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Refusal, as a speech act that can easily threaten both sides of communication, is a
problem that needs to be handled with special care in cross-cultural communication. If the
refusal is not handled properly, not only the communication might fail to proceed smoothly,
but it even can destroy the relationship between the two parties and cause adverse
consequences. Therefore, the implementation of the speech act of refusal requires certain
strategies. Due to the differences between different languages, cultures, living habits and
ways of thinking, there will be differences in the way of refusal between Chinese and
Japanese. In order to reduce the negative impact of cultural differences and other factors
of cross-cultural communication between Chinese and Japanese, as well as promoting
smoother cross-cultural interaction, the Chinese-Japanese refusal speech act should be
thoroughly analyzed in both theoretical and practical aspects. For the time being there are
already tangible results in the comparative theoretical research of speech refusal act in the
Chinese and Japanese lingual cultures. This article aims to summarize and review the
previous researches, as well as to seek inspiration for exploring the new directions and the
new entry points in this research field in order to facilitate the future innovative research.

Key words: refusal speech act, cross-cultural communication, cultural differences,
refusal strategy, comparative study.
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MOBJIEHHEBUM AKT BIZIMOBHU B KUTAMCBHKIN TA IMOHCHKIN
JIHI'BOKYJIbTYPAX: CYYACHI TEOPETHYHI OIJIXOIU

I[3an Llinuyans, gingchuanjiang6(@gmail.com

acnipanmxa Haguanvro-nayxkogozo incmumymy ginonozii
Kuiscoxuu nayionanvruii yniseepcumem imeni Tapaca Lllesuenxa

Biomosa sk moenenuesull akm, KOmMpuii Modce 3a2poxcysamu 000M CMOPOHAM
CHIIKYBAHHSL NIO YaC MINCKYIbIYPHOT KOMYHIKAYii € npobiemoro, aka nompebye ocoonueoi
yeaeu. Axwo 6iomoea 6yoe 30iliCHeHA HEKOPPEKMHO, ye MOodice He MITbKU 3auKooumu
CRINKYBAHHIO, 4 U HABiMb 3pYUHY8amu GIOHOCUHU MIHC KOMYHIKAHMAMY, CHPULUHUBUIU
Hecnpusimausi Hacnioku. Tomy peanizayiss MOBIEHHEBO2O AKNY GIOMOBU NOMPEDYE NEGHUX
cmpameziil. Yepes 8IOMIHHOCMI MIdC PISHUMU MOBAMU, KVALIYPAMU, HCUMMEBUMU 36UUKAMU
ma emuiuHUMU CROCODAMU MUCTEHHSI GUHUKAIOMb PO30IICHOCMI ) CnOCobi 30iliCHeHH s
BIOMOBU WO PeanizyiomuvCsl, 30KpeMa, ¥ KUMACoKill ma SnoHCwbKill a1ineeokynemypax. 1jo6
BMEHWUMY  He2AmUGHULl  6NIUG  KYAbMYPHUX — GIOMiHHOCMel ma  iHwux gakmopie
MIDICKYIbMYPHOT KOMYHIKAYIT MIJIC KUMAUYsiMu ma sSINOHYSIMU, a MAKodiC cnpusimu Oinbiu
ehexmusHitl MIdICKYIbmMYpPHitl 63aEMO0iT, KUMAUCLKO-ANOHCOKUL MOBIEHHEBUI AKM 8I0MO8U
Cli0 pemenbHO NPOaHAnizysamu sIK Y MeopemuyHomy, max i 8 npakmuunomy acnexmi. Ha
OaHULl MOMEHm 8ice € CYMMEBL pe3ybmamu 8 3iCmasHOMY OOCHIONCEHHI aKmy 8iOMOBU, WO
30IICHIOEMbCA. 8 KUMALICHLKILL ma ANOHCHKIL NiHegokyrbmypax. s cmammsa mae na memi
y3a2anbHumyu ma po3nAHymu NONepeoHi O0CTIONCENHs, a MAKOAHC HAKPECIUMU WNAXY ONis
no0anbui020 IHHOBAYIHO20 BUEHEHHS YIET NPOOIEMAUKY.

Knrwouosi cnosa: mosnennesuil akm 8ioMosu, MidiCKyIbIMypPHA KOMYHIKAYIs, KYIbIypHI
8IOMIHHOCI, cpamezis 8i0MO8U, 3ICMAasHe 00CTIOHCEHHS.

