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Abstract
The current article investigates how students at the University of Dar es Salaam (UDSM), who use English mostly as a foreign language, manage the refusal speech act. This study is guided by two objectives: (1) to examine how students at UDSM perform refusal speech act, (2) to assess the extent to which status and social distance affect the choice of refusal strategies. This study was quantitative in nature as it employed numerical data to gain the insights of how UDSM students realise refusal speech act. The study used 100 students who were taking the English Pragmatics course during their third year of study. The researcher used convenience sampling to obtain the required number of participants for this study. Using the Discourse Completion Tasks questionnaire (DCT), consisting of 12 situations, students filled the questionnaire. The participants were selected using convenient sampling technique because the study was conducted during COVID 19. The participants who filled the questionnaire were those present during their seminar sessions. The data were analysed using Beebe et al. (1990) taxonomy guided by politeness theory by Brown and Levinson (1978). The collected data were coded into a semantic formula of direct, indirect and adjunct to refusals. The findings showed that 45.72% of the participants used indirect refusal strategies most frequently, while 27.8 % of the participants used direct refusals. The findings also revealed that 26.46%) of the participants employed adjuncts to refusals. In addition, it was discovered that whether interlocutors were of equal, lower, higher status or were of different social distance (intimacy, stranger or acquaintance) compared to their respondents, indirect refusal strategies were most frequently used than direct refusal strategies. Besides, reason/excuse/explanation was the most frequently used refusal strategy in all DCT situations. It was further found that the elicitation act affected the choice of the semantic formula that was employed during refusal. Therefore, the results suggests that most students employed polite refusal strategies which were indirect and hence preserved the face of both the speaker and the hearer. Since the use of English language is limited in daily communication and the use direct refusal strategies during initiation of refusals were found to be equally the same to indirect refusals, the study recommends the incorporation of pragmatics aspects such as refusals in the curriculum. Such pedagogical interventions which aims at providing leaners with opportunities to learn pragmatic aspects may promote pragmatic development.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In today’s world, it is important for second language learners of English to attain a true communicative competence to suit the needs of the globalised world (Rashid & Hui, 2021). Thus, attaining communicative competence entails acquiring both linguistic knowledge (knowledge about grammar) and pragmatic competence (the ability to use the language effectively and understand the language in context). The knowledge and form of grammatical rules are not enough during our interaction. Another knowledge other than rules of forming sentences is required for choosing the kind of linguistic elements suitable for serving our aims, and this depends on the speaker's ability to coordinate his/her language ability with other knowledge-based systems, such as social interaction and those mechanisms related to perception and intentional factors (Maróti, 2016).
Since English language is the language of instruction in Tanzania, students who learn English need to show competence in various aspects of the language (Kilangi, 2023). Among the aspects is pragmatic competence, where refusal is the focus of this study. The refusal speech act, which implies the ‘denial of a particular proposition advanced by an interlocutor, constitutes a negative response to other speech acts such as request, offer, invitation and suggestion’ (Gass and Houck, 1999). Being an aspect of politeness, the refusal speech act is considered to be face-threatening (Brown and Levinson, 1987) and a major cross-cultural sticking point for many non-native speakers of English (Beebe et al., 1990). Due to its sensitive nature during reply, a refusal response may lead to unintended messages and communication breakdown. 
In many cultural settings, the act of saying “no” may be more important than the response itself because management of refusal needs special skill and careful planning (Sattar et al., 2011). Thus, “the hearer must know when to use a certain form and the function it carries, but pay attention to cultural linguistic values” (Al-Kahtani, 2005). “Since refusals involve complex constructions, they are often negotiated over several turns, and their form and context vary depending on the type of act that elicits them. The choice of what strategy to use is affected by factors such as the status of the interlocutor, social distance between the interlocutors, age and gender” (Brown and Levinson, 1987). This study will dwell on social status and social distance that exist between the speaker and the hearer.
The primary objective of this paper is to investigate the pragmatic competence of EFL learners at UDSM, specifically examining how they manage the refusal speech act.  The rules of refusing are culturally bound; hence, learning how language is used in different contexts, learners have to possess knowledge of such language. The possibility for university students at the University of Dar es Salaam (UDSM) to meet with other students from other cultures who speak English is high, and thus investigating how they manage to refuse requests, offers, invitations, and suggestions is of great importance. This is guided by two questions which are: how do UDSM students realise the refusal speech act, and how does status and social distance affect the choice of refusal strategies. The findings can shed light on the strategies they use, hence the results can suggest how the English language should be pragmatically taught in lower levels of education so as to accommodate and raise awareness on how language use is shaped by status and social distance between interlocutors. Since failure to refuse appropriately can lead to interpersonal relationship breakdown, it’s the task of this study to describe various refusal strategies that students use, as these may vary across languages and cultures. For example, Mandarin Chinese speakers expressed positive opinions less frequently than the American English speakers (Liao and Bresnaham, 1996). “Softeners such as ‘I’m afraid I can’t’ were less frequently used by Egyptian Arabic speakers than English speakers, and gratitude was rarely used by Egyptian Arabic speakers than American English speakers during refusals” (Nelson, et al. 1998). “American English speakers preferred a more specific reason, while Japanese speakers' reasons were not specific in relation to place, time, and parties” (Beebe et al., 1990).  Although this study is not a comparative one, its findings can serve as a source of data on how university students refuse, thereby helping to determine their English language competence in relation to social status and social distance. This study is expected to contribute to the existing body of knowledge on communicative competence by demonstrating how socio-cultural norms influence students' pragmatic competence, particularly in the context of refusals. The findings can assist educators in broadening their understanding of the pragmatic aspects of the language they teach, particularly those that intersect with cultural differences. In addition, the study is valuable as it not only examines refusal strategies but also evaluates the degree of politeness in refusals, offering a more nuanced understanding of the refusal practices employed by Tanzanian university students. This research is anticipated to shed light on how second-language (L2) learners of English, particularly those instructed by Non-Native English Speakers (NNES), interpret refusals in a socio-pragmatic context that differs from that of Native English Speakers (NES).
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
In many cultural settings, the speaker desires to see that their offer, invitation, and suggestion are accepted and their requests met. Refusing in any way means that the hearerdon’t agree with his/her idea, which could lead to negative effects to his/her face (Goffman, 1967). Since it is the expectation that requests, offers, suggestions, and invitations are accepted a bit quickly and directly, refusal is expected to be indirect since it is a dispreferred act. In that case, it has to be softened, and this may happen in many turns or negotiations or stages. The time taken to refuse becomes longer as the speaker expects the second part to be cooperative. Thus, several strategies may be employed with the aim of lessening the negative effect that might be caused by the act of refusal. Doing so means we show that we have a good reason why we refuse, and that helps in creating harmony so as to preserve our face and that of the speaker (Brown and Levinson, 1978).
Since refusal is said to be complex and face-saving (Gass and Houck, 1999; Felix-Brasdefer, 2006), the person who refuses cannot have a ready-made answer, as this may cause misunderstanding between interlocutors. Considering other social variables such as age, gender, status and social distance, the kind of refusal becomes more complicated and involves careful planning, hence the possibility for many ranges of answers is possible, which makes refusal complex (Beebe et al., 1990). With all answers, the refuser has to take into account the context where such a refusal is made because this largely affects our relationship. Although refusal allows us to preserve our face by responding freely without being bound by the speaker’s will, care must also be taken to preserve the speaker’s face (Maróti, 2016). Therefore, interlocutors in this kind of interaction put effort on how to formulate their refusal strategies associated with positive politeness to save face. So far, no research has investigated the pragmatic competence of university students in Tanzania in refusing considering its complexities and being culturally specific. Since Tanzanian students use the Swahili language in communication than English, the need for research on refusal is vital, considering its effects on relationships and miscommunication. 
Few studies have been done in Tanzania on speech acts, but none of them has focused on the refusal speech act. A study by Kilowoko (2020) focused on English language teachers’ pragmatic competence in refusing, and the findings indicated that teachers used more direct requests than conventional and non-conventional strategies which did not match those of the native speakers. This result implies that teachers’ pragmatic competence is low. In addition, Elisifa (2016) assessed Tanzanian EFL learners’ social pragmatic proficiency, and it was found that the majority of the EFL learners failed to link the illocutionary force and locutionary act. Mbilinyi's (2022) study assessed the comprehension and production of apology, complaints, and request speech acts, and the findings showed that learners' productive proficiency in apology, complaints, and requests was average. It was further noted that learners' linguistic inadequacy, inadequate knowledge of felicity conditions and pragmatic transfer from L1 to English language hindered them from attaining an excellent proficiency. A study by Abels et al. (2021) compared the speech acts of Hadza who live close to the tourist site with those living far from the tourist sites. The findings showed that those who live close to the tourism sites use more imperatives, while those living away from the tourism areas use more vocatives. In addition, Hadza infants experience many requests for action/imperatives- a way of expressing hierarchies more than the infants in the comparative cultural communities. Thus, education and contact can shape the way speech acts are employed in a community. On the other hand, a study by Mapunda and Sommer (2017) focused on politeness in greetings among Ngoni and the findings showed that language contact has made the greetings to be short and there is extensive use of codeswitching. 
Considering the nature and complexities of the refusal speech act and the social variables of status and social distance of interlocutors, it is not known whether their refusal abides by or not by the norms of the English language. This study is therefore aimed at filling the gap in the literature on the pragmatic knowledge of UDSM students during refusal, considering that English is not widely used in communication in the Tanzanian context. 
2.1 Classification of refusals and its modification
This study adapted the Beebe et al. (1990) “coding system to classify the data. The scheme is widely used to categorise refusals for native and non-native speakers of English”. The taxonomy was based on the semantic characteristics and was arranged based on the degree of directness.
Direct 
Performatives. I refuse
Non-performative statement
2a. 	No
			2b.	negative willingness or ability
Indirect
3.	Statement of regret
4. 	Wish 
5. 	Excuse, explanation, reason
6.	Statement of alternatives
	6a.	I can do X instead of Y
	6b.	Why don’t you do X instead of Y?
7.	Set condition for future acceptance
8.	Promise of future acceptance
9.	Statement of principle
10.	Statement of philosophy
11.	Attempt to dissuade the interlocutor
	a.	statement of negative consequences/threat
	b.	guilt trip
	c. 	criticise the requester
	d.	let the interlocutor off the hook
	e.	self defence
12.	Acceptance that function as refusal 
	a.	unspecific/indefinite reply
	b.	lack of enthusiasm 
13. 	Avoidance
	Non verbal
a. Silence
b. Hesitation
c. Do nothing
d. Physical departure
Verbal
e. Topic switch
f. Joke
g. Repetition of part of  request
h. Indefinite postponement
i. Hedging
j. Request information
Adjunct to refusals
Statement of positive opinion, feeling or agreement
Statement of empathy
Pause fillers
Gratitude/appreciation

