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Abstract 

A key aspect of effective communication is the use of appropriate speech acts.  This study investigated the 

difference between Persian native speakers, Iranian EFL learners, and English native speakers in terms of 

the speech act realization of refusal and uncovered the reasons for which, each group of participants 

produced the refusal speech act regarding the Rapport Management Approach. To this end, 100 (male and 

female) intermediate EFL learners were chosen based on their performance on the Oxford Placement Test . 

100 Persian native speakers among 140 students studying Persian literature at Najafabad Azad University 

were randomly chosen and they were asked to fill out a Discourse Completion Test (DCT), consisting of 

12 situations realizing the refusal of four types of eliciting acts. Additionally, 12 English native speakers 

(6 males and 6 females) were also contacted through emails to participate in the study. The English DCT 

was given to two groups of participants and the Persian DCT was given to Persian native speakers. The 

politeness model proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) was adopted to show the differences between 

Iranian EFL learners, English native speakers, and Persian native speakers who were participants in this 

study. By using the SPSS software program, the results indicated 'negative' strategies as the most frequent 

ones and highlighted the significant role of face, social rights, and obligations in interaction. The findings 

revealed that among politeness strategies 'negative' strategies are the most frequent ones. The results also 

indicated that English native speakers use negative politeness strategies more than Iranian EFL learners. 

Therefore, English native participants regard themselves as having rights and obligations in relation to 

other people more than Iranian EFL learners. The results of this study highlighted the importance of 

pragmatic knowledge in international communications.  

       Keywords: Politeness Strategies; Refusal Speech act; Rapport Management Approach  

 

 کنش گفتاری امتناعدر  یرانیزبانان و زبان آموزان ا یفارس  ،یسیمورد استفاده زبانان انگل یادب یها یاستراتژ
و زبان   یرانیزبان آموزان ا  ،زبانان  یفارس  نیتفاوت ب  یمطالعه به بررس  نیمناسب است. ا یگفتار  یارتباط موثر، استفاده از کنش ها  کی  یدیکل  یاز جنبه ها  یکی

ارتباط ارائه    تیریمد  کردیامتناع را با توجه به رو یگفتار  کنش که هر گروه از شرکت کنندگان ا  یلیامتناع و کشف دلا  یگفتار   کنش از لحاظ درک   یسیگلآموزان ان
  100خاب شدند.  فورد انتسطح آکس  نیی متوسطه )مرد و زن( بر اساس عملکرد آنها در آزمون تع یسیزبان آموز زبان انگل  100منظور،    نیا یکردند، انجام شد. برا

 گفتمان لیانتخاب شدند و از آنها خواسته شد تا آزمون تکم یآزاد نجف آباد به صورت تصادف شگاهدان یفارس اتیرشته ادب یدانشجو  140  نیاز ب یزبان بوم یفارس

(DCT)   زن(    6مرد و    6)  یسیانگل  یزبان مادر  12با    ن،یبر اشود. علاوه    یکننده م  ک یکنند که متوجه امتناع چهار نوع کنش تحر  لیرا تکم  تیموقع  12شامل
داده شد. مدل    یزبانان بوم  یبه فارس  یفارس DCT به دو گروه از شرکت کنندگان و  یسیانگل DCT .شرکت در مطالعه تماس گرفته شد  یبرا  لیمیا  ق یاز طر  زین

زبانان شرکت کننده  یو فارس  یزبانان بوم یسیانگل ،یسیزبان انگل یرانیوزان ان آمزبا  نینشان دادن تفاوت ب  ی( برا1987) نسونیادب ارائه شده توسط براون و لو
راهبردها نشان داد و نقش معنادار چهره، حقوق و    نی ترولعنوان متدارا به   «ی»منف   یهای ، استراتژSPSS افزاربا استفاده از نرم   جیمطالعه اتخاذ شد. نتا  نیدر ا