PEYEBOM AKT OTKA3A B KUTAICKOM U SIMOHCKOM
JIMHI'BOKYJIbTYPAX: COBPEMEHHBIE TEOPETUUYECKHUE
HOAXO/IbI

I3an Hunuyans, gingchuanjiang6@gmail.com

acnupaumka Y4ebHo-HayuHo2o uHcmumyma gunonio2uu
Kuesckuii nayuonanvuwiii ynusepcumem umenu Tapaca lllesuenxo

Omka3z Kak peuegoti akm, KOMOPblil MOJACEM YPoACamy 00eum CmopoHam oouenus
80 BpEeMsl MEIHCKYTbMYPHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU, AGNAEMC npobaemot, mpedbyoueti 0co6020
enumanua. Ecnu omkas Oyoem ocywecmenen HeKOPPEKMHO, MO MOJCEm He MOJbKO
nogpeouns 00WeHuIo, HO 0ajce paspyuums OMHOUWEHUS MeHCOY KOMMYHUKAHMAMU,
noenexwiu Hebrazonpusmusie nociedcmeus. lloomomy peanuzayus peuesozo axkma
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omkaza mpebyem onpedeneHuvix cmpamezuil. M3-3a paznuyuti mexcoy pasHulMu A3bIKami,
KVIbIMYpPAMU, HCUSHEHHbIMU NPUBLIYKAMU U  IMHUYECKUMU CNOCOOAMU  MbIULIEHUS.
BO3HUKAIOM PA3HO2NACUA 8 CROCOOE OCYUecmBaeHUs OMKA3d, KOmopuvle peanu3yiomcs, 6
YacmHOCmu, 6 KUMAUCKOU U SANOHCKOU JUHSBOKYIbmypax. Hmobvl ymeHbuums
He2amugHoe 6IuUAHUe KYIbMYPHbIX PA3IUYUl U Opy2ux Qakmopos MextCKYIbmypHoU
KOMMYHUKQYUU MeHcOy KUmauyamu u ANOHYamu, a makxice cnocobcmeosams 0Oonee
9P DEKMUBHOMY MEICKYILIYPHOMY 63AUMOOEICMEUI0, KUMAUCKO-ANOHCKUI peyesoll akm
omKasa cnedyem mMujamenbHO NPOAHATUSUPOBAMb KAK 8 MeopemutecKkom, maxk u 8
npakmuyeckom acnekme. Ha Oaunwiii Momenm youce cyuecmeyiom pesyibmamol 8
CONOCMABUMOM UCCIE008AHUL AKMA OMKA3d, KOMOPbLIL OCYUeCMBIACMCs 8 KUMACKOU U
ANOHCKOU  uneeokynemypax. Llenvio  smoil  cmamvu  asnaemcs  06oOwenue u
paccmompenue  npedblOYWUX UCCIe008aHUll, da MaKdce HaAdepmums nymu O07s
oanvhetiue20 UHHOBAYUOHHO20 U3VYeHUsl IMOU NPOOIEMAMUKU.

Knrouesvie cnoea: peuesoii axm o0mKa3a, MeNCKYIbIMYPHAS KOMMYHUKAYUA,
KYIbMypHble pasiuuus, cmpamezus 0mKasd, COnNOCMaguMoe Uccie008anue.

Introduction

Refusal is “the act of directly or indirectly denying the other party's wishes
when the communicator faces the four verbal acts of request, invitation, offer, and
suggestion.” Refusal behavior is a common phenomenon in various cultures, and its
essence is a Face-Threatening Act (FTA). Refusal speech act is a kind of a speech
act which might be qualified as likely to cause communication failure. That’s why
rejectors usually use a more polite refusal strategy for reducing the threat of
interlocutor’s face losing. Such scholars as Zhang Xiaoyin and Xiong Hongzhi
mentioned in their paper that from the perspective of benefit, the beneficiary of the
request is mostly the requester, while the beneficiary of the invitation might be both
parties, and the beneficiary of offer and suggestion are often the recipients [Zhang
Xiaoying, Xiong Hongzhi, 2017, p. 55]. Therefore, the refusal of the request usually
places a greater burden on the other party and is more likely to hurt the other party’s
face. The refusal of the “request” is different from the refusal in other situations
[Chen Fangze, Liu yu, 2009, p. 44]. Also the appearance of "requirements" heralded
the emergence of "rejections". Therefore, the analysis of the speech act of refusal
should start with the study of the speech act of "request" [Gao Yuyuan, 2018, p. 15].
In cross-cultural communication, the usage of appropriate refusal strategy requires
not only the strong language skills, but also the linguistic awareness. In order to
promote the success of cross-cultural communication and avoid cultural conflicts, it
is necessary to conduct a comparative study on refusal speech act in different
language and cultural backgrounds.
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Due to different cultural backgrounds and ways of thinking, Chinese and
Japanese adopt different refusal strategies. Therefore, it is easy to misunderstand
when communicating across cultures. For example, Chinese tend in the beginning of
communication to refuse the invitation or offer actually willing to accept it, because
such communicative behavior is seen as expressing politeness in the Chinese culture.
Such a behavior does not threat the other side’s face, while in the Japanese cultural
context it might threat. Thus, it is very important to understand the extralingual
cultural circumstances of verbal ethnic communication. In daily communication,
Japanese often avoid the direct ways of expressing their wishes and intentions,
choosing an indirect or euphemistical speech acts. In 1976, Edward Hall pointed out
that both Chinese and Japanese languages are languages providing the
communicative needs of “high realm cultures”, where senses and meanings are
mainly determined by the cultural non-verbal context and cultural presuppositions
[Zhang Yiwen, 2011, p. 143].