Although Beebe et al.'s (1990) classification has been used by many scholars and proved to be the best coding method for refusal speech act research, other authors, such as Maróti (2016), argued that classifying some of the strategies, such as regret/apology as a strategy for refusal, does not hold water. Maróti (ibid) further argues that phrases such as I am sorry/sorry cannot represent the refusal but rather an adjunct since it is incapable of standing alone and being a refusal strategy.  In addition, Alemi & Tajeddin (2013), in their study on criteria for rating refusal for both native English speakers and non-native English speakers, argued that a brief apology is vital as it prepares the speaker for the coming refusal. Therefore, the frequent use of apology before and after refusals is a sign of politeness and hence a measure of pragmatic appropriateness. Although these authors propose the modification of apology to be placed under adjuncts, the researcher of this study adheres to Beebe et al. (1990) that apology will be treated as an indirect refusal since the strategy was mainly used as a head act or as a pre-refusal. The author of this study is in line with the above two authors, and such statements of apology/regret will only be treated as a refusal strategy if they contain a refusal, but they will be treated as an adjunct to refusal if they cannot stand alone as a refusal. Hence, the classification of refusal strategies will be modified to suit the data gathered in this study. Some of the refusal strategies such as ‘invoking the name of God’ were not found in Beebe’s et al. study but were found in other studies such as Morkus (2009).

