‘Postponement’.

4. For TEs and CEs, significant differences were found in the use of ‘Regret’,
‘Gratitude’, ‘Negative ability’, ‘Positive feeling’, ‘Alternative’, ‘No’, and

‘Future acceptance’.

Possible factors influencing these strategies were the status of the interlocutor,
L1 culture, the nature of the situation, L2 proficiency, and classroom instruction. These
findings not only contribute to cross-cultural communication, but also provide

pedagogical implications for the learning and teaching of EIL.
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