4

Ethiopian International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research

pISSN:2349-5707 Volume:13,Issue 2, February -2026 elSSN:2349-5715

COMMUNICATIVE STRATEGIES OF REFUSAL IN ORAL DISCOURSE: A
PRAGMATIC AND CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE

Ruziyeva Nilufar Kamtarovna
PhD researcher of Bukhara state university,
Teacher of Bukhara state pedagogical institution

nilufarruziveva4@gmail.com

Abstract. This article examines communicative strategies of refusal in oral discourse from a
pragmatic and cross-cultural perspective. Drawing upon speech act theory, particularly the
classifications proposed by John Austin and John Searle, refusal is analyzed as an expressive
illocutionary act reflecting the speaker’s psychological and social stance. The study explores the
interaction between illocutionary force, cultural scenarios, and discourse dynamics in Uzbek and
English communicative contexts. The findings demonstrate that refusal strategies are shaped by
sociocultural norms, politeness principles, and communicative intentions, highlighting the
adaptive and integrative nature of discourse.
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AHHOTanusA. B cratbe paccMaTpuBarOTCsd KOMMYHUKAaTUBHBIE CTPaTETMy OTKa3a B YCTHOM
JUCKypCe C MparMaTU4eCcKod U MEXKYJIbTYpPHON TOUKH 3peHus. Onupasch Ha TEOPUIO PEUYEBBIX
aktoB J[x. Octuna u JIx. Cepiis, 0TKa3 aHAM3UPYETCS KaK SKCIPECCUBHBIN NIUIOKYTUBHBIN aKT,
OTPaKAIOIIMK IICHUXOJIOTMYECKYI0 M COLMAIbHYI0 IO3MLMIO rosopsmero. IMccinenoBanue
BBISBIISIET B3aMMOCBA3b WJUIOKYTUBHOM CHIIBI, KYJIBTYPHBIX CLIEHAPUEB U AUHAMUKH JUCKypCa B
y30€KCKOM W aHIJIMICKOM KOMMYHHMKATHBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. Pe3ynbTaThl MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO
CTpaTeruu oOTKa3a (HOPMHUPYIOTCS O]l BJIMSHUEM COLMOKYJIBTYPHBIX HOPM M IPHUHIUIIOB
BEKJIIMBOCTH.

KuroueBbie cjioBa: cTpaTernm OTKas3a; YCTHBIM JUCKYPC; IparMaTvKa; TEOPHUS PEYEBBIX
AKTOB; DKCIPECCUBHBIC AKTBI; WJUIOKYTHBHAs CWJA; KYJIbTYPHBIM CLEHApUN; MEXKYJIbTypHas
KOMMYHUKAIUs.

Annotatsiya. Maqolada og‘zaki diskursda rad etishning kommunikativ strategiyalari
pragmatik va madaniyatlararo nuqtayi nazardan tahlil gilinadi. J. Ostin va J. Syorl tomonidan
ishlab chiqilgan nutqiy aktlar nazariyasiga tayangan holda, rad etish ekspressiv illokutiv akt
sifatida ko‘rib chiqiladi. Tadqiqotda o‘zbek va ingliz tilidagi muloqot kontekstida illokutiv kuch,
madaniy ssenariy va diskurs dinamikasi o‘zaro bog‘ligligi o‘rganiladi. Natijalar rad etish
strategiyalari sotsiomadaniy normalar, xushmuomalalik tamoyillari hamda kommunikativ
magsad bilan belgilanadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: rad etish strategiyalari; og‘zaki diskurs; pragmatika; nutqiy aktlar nazariyasi;
ekspressiv aktlar; illokutiv kuch; madaniy ssenariy; madaniyatlararo muloqot.

Introduction. The study of discourse has become one of the central domains of
contemporary linguistics due to its anthropocentric and integrative character. Discourse is not
merely a static textual product but a dynamic communicative process shaped by intentionality,
situationality, sociocultural context, and interpersonal relations. Within this framework, speech
act theory provides a foundational model for analyzing communicative behavior.
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The theoretical basis of speech act theory was established by John Austin, who introduced
the distinction between locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts in his seminal work
How to Do Things with Words (1962). Austin identified five major classes of performative acts:
verdictives, exercitives, commissives, behabitives, and expositives (Austin, 1986). His
classification laid the groundwork for further refinement.

The typology was subsequently systematized by John Searle, who proposed five categories
of illocutionary acts: representatives, directives, commissives, expressives, and declarations
(Searle, 1986). Among these, expressives occupy a special place, as they reflect the speaker’s
psychological state toward a given situation. Refusal, as a communicative phenomenon, belongs
to the group of speech acts that express negative evaluation, disagreement, or unwillingness to
comply with a proposal. However, refusal rarely appears in direct and explicit form, particularly
in cultures where politeness and social harmony are highly valued. Therefore, the
communicative strategies of refusal require pragmatic and cross-cultural analysis.

Theoretical Framework. According to Austin, every speech act consists of three levels:
Locutionary act — the act of producing a meaningful utterance.

Illocutionary act — the communicative intention behind the utterance.

Perlocutionary act — the effect produced on the hearer (Austin, 1986).

[llocutionary force includes intention, degree of intensity, sincerity conditions, and
contextual appropriateness. These elements are logically interconnected and determine the
pragmatic value of the utterance. Searle’s classification emphasizes the functional dimension of
speech acts. Expressives, in his view, indicate the speaker’s psychological state toward a
proposition (Searle, 1986). They may express gratitude, apology, approval, regret, or disapproval.

Expressives may be divided into: positive (gratitude, praise, approval); negative (complaint,
blame, protest, refusal); ambivalent (surprise, evaluation, apology)

Refusal belongs to the negative expressive group, as it conveys the speaker’s unwillingness
while maintaining interpersonal balance.

Findings. Refusal is traditionally classified as a directive—reactive speech act because it
functions as a response to a request, offer, invitation, or suggestion. However, within the
framework proposed by John Searle, refusal may also be interpreted as an expressive act, since it
conveys the speaker’s psychological stance toward a proposition. Unlike direct negation, refusal
in natural discourse is rarely explicit. Instead of a categorical “No,” speakers often employ
indirect strategies that soften illocutionary force. For example: “I would love to, but I have
another commitment.” or “That sounds interesting, however I am not available.”

These constructions demonstrate mitigation devices, including hedging, gratitude
expressions, apologies, and justificatory clauses.

From a pragmatic perspective, refusal involves:
® [llocutionary force (intention to decline)

® Politeness strategy

® Social distance consideration

® Power relations
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® (Cultural expectations

The expressive component of refusal reflects emotional stance (regret, hesitation,
appreciation), while the directive component indicates non-compliance. Therefore, refusal
represents a hybrid speech act with dominant expressive features.

Cross-cultural pragmatics demonstrates that communicative strategies are deeply rooted
in sociocultural norms. According to Anna Wierzbicka, speech behavior is structured through
“cultural scripts” that guide interaction patterns. In English communicative culture, refusal
strategies tend to prioritize individual autonomy and clarity while maintaining politeness.
Common patterns include:

® QGratitude + refusal (“Thank you, but I can’t.”)
® Apology + explanation (“I’m sorry, I won’t be able to attend.”)
® (Conditional mitigation (“I wish I could, but...”)

In Uzbek communicative culture, refusal is often more indirect and relationally sensitive.
Maintaining social harmony and respect is a primary value. Typical Uzbek strategies include:

® Deferred response (“Ko‘ramiz”, “Yana gaplashamiz”)
® Justification emphasis

® Emotional softening (“Uzr, iloji yo‘q ekan”)

® (Collective responsibility framing

Unlike English discourse, Uzbek refusal may avoid direct negation entirely. The
illocutionary force becomes implicit, and interpretation depends heavily on shared cultural
knowledge. This difference reflects broader collectivist versus individualist orientations in
communicative behavior. English refusals are relatively explicit but mitigated through politeness
markers. The use of modal verbs (“could,” “would”) reduces categorical tone.

Conclusion. The comparative analysis of English and Uzbek discourse reveals that refusal
strategies are culturally patterned rather than universally structured. In English communicative
practice, refusal tends to prioritize clarity and individual autonomy while employing politeness
markers to mitigate potential face threat. The preference for explicit but softened forms reflects a
cultural orientation that values transparency alongside respect for personal boundaries. In Uzbek
discourse, by contrast, refusal is more frequently realized through indirectness, deferment, and
relational cushioning. The preservation of social harmony and hierarchical sensitivity
significantly influences the structure of the utterance, often resulting in extended explanations,
external attribution of constraints, or emotionally reinforced alignment before the actual
declination becomes inferable.

These differences demonstrate that refusal operates as a mechanism of discourse balance.
Because it disrupts the expected adjacency patterns of agreement or compliance, speakers
employ compensatory strategies to restore interactional equilibrium. Such strategies are guided
by culturally internalized scripts, politeness hierarchies, face-management practices, and
contextual expectations that regulate what degree of directness is socially acceptable. The
negotiation of refusal thus reflects broader cognitive and social models through which
communities conceptualize obligation, autonomy, and interpersonal responsibility.
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The findings confirm that refusal cannot be adequately explained through grammatical or
purely semantic analysis. Its interpretation requires a pragmatic perspective that accounts for
illocutionary intention, discourse positioning, power relations, and cultural knowledge. Refusal
functions as a socially encoded communicative act through which speakers simultaneously
protect their own autonomy and maintain relational stability. It reveals how language mediates
social reality by transforming potential conflict into manageable interaction.

REFERENCES:

1. Austin, J. L. (1986). How to do things with words. Oxford University Press. (Original
work published 1962)

2. Leech, G. (1983). Principles of pragmatics. Longman.

3. Searle, J. R. (1986). Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge
University Press. (Original work published 1969)

4. Wierzbicka, A. (1991). Cross-cultural pragmatics: The semantics of human interaction.
Mouton de Gruyter.

5. Karasik, V. I. (2002). Yazykovoy krug: Lichnost’, kontsepty, diskurs. Peremena.

6. Beebe, L. M., Takahashi, T., & Uliss-Weltz, R. (1990). Pragmatic transfer in ESL
refusals. In R. C. Scarcella, E. Andersen, & S. Krashen (Eds.), Developing
communicative competence in a second language (pp. 55-73). New York: Newbury
House.

7. Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

8. Coyle, D. (2007). Content and Language Integrated Learning: Towards a connected
research agenda. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 10(5),
543-562.

- 920 -

https://www.eijmr.org/index.php/eijmr