2.3 Studies on the analysis of interactional data
In this section, the researcher reviewed the methods used to analyse interaction data at the discourse level. Interaction data at the discourse level were analysed differently by different scholars. VonCanon (2006) collected data on request, invitation and offer and only data from requests were analysed. In the analysis, she used stages, which were developed by Garcia (1992, 1999). The findings indicated that no statistically significant difference was observed between the pre-test and the post-test that measured learners’ pragmatic competence. The choice of which strategies to use during refusal was the only remarkable difference. As in Garcia (1992), learners sometimes accepted the request. Felix-Brasdefer (2002) investigated “the refusal speech act realisation employed by native speakers of Spanish, native speakers of American English and advanced American learners of Spanish”. He analysed qualitative data using the sequence proposed by Edmondson (1981) as “a series of three sequences: pre-refusal (to prepare the interlocutor for the upcoming refusal), head act (to express the main refusal), and post-refusal (to conclude the refusal)”. He also used Garcia's (1992, 1999) stages framework to analyse interaction data from the invitation. The findings showed that learners differed from natives in terms of frequency, content and perception of refusal. In addition, Garcia (1992) studied “the refusal speech act employed by Peruvian males and females. She used the open role-play method to collect data and analysed it using two stages, namely the invitation-response stage and the insistence-response stage”. Further, Gass and Houck (1999) investigated “the realisation of the refusal speech act by Japanese learners of English using ORP for eliciting data”. The quantitative data consisted of the number of turns and turn length, while qualitative data consisted of interactional data on how refusal was negotiated. The interactional data were analysed in terms of episodes, which were defined as “An episode is bounded on one side by an eliciting act and on the other by either dialogue not directly related to the eliciting act or a recycling of the eliciting act”. The above literature is relevant to the current study because it used ORP to collect data; both quantitative and qualitative techniques were used in the analysis of data in this study, classified the data based on Beebe et al. (1990) and used stages in its analysis of interactional data. 