نشان داد    جینتا  نیرا دارند. همچن  یاوانفر  نیشتریب  «ی »منف  یادب، راهبردها  یراهبردها   نیها نشان داد که در ب  افتهیته کرد.  در تعامل را برجس  یتعهدات اجتماع
در    یاتحقوق و تعهد  ی خود را دارا  یس یشرکت کنندگان انگل  ن،یکنند. بنابرا  یاستفاده م  ی ادب منف  ی از راهبردها  یرانیاز زبان آموزان ا  شتریزبانان ب  یسیکه انگل

 .کرد دیتاک یالملل نیدر ارتباطات ب انهیدانش عملگرا تیمطالعه بر اهم  نیا جیدانند. نتا یم  یسیزبان انگل یرانیافراد نسبت به زبان آموزان ا ریرابطه با سا
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 Introduction 

Using different speech acts by men and women, native speaker and nonnative speakers draw 

more attention to study language of practitioners. Pragmatic knowledge as a part of 

communicative competence (Bachman & Palmer, 1996) facilitates using appropriate different 

speech acts based on the context. Hymes (1971)  proposed  "communicative competence  ”  that 

refers to a grammatical and social  knowledge of a language user about how and when to use 

utterances appropriately. He  stated that communicative competence consists of four types of 

abilities: (1) To what    extend something is formally possible (2) To what extend something is 

feasible in  advantage of implementation (3) To what extend something is appropriate (adequate, 

happy, successful) in relation to a context in which it is used and assessed (4) To what    extend 

something is actually performed, and what it is doing entails (Hymes, 1972). 

Crystal (1997) defined pragmatics as the  study of communicative action in its sociocultural 

context and the way it is interpreted  by the users. Boxer (2002) stated that individuals from the 

interactions of different communities are based on their own pragmatic norms, so they may have 

different expectations and misperceptions.  

Austin (1962) defined speech act as an act that a speaker performs when making an utterance 

in language and communication, such as stating, promising, ordering, greeting, warning, inviting 

and congratulating.  As Spencer-Oatey (2005) mentioned, people have specific goals  when 

interact with each other. These can be relational as well as transactional in  nature. These goals 

can significantly affect their perceptions of rapport because any  failure to achieve them can cause 

depression and dissatisfaction. According to Al-Eryani (2007), the speech act of refusal occurs 

when a speaker directly or indirectly says ‘no’ to request or invitation. He stated that refusal is a 

face-threatening act to the listener/ requester/ inviter, because it contradicts his or her suspense, 

and is often realized through indirect strategies. 

 Rapport Management Approach examines the way that language is used to make, keep and 

threaten social relationship, but it also includes the management of sociality rights and 

interactional goals. Additionally, rapport management approach suggests a great balance between 

self and others, (Spencer-Oatey, 2008).  Rapport Management approach is the basic and necessary 

concept in this study that should be interpreted. Management of harmony-disharmony among 

people consists of three interconnected components: the management of face, the management of 

sociality rights and obligations, and the management of interactional goals.  

Face management involves the management of the face sensitivities. Based on Goffman 

(1967) definition, 'face' is one public image or social sense that everyone has and expects 

everyone else to recognize. Face appears with personal social value, and is connected to people`s 

sense of worth and respect. Sociality rights and obligations, on the other hand, are concerned with 

social expectancy, and show people`s concerns over fairness, consideration and behavioral 

appropriateness. This aspect has two parts: equity right which denotes that every member of 

society should have fair behavior and association that is the individual right to have a friendly 

relationship with others.  

The present study aimed at investigating the politeness strategies when making refusal 

according to rapport management approach. Because Iran has the highest international tourist 

numbers, Persian native speakers and Iranian EFL Learners may face the biggest challenges of 

refusing the requests of English native speakers. It is important to know the different functional 

use of Politeness strategies by English native speakers and Persian native speakers to produce 

refusal speech act. Moreover, the results of this study can be used as a reference for other 

language practitioners.  
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Literature Review 

In the comparative study on refusal speech acts among Chinese and American English, 

Honglin (2007) demonstrated that both Chinese and Americans used varied expressions to refuse 

something. In addition, they were different in directness of refusals based on situations and 

cultures. Direct and indirect speech acts of refusals were utilized in both languages. 