So no one can reach the expected pragmatic purpose if the communication
context in Japanese communication is grasped incompletely, even including the
facial expressions (which is often said “kuuki wo yo me/ZX % $t ™ in Japanese).
In addition, the “fuzzification” of language expression is also of typical character in
the Japanese lingual culture. It means that some seemingly affirmative and positive
response to the others’ demands, actually imply a rejection. For instance, there is an
investigation on the credibility of Japanese reply: “I’ll think about it”
(“kangaeteokimasu /% 2 T3 % £9) which demonstrated, that 70 % of the
Japanese believed that the utterance was not credible under condition that the social
distance between the two sides of the dialogue is long [Duan Yanju, 2013, p. 98]. It
is also relevant, when the two communicators are not very familiar with each other:
an affirmative reply actually means a refusal.

Also scholars claimed that English-oriented politeness theory is not quite
sufficient to explain a Japanese politeness.

Previous research

Liu Zhenquan mainly focused on "request" and "invitation" occasions, he
discussed the similarities and differences in the expressions of rejection between
Chinese and Japanese under different communicative circumstances. Fan Zheng and
Yu Guiling discussed Japanese rejective expressions in different communicative
genres [Fan Zheng, Yu Guiling, 2002, p. 94-98]. Xin Xiaona basing on Grice’s
cooperative principle and Leech & Levinsion’s politeness principle, fulfilled a study
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on refusal strategies and their verbalizations in the context of different tactics of
intimization taking into consideration the criterion of upper/lower status in Japanese
language proficiency test. The purpose of this study is to analyze the relationship
between the diversified verbalizations of Japanese refusal speech act and the effect
of maintaining good interpersonal relationships [Xin Xiaona, 2006, p. 1-65]. Wang
Jing studied the rejection strategy on the material of the Chinese and Japanese
languages on the base of the "request-reject" conversation structure [Wang Jing,
2012, p.71-77]. Cheng Xiaoping conducted a comparative analysis and
categorization of the rejection expressions on the material of the Chinese and
Japanese languages [Cheng Xiaoping, 2014, p.27-28]. Qin Lang conducted a
comparative study of the speech act of apologizing used by Chinese and Japanese
college students [Qin Lang, 2015, p. 319-320]. Yuan Yijin made a comparative study
of refusal speech act exercised by Chinese and Japanese based on the "upper and
lower relationship" dimension [Yuan Yijin, 2016, p. 153-154]. Zhang Xiaohong,
Xiong Hongzhi conducted a comparative study on the perspective of discourse
politeness theory [Zhang Xiaohong, Xiong Hongzhi, 2017, p. 54-64]. Jing Huanru
etc. explored the cultural psychology of Japanese refusal speech act [Jing Huanru,
Wang Yongfa, Yang Qiuxiang, Wu Zheng, 2013, p. 174—175]. Chen Li analyzed the
speech act of refusal from the pragmatic point of you [Chen Li, 2013, p. 223-225]. It
was accentuated that Japanese often used “apologizing + reason”, “gratitude +
reason” and halfway stop sentence to reject.