3. METHODOLOGY
This research is a descriptive case study that adopts a mixed method approach (quantitative & qualitative) in collecting and analysing data. This paper examines only quantitative data of the study. The study was conducted at UDSM, Mwalimu Nyerere Campus, involving third-year students. Third-year students studying courses in the Department of Foreign Languages and Linguistics were chosen for this research since they are completing their studies, and they are expected to have mastered various aspects of the English language, including the refusal speech act. The students who were chosen for this study were those taking English Pragmatics course. The participants were both females and males and were between 21-23 years of age. The sample for this study consisted of 100 students who filled out the DCT questionnaires. The sample was reached using convenient sampling technique and participants were those attended during seminar sessions. The study used a modified 12-situations developed by Beebe et al. (1990). The collected data were analysed using Beebe et al. (1990) classification, whereby students’ responses were coded into semantic formulas/classification of refusals. Cohen (1996:265) defines a semantic formula as a ‘word, phrase or sentence that meets a particular semantic criterion strategy’. 
The scenarios were divided into four groups or request, invitation, suggestion and offer. In each elicitation act, the scenarios/situations were of different status and social distance. The coding system were Direct (performatives, non-performatives-No & negative willingness), indirect (statement of regret/apology, wish, excuse/reason/explanation, statement of alternatives, set condition for future/past acceptance, promise of future acceptance, statement of principle, statement of philosophy, attempt to dissuade the interlocutor, acceptance functioning as refusal, avoidance, questioning etc. In addition, adjuncts to refusal (statement of positive opinion, invoking the name of God, statement of empathy, pause fillers, gratitude/appreciation) were also included in the classification. The use of some refusal strategies such as ‘invoking the name of God’ were found in this study while such strategy were not used by participants in Beebe et al. study. The strategy is mostly found in Arabic culture studies and it was identified in studies by Morkus (2009) and Al-Issa (2003)
3.1 Data analysis
Data from this study were coded using the Beebe et al. (1990) taxonomy, which is a widely used classification in refusal studies. Using descriptive statistics (frequency and percentages), the data were then presented in tabular form so as to come up with a clear conclusion on how UDSM students employed refusal strategies. For example, […Very sorry] [but my handwriting is very bad, is not good] [so maybe you can find another person so that you can borrow his or her exercise book.]. In analysing the data, the researcher coded the above example as: statement of regret + reason + statement of alternatives. The data analysis in the quantitative category consists of frequency counts of the refusal strategies used by participants. These frequency counts will be calculated for each situation and each refusal type, including direct, indirect refusals and adjuncts. In addition, these strategies will be ranked in terms of frequency of use. The researcher will not examine or analyse grammatical accuracy and pronunciation from the data provided by participants. Thus, this study will use descriptive statistics to present the results in terms of percentages. 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Quantitative results from discourse completion tasks (DCTs)
The quantitative findings are presented by the frequency counts of each strategy produced by each individual and each situation, as well as the refusal type. Then the frequency counts were presented by each refusal strategy used in each situation and how they are varied in relation to direct, indirect and adjuncts to refusals.
3.1.1The overall distribution of refusal strategies in 12 situations
The data in this study were presented based on Beebe et al.'s (1990) classification. The classification divided the data into three major categories, which are direct, indirect and adjuncts to refusals. Data in Table 1 shows that students used direct refusal strategies by 27.81% while indirect strategies were used by 45.72%. In addition, adjuncts to refusal were used by 16.10% across all situations. In all the situations, indirect refusal was used most frequently, followed by direct refusal and then adjunct to refusals, except in situation 12, where adjunct to refusals ranked second.
 