Baresova (2008) scrutinized the politeness strategies used by two different cultures (American 

and Japanese). In this regard 73 American and 70 Japanese wrote rejection letters which 

consisted of three basic parts: preparation for the rejection, the actual rejection and some remedy. 

Each part consisted of supportive moves to soften the impact of refusal. The written rejection 

letters were collected to examine the effect of Brown and Levinson's social variables on the 

choice of politeness expressionists. According to the results, in American letters 11% of 

participants used direct method, 63% used indirect and 26% used both methods.  However, in 

Japanese letters there was little variety. 99% of letters used direct rejection which 10% of them 

followed by explanation, whereas 80% of them without explanation, and 99% preceded by 

explanation, also in 1% of letters indirect rejection were used. 

Hashemian (2012) studied the cross-cultural differences in performing refusal between Persian 

native speakers and English native speakers regarding the frequency of the semantic formulas. He 

also examined whether Persian EFL learners would transfer their L1 refusal patterns into the L2 

or not. His study revealed no fundamental differences in the use of direct refusal strategies 

between English and Persian native speakers. The results of this study indicated the existence of 

pragmatic transfer in the use of Indirect and Adjuncts to refusals by both high proficient and low 

proficient L2 learners.  

Han and Burgucu-Tazegül (2016) investigated the discrepancies between native and non-

native speakers of English in the use of refusals. They also scrutinized whether possible 

pragmatic transfer falls under the influence of L2 proficiency. The data were gathered via role-

plays. The results indicted the participants frequently use indirect strategies for refusals in 

preference to direct ones. Turkish EFL learners preferred to use pragmatic transfers while 

utilizing refusal strategies.  High proficiency level students rarely use pragmatic transfer.  English 

native speakers  gave less importance to status than EFL learners.  

Tabatabaei (2019) investigated language proficiency effects on using the refusal speech act by 

Iranian EFL learners.  She used DCT to collect the data. The findings showed language 

proficiency as neutral factor in the degree of pragmatic knowledge. She highlighted the role of 

teaching pragmatics and cultural behaviors of the target language in language classrooms to 

promote language learners’ pragmatic competence. 

Živković  (2022(compared the use of refusal strategies by advanced Serbian EFL learners and 

English native speakers. DCT was used to examine refusal strategies. The results underlined 

some variances in terms of the frequency and content of special strategies. The EFL learners 

preferred to overuse regret/apology statements, more family-oriented excuses and explanations 

than the ones used by the English native speakers.  

Shahi (2022) analyzed use of refusal speech act by Iranian EFL learners. The results indicated 

that female participants prefer indirect strategies but male participants prefer direct strategies. 

Female participants prefer accepting micro functions as refusal responses. However, reinforcing 

micro as refusal responses were used by male learners.  

Previous speech act studies made use of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness’ model or 

Leech’s model; however, some disadvantages are associated with them. The disadvantage of 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) is that it does not consider the social aspects of life. Therefore, 

face was considered as the only criterion for politeness. As a result, this study used Spencer-

Oatey's (2002, 2005) rapport management approach to study speech acts. Therefore, Rapport 

Management model is a new model which researcher is persuaded to work on it. 
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 Concerning Rapport Management, an attempt was made in this study to find appropriate 

answers to the following questions: 

What are the differences among politeness strategies used by English and Persian native 

speakers and Iranian EFL Learners in the use of refusal speech act? 

Why do Persian native speakers use politeness strategies in Persian? 

What reasons are perceived by Iranian EFL learners in using politeness strategies in English? 

Why do English native speakers induce them to use politeness strategies? 