Japanese scholar Moriyama gave a classification of Japanese refusals
strategies, he summarized it into the following four types: straight type (iya kata) as
the direct refusal; lie type (uso kata) like “today is not very convenient”; delay type
(nobasu kata) as “I’ll consider it”; prevarication type (gomakasi kata) like being
silient with no reply or just giving smile [Moriyama, 1990, p. 59-66]. Yui researched
the characteristics of Japanese refusal speech acts in foreigner’s perspective, adopted
methods of video and interview to order to collect language data and compared it
with the previous studies [Yui, 1992, p. 266-227]. Fujimori pointed out, that in a
close relationship Japanese commonly use the determination mode of “apologize —
excuse/reason — maintain relationship”, but rarely use the semantic formula of
“conclusion”. However, in the Chinese communication it is quite different: the
frequency of using the semantic formula of “conclusion” in order to express rejection
has the highest index [Fujimori, 1994, p. 1-19]. Aramaki conducted the comparative
research of refusal speech act within American and Japanese lingual cultures
[Aramaki, 1999, p. 105-137]. Taketa did a case study about refusal behavior in
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contact scenes [Taketa, 2000, p. 37-50]. Ito conducted a series of comparative
studies of refusal speech act used in communication between Japanese and Malayans
[Ito, 2002, p. 61-270, p. 179-2195, 2003, p. 49-59, p. 75-84, 2004, p. 1-16].

Generalizing the previous researches, it might be stated that: all studies show
that the refusal speech act within the Chinese and the Japanese lingual cultures is
significantly different.

In the Chinese culture, if the person which is about to get a rejection is in a
higher status, he/she must be firstly respectively addressed (such as president, mayor,
headmaster etc.). And the Chinese are likely to give the specific reasons when
refusing the other person. Sometimes the “alternative plan” (such as giving the other
a suggestion or an idea) often works as a polite refusal strategy. In addition, the
Chinese are not inclined to reject the requests of their family members.

The Japanese have a higher frequency of regrets or apology for people with a
higher status, and less for those with the lower status. The Japanese often apologize
or express their regrets before refusing, and then open the reasons for it. The reasons
for the Japanese refusal are not so specific as with the Chinese speaker’s reasons:
Japanese tend to give the obscure reasons. Japanese mainly adopt negative politeness
strategies to avoid face threatening acts. It means that speakers would keep distance
with each other to show respect and formality. Japanese culture is of “high realm”,
its information and meanings are mainly determined by the context (cultural
background, etc.).

Research status and prospects:

Theory framework. In recent years, there appeared many researches on the
specifics of refusal speech act. They are mostly based on J. Austin’ speech act theory
and Brown & Levison’s politeness theory. However, there are still a few studies on
the comparison of the Chinese and the Japanese specific polite strategies from the
perspective of Discourse Politeness (DP) theory, which was proposed by a Japanese
linguist Usami Miyomi (“FE3EFEpA) [Usami, 2001, p.9]. She regards
conversation as a dynamic integral system and puts forward a theory of discourse
politeness that transcends the level of single sentences and individual expressions
focusing on the level of discourse analysis. The PD theory does not only consider the
speaker, but also the receiver of a message, and advocates the objective grasp of
politeness in dynamics.

Methodology. The previous researches mostly used the Discourse Completion
Test (DCT) as the research method. This is a questionnaire on the phenomenon of
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“refusal” speech acts designed according to the different given scenarios/situations.
The analysis of language data is made basing on the answers provided in the
questionnaire by the respondent. The corpus obtained in this way is represented
mostly by single sentences. However, in actual conversation, refusal is often realized
not just within a single sentence, not only in the frame of the model of “one question
and one answer”. Therefore, it is necessary to conduct a research within the
paragraph or some units wider than it.

Corpus source. Corpus is usually collected with the help of DCT
questionnaire, it also can arise from the literary works or TV series (these materials
are derived from daily life, revolving the scenes of love, work, family, life etc. which
are close to life and represent a natural dialogue). The research which uses corpus
gives an opportunity not only to examine the entire conversation in combination with
the context, but also provides a possibility to examine the speech act of refusal in a
more comprehensive and deep mode according to the overall context background.

Perspective. In recent years there also appeared some studies made from the
perspective of the impolite speech act. For example, Cheng Encai pointed out when
comparing the rejection behavior within the Chinese and Japanese lingual cultures
where “blaming” is one of the unique ways of rejection of the Chinese [Cheng Encai,
2011, p. 44]. On the other hand, some nonverbal acts of refusal, such as “shaking
head”, “waving hand”, “being silent, not responding”, “ignoring, just smiling or
leaving”, also need to be taken into consideration as paralingual elements which
accompany the speech acts of refusal in different lingual cultures.
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