Table 1. The Overall Distribution of Direct, Indirect and Adjunct to Refusals across Situations
	
	Requests
	Invitations
	Suggestions
	Offers
	

	Strategies
	S1
	S2
	S3
	S4
	S5
	S6
	S7
	S8
	S9
	S10
	S11
	S12
	Total/Percentage

	Direct 
	81
	35
	62
	59
	61
	57
	76
	57
	64
	70
	66
	34
	722(27.8%)

	Indirect 
	85
	115
	95
	100
	112
	116
	98
	94
	94
	102
	74
	102
	1187(45.72%)

	Adjuncts 
	78
	65
	13
	73
	82
	73
	38
	34
	34
	64
	50
	83
	687(26.46%)

	Grand Total 
	244
	215
	170
	232
	255
	246
	212
	185
	192
	236
	190
	219
	2596(100%)


Key: ‘S’ stands for Situation
Source: Data from field 2022 UDSM

3.1.2 The Overall preference of direct, indirect and adjuncts to refusals utilised in the first position of the refusals of DCTs
Refusals are among acts that are said to be Face Threatening Acts (FTAs); thus, the way interlocutors begin their refusal might affect the face and flow of conversation. Therefore, the researcher of this study identified the type of refusal strategies used at the start of the refusal in all elicitation acts. The purpose of this preference is to determine if the elicitation act and status of the interlocutors affect the use of either direct, indirect or adjuncts to refusals. As shown in Table 2, 39.95% of the examined situations, participants began their refusals with indirect refusal strategies, while 35.25% initiated their refusals with direct refusal strategies. The least favoured strategy was adjuncts to refusal, which were utilised by 24.80%. The use of indirect refusals and adjuncts to refusal, which gives 64.75% implies that the refusers were trying to save face for the people they were interacting with in different situations.   This results show that the use of indirect refusal was meant to refuse the interlocutor politely. In addition, the use of direct refusal strategies which are approximately a quarter of all the strategies, shows that interlocutors threatened the face of other interlocutors during conversation. Therefore, such interlocutors were at first not polite and hence damaged the face of other interlocutors.

Table 2. The Overall distribution of Direct, Indirect and Adjuncts to Refusal Used to Initiate Refusals
	Strategies
	S1
	S2
	S3
	S4
	S5
	S6
	S7
	S8
	S9
	S10
	S11
	S12
	Total/Percentage

	Direct 
	26
	14
	60
	24
	15
	19
	47
	37
	45
	39
	43
	29
	398(35.25%)

	Indirect 
	46
	68
	31
	36
	55
	30
	27
	40
	33
	23
	26
	36
	451(39.95%)

	Adjuncts 
	20
	10
	3
	35
	29
	35
	22
	19
	19
	33
	24
	31
	280(24.80%)

	Grand Total 
	92
	92
	94
	95
	99
	84
	96
	96
	97
	95
	93
	96
	1129(100%)


Source: Field data 2022
3.2 The effect of the eliciting act on the choice of refusal strategies
According to research findings by scholars such as Allami and Naeimi (2011), Wannaruk (2008), Nelson et al. (2002) and Beebe et al. (1990), “refusals are context-based; hence, the choice of which strategy to use depends on the eliciting act being rejected”. In this study, the kind of refusal strategies was also bound by eliciting acts, as  presented in Table 3.. Tale 3 below shows the distribution of each individual refusal strategy across twelve situations. 