 

Method 

Research design  

The design of the research was a descriptive comparative one in which Iranian EFL learners 

and English and Persian native speakers' responses were compared to find the difference between 

the politeness strategies and the reasons perceived by them in using such politeness strategies. In 

this research, the researcher made an attempt to investigate the speech act of refusal with regard 

to Rapport Management approach. The components of methodology; participants, 

instrumentations and the data analysis are explained below. 

 

Participants 

One-hundred Iranian EFL learners out of 140 students (based on their performance on OPT) 

and 100 Persian Native speakers among 140 students (studying Persian Literature at Islamic 

Azad University, Najafabad Branch) were randomly chosen based on their availability to 

participate in the study. Moreover, 12 English native speakers, Linked In network users (6 males 

and 6 females), were selected as participants. English questionnaire was sent to them via email so 

they could fill them out. In terms of gender, the participants included both males and females; i.e. 

each group consisted of 50 males and 50 females. Participants fall between ages 20-30.  

 

Instruments  

According to Cohen (1996), discourse completion test (DCT)was used to gather data on 

speech acts. Two forms of (DCT) were typed, one in English and the other in Persian. The (DCT) 

consisted of 12 scenarios. Each participant had to answer in both Persian and English, since 

answering the English (DCT) may have an effect on  the Persian (DCT) or vice versa, each 

person was asked to answer 6 Persian and 6 English questions. Hence, there was one 

questionnaire in two languages. These situations were in the form of a conversation and students 

were asked to put themselves in each situation and respond as if they were in the actual 

conversation. Moreover, each situation in DCT was followed by a three 5-point Likert scale. The 

Likert scale was utilized to find the cognitive reasons (face, interactional goals, sociality rights 

and obligations) for participants in choosing the politeness strategy in performing refusal speech 

acts. This questionnaire was confirmed by 5 professors who had PhD in English.  There is one 

example from English DCT and the translation of it in Persian DCT below: 

 

1. You are the owner of a bookstore. One of your best workers asks to speak to you in 

private. 

Worker: As you know, I’ve been here just a little over a year now, and I know you’ve been 

pleased with my work. I really enjoy working here, but to be quite honest I really need an 

increase in pay. 

 

You: _____________________________________________________________ 

Worker: Well … then I guess I’ll have to look for another job. 
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A. To what extent do you think this request is unimportant for you to refuse? 

Not at all important                                       Very important 

                                      1      2            3             4            5  

     B.To what extent do you think the person  requests  will be  offended by   your refusal? 

       Not at all offended                                     Very offended 

                              1        2            3             4            5 

     C. To what extent do you think the refusal can have negative consequences? 

     Not at all negative consequences                               Very negative consequences             

 

1        2            3             4            5 

    D.Other reason …………………………………………………………………….. 

 صاحب یک کتابفروشی هستید. یکی از بهترین کارمندانتان می خواهد خصوصی با شما صحبت کند.   . شما1  
تم فکر میکنم از کارم  : همانطور که مستحضر هستید من الان یک سالی هست که در خدمت شما هس کارمند شما

واقعا راستش را بخواهید نیازمند حقوق بیشتری هم اینجا کار کنم اما اگر    راضی بوده باشید. باعث افتخار من هست که باز
 هستم.

 ............................................................................................................. شما
 : خوب ... پس در این صورت باید دنبال کار دیگری باشم.د شماکارمن

 امتناع از این درخواست برای شما بی اهمیت است؟الف. تا چه حد فکر میکنید 
 بی اهمیت                                      خیلی مهم         

                 1        2         3         4         5  
 کنید شخص در خواست کننده از امتناع شما رنجیده خاطر شود؟حد فکر میب. تا چه 

 ه نمیشود                         خیلی رنجیده میشوداصلا رنجید        
                 1        2         3         4           5 

 اشته باشد؟ ج. تا چه حد فکر میکنید امتناع از این در خواست عواقب منفی برای شما د
 ارد عواقب منفی ندارد                             عواقب منفی زیادی د        

                1         2        3          4           5 
 ر.................................................د. دلیل دیگ  

Procedures 

A sample of 100 participants out of 140, based on their performance on OPT were chosen 

among under graduated students in Islamic Azad University Najafabad branch and 100 Persian 

Native speakers among 140 students who were studying Persian Literature. All of the participants 

responded immediately, taking about 20–30 minutes in the researchers’ presence. 

Some others, consisted of English native speakers, received the DCT on their emails to 

participate in the study and after the questionnaire was completed by the participants, the 

classified answers were sent to the researcher's g-mail address. The estimated time to do the DCT 

was at most 16 minutes. 

 

Results 

The data collected were analyzed in relation to the research questions posed in this research: 

 

Table 1 

Frequencies of Politeness Strategies of Refusal Speech Act Used by Persian native speakers, EFL 

and English Native speakers 
Strategies Persian native speakers  EFL NESs Total 

Bald-On-Record 22 20 2 43 

Negative 57 58 7 122 

Positive 14 16 2 32 

Off-Record 7 6 1 14 

Total 100 100 12 212 
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 Table 1 indicates negative politeness strategy (N Total = 122) was used more than any other 

strategies by the three groups of participants in the study, and it was followed by bald-on-record 

(N Total = 44), positive (N Total = 32), and off-record strategies (N Total = 14). Table 2 

determines whether there was a difference among Persian native speakers, EFL learners and 

English native speakers in terms of their frequency of using different types of refusal act or not. 

 

Table 2 

Chi-Square Results for Comparing Politeness Strategies of Refusal Speech Act Used by Persian 

native speakers, EFL  learners and English Native speakers 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson Chi-Square 

Likelihood Ratio 

Linear-by-Linear Association 

N of Valid Cases 

.496 

.499 

.149 

212 

6 

6 

1  

.99 

.99 

.69 

 

The p value under the Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) column in front of Pearson Chi-square was found 

to be larger than the specified level of significance (i.e. .99 > .05). It indicates that the differences 

among Persian native speakers, EFL learners and English native speakers in terms of the 

frequency of using refusal speech act were not statistically significant. In other words, the three 

groups of participants were not different in terms of their frequency of use of bold-on-record 

politeness strategy (although this strategy was more used by Persian native speakers than the 

other two groups), nor were they different with respect to their frequency of use of negative 

strategy, positive and off-record strategies (although the proportions of these three strategies were 

higher for English native speakers than for the participants of the other two groups). 

 

Table 3 

Frequencies of Reasons for Using Different Politeness Strategies by Male and Female Persian 

native speakers  
Strategies Sociality Right and Obligations Face Interactional Goals Total 

Males 28 13 9 50 

Females 11 19 20 50 

Total 39 31 29 100 

 

Table 3  indicates the frequencies of various reasons for males and females were different, with 

the biggest difference for sociality rights and obligations (Difference = 28 – 11 = 17), while the 

differences for face and interactional goals were 6 and 11, respectively. Table 4 revealed whether 

the difference between males and females by concerning the reasons of using politeness strategies 

of refusal speech act was statistically significant or not. 

 

Table 4 

Chi-Square Results for Comparing Male and Female Persian native speakers’ Reasons for Using 

Politeness Strategies of Refusal Speech Act 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson Chi-Square 

Likelihood Ratio 

Linear-by-Linear Association 

N of Valid Cases 

12.70 

13.07 

11.58 

100 

2 

2 

1 

.002 

.001 

.001 
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If you read across Pearson Chi-square to Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) column, you can find that the p 

value was less than the set alpha level (i.e. .002 < .05). It indicated that the difference between 

male and female Persian native speakers regarding the reasons for using politeness strategies of 

refusal speech act reached statistical significance. 

 

Table 5 

Frequencies of Reasons for Using Different Politeness Strategies by Male and Female EFL 

learners 
Strategies Sociality Right and Obligations Face Interactional Goals Total 

Males 31 14 5 50 

Females 10 13 27 50 

Total 41 27 32 100 

 

Table 5 shows that the frequencies of different reasons for male and female EFL learners were 

different: the differences were 22, 21, and 1 for interactional goals, sociality rights and 

obligations, and face, respectively. Table 6 shows whether the difference between male and 

female EFL learners regarding the reasons for using politeness strategies of refusal speech act 

reached statistical significance or not. 

 

Table 6 

Chi-Square Results for Comparing Male and Female EFL Learners’ Reasons for Using 

Politeness Strategies of Refusal Speech Act 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson Chi-Square 

Likelihood Ratio 

Linear-by-Linear Association 

N of Valid Cases 

25.91 

27.94 

25.35 

100 

2 

2 

1 

.000 

.000 

.000 

 

In Table 6, Pearson Chi-square to Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) column, shows that the p value was 

less than the set alpha level (i.e. .000 < .05). This means that the difference between male and 

female EFL learners regarding the reasons for using politeness strategies of refusal speech act 

was statistically significant. 

 

Table 7 

Frequencies of Reasons for Using Different Politeness Strategies by Male and Female English 

Native Speakers 
Strategies Sociality Right and Obligations Face Interactional Goals Total 

Males 5 1 0 6 

Females 2 0 4 6 

Total 7 1 4 12 

 

     Table 7 indicates differences were 2 and 5 for sociality rights and obligations,0 and 4 for 

interactional goals and 1 and 0 face. Table 4.8 determines whether the difference between male 

and female English native speakers with respect to the reasons for using politeness strategies of 

refusal speech act was statistically significant or not. 

 

Table 8 

Chi-Square Results for Comparing Male and Female NESs’ Reasons for Using Politeness 

Strategies of Refusal Speech Act 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 
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 Pearson Chi-Square 

Likelihood Ratio 

Linear-by-Linear Association 

N of Valid Cases 

6.28 

8.26 

4.38 

12 

2 

2 

1 

.043 

.016 

.036 

 

Table 8 shows a p value less than the alpha level (i.e. .043 < .05), which means that the 

difference between male and female English native speakers regarding the reasons for using 

politeness strategies of refusal speech act was statistically significant. 

 

Discussion 

This study aimed to answer the main question sought to reveal the differences among 

politeness strategies used by English and Persian native speakers and Iranian EFL Learners in the 

use of refusal speech act. To answer this question, results indicated no significant differences 

among Persian native speakers, EFL learners and English native speakers in terms of the 

frequency of using refusal speech act.  The current findings indicated that Persian native speakers 

used bold-on-record politeness strategy more than other groups. English native speakers intended 

to use negative strategy, positive and off-record strategies than others. A general comparison 

between Persian native and English native participants indicates that they select the same 

strategies. The results of this study are in line with Hashemian’s (2012) study. He indicated no 

fundamental differences in the use of direct refusal strategies between English and Persian native 

speakers. 

The other purpose of this study was the reasons why Persian native speakers use politeness 

strategies regarding Rapport Management. Males prefer to use sociality rights and obligations. 

Because males considered social rights and advantages for themselves, they used sociality rights 

and obligations more than females. In Iranian society, most of males are more independent than 

females economically, so they suppose certain rights for themselves such as their order to be 

performed and also to be responded with respect.  This is why they prefer to use sociality rights 

and obligations. In line with this study, Shahi (2022)   analyzed use of refusal speech act by 

Iranian EFL learners and indicated that female participants prefer indirect strategies but male 

participants prefer direct strategies. Female participants prefer accepting micro functions as 

refusal responses. However, reinforcing micro as refusal responses were used by male learners.  

To answer the third question, it shows that the frequencies of different reasons for male and 

female IEFLLs were different: the differences were 22, 21, and 1 for interactional goals, sociality 

rights and obligations, and face, respectively.  Additionally, social rights and obligations as the 

first reason which was chosen by IEFL learners. According to chi square chart it had statistically 

significant effect on the rating of participants since p-value is smaller than 0.05. Additionally, 

this factor has more effect on males’ strategy selection than females, but interactional goals in 

females’ view have more effect than males. In Iran society most of males are more economically 

independent than females, but according to this statistical outcome in using Interactional goals by 

females, the researcher came up with this reason that Iranian females EFLLs have more specific 

goals in their interactions with others, maybe they are more face-sensitive than Males. Han and 

Burgucu-Tazegül (2016) pointed that the participants frequently utilized indirect strategies for 

refusals in preference to direct ones. Turkish EFL learners preferred to use pragmatic transfers 

while utilizing refusal strategies. English native speakers gave less importance to status than EFL 

learners.  

Considering the last purpose of the study, the results indicated that English native male and 

female speakers have different reasons to choose refusal speech acts.  The role of Spencer-oatey's 

opinion in selecting politeness strategy is proved here. Therefore, the results highlighted the 
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effect of the other reasons that be equally accepted by Iranian EFL learners, English native 

speakers and Persian Native speakers. 

According to Spencer-oatey (2005), interactional goals exist in the minds of the interlocutors, 

but rights and obligations are social. In other words, if people don’t observe their expected rights 

and obligations in interacting with others, they may feel annoyed. To achieve harmony in 

interaction, it is necessary for both speaker and hearer to share similar conceptualizations of face 

and rights and obligations or, at least, understand each other’s worldview in order to manage 

rapport properly. At the same time, harmony does not depend on sharing interactional goals, but 

on managing them properly. Interactional goals have no effect on males to select the strategy 

because the interlocutors may not find each other's goal, so they just notified the interactions as 

being developed socially. Results show that females are more sensitive to this kind of 

phenomenon. In brief, people expect social rights and obligations for themselves. This 

phenomenon is more common in intercultural interaction.  

The consequences of which have some theoretical and pedagogical implications as to use 

proper speech act in different situations as well as teaching and learning techniques. Regarding 

implications, the findings of this study revealed different strategies to exist among Persian native 

speakers, EFL learners and English native speakers.  

 

Conclusion 

The present study aimed to investigate refusal speech act regarding Rapport Management 

Approach. This investigation also, finds out the role of gender among Iranian EFL learners, 

Persian native speakers and English native speakers as well. Generally, the greatest amount of 

strategy used by Persian native speakers, EFL learners and English native speakers are the same, 

however, the percentage and frequency of each differs respectively.  

Findings revealed differences as reasons observed and the frequency of using different 

strategies among Iranian EFL learners, Persian natives and English native speakers. Also, the 

gender plays a role in the use of politeness strategies among EFL learners, Persian natives and 

English native speakers, and also support reasons induced by 3 groups of participants. Since 

sociality rights was considered by Males of these 3 groups of participants, so the difference 

among males and females was observed.  

In conclusion, teachers as direct practitioners of language in academic settings are, thus, 

suggested to raise EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness beside their proficiency level. In other 

words, as learners level enhances, pragmatic aspects should be taught to them which expose 

learners to authentic materials.  In different situations they can correctly recognize the situation 

and use the proper speech act. Consequently, students as other practitioners of language can 

benefit of this study by finding the difference between their native language and the target one. 

Comprehending these differences can help them to realize the situation where they are and they 

use appropriate speech act. The findings of this study can shed light on politeness issue and 

provide EFL practitioners to manage more successful EFL classes. The present research can be a 

source for future studies on politeness strategies used by Persian Native speakers and EFL 

learners from a rapport management perspective. Further research can be done with larger 

numbers of English native speakers.  

Also, the results suggested opportunities for future studies on politeness regarding different 

proficiency level, or distance among the interlocutors. Additionally, it would also be interesting 

to investigate the use of politeness strategies among bilinguals. However, in present study the 

DCT was used for collecting data for future studies on the current topic are recommended to use 

another instrument like different scenarios or use interview. 
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