Table 3. The Overall Frequencies and Percentages of Semantic Formulas Used in all Situations
	
	Refusal Strategies
	S1 
	S2
	S3
	S4
	S5
	S6
	S7
	S8
	S9
	S10
	S11
	S
12
	Total

	1
	Negative willingness
	66
	27
	31
	46
	49
	43
	42
	30
	32
	32
	31
	11
	440

	2
	Flat No/explicit refusal
	15
	8
	31
	13
	12
	14
	34
	27
	32
	38
	35
	23
	282

	3
	Reason/excuse/explanation 
	41
	85
	63
	72
	78
	66
	53
	62
	55
	43
	29
	4
	651

	4
	Regret/apology  statement 
	58
	53
	9
	30
	47
	27
	6
	12
	6
	6
	9
	5
	268

	5
	Hedging 
	9
	8
	2
	6
	11
	12
	20
	17
	13
	11
	9
	1
	119

	6
	Wish
	8
	9
	0
	6
	10
	13
	3
	6
	2
	3
	0
	0
	60

	7
	Statement of alternative
	8
	2
	3
	1
	3
	10
	2
	1
	4
	4
	4
	3
	45

	8
	Begging 
	4
	4
	4
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	3
	6
	1
	27




	9
	Statement of acceptance
	4
	3
	3
	4
	1
	5
	6
	5
	0
	1
	5
	1
	38

	10
	Future possibility  
	2
	3
	0
	1
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11

	11
	Blaming the interlocutor
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	7

	12
	Threatening the interlocutor
	0
	0
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	11

	13
	Questioning/request for clarification
	1
	1
	6
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	12

	14
	Promise of future acceptance
	2
	0
	0
	3
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	11
	1
	11
	32

	15
	Let the interlocutor off the hook
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0
	10
	13
	1
	75
	109

	16
	Criticizing the interlocutor
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	17
	Set condition for future acceptance
	2
	0
	0
	2
	5
	4
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	0
	18

	18
	Advice 
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	19
	Postponement
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	5
	5
	6
	0
	20

	20
	Joke 
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2

	21
	Statement of principle
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	22
	Self defence
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	5
	0
	11

	23
	Common saying
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3

	24
	Dismiss the speaker
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2

	25
	Statement of acknowledgement 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	26
	Appeal to the third party
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	27
	Command 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	3

	28
	Pause fillers
	19
	4
	2
	10
	6
	9
	7
	3
	7
	8
	4
	19
	98

	29
	Gratitude 
	1
	6
	2
	31
	29
	31
	19
	16
	17
	47
	30
	6
	235

	30
	Statement of positive opinion
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	2
	3
	0
	4
	0
	15

	31
	Statement of empathy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	3
	3
	51
	59

	32
	Statement of positive remark
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7

	33
	Invoking the name of God
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	4

	
	Total 
	244
	214
	170
	232
	255
	246
	212
	185
	192
	236
	190
	219
	2596



Source: Field data 2022 at UDSM

3.2.1 The Choice of Refusal Strategies in Situations 1-3 (Request)
In situations 1 to 3, a refuser was asked to reject a request from people of varied social status and distance. As shown in Table 3, interlocutors with low status in situation 2 used many indirect refusal strategies compared to situations 1 and 3, where the refusers were of equal status and high status, respectively. In situation 2, many respondents used reason followed by regret/apology during their refusal and then by negative willingness, while in situation 1, many respondents used negative willingness followed by regret/apology statement and later by reason/excuse/explanation. In situation 3, reason/excuse/explanation was frequently used, followed by negative willingness and flat No/explicit refusal which are both direct refusals. In addition, the data in Table 2 indicate that direct refusal strategies were most frequently used to initiate a refusal in situation 3, while in situation 2, many indirect refusal strategies were used to initiate refusals. Therefore, it can be argued that the status of the interlocutor affected the kind of refusal strategies used when refusing a request. The following examples show how the strategies varied from one respondent to another.
Example 1
a) No, I don’t have extra money
b) If I could have sufficient money, I could have helped you, but my money is insufficient.
c) Very sorry for that, my friend, but unfortunately, I have no money right now, but you can just lend to others
d) I thought married people do not have problems, or how comes I lend someone who is married an amount of money?
e) Ooh my God, I wish I could help you, but I don’t have any balance in my pocket
From the above examples, interlocutor a) started with explicit refusal followed by negative willingness/ability, while in b) the refuser rejected the request by statement of wish followed by reasons/excuse/explanation. In example c), the interlocutor used strategies where regret initiated the refusal, then hedging came second, followed by reason and last, the refuser provided an alternative. In d), a joke was used to begin the refusal, then questioning followed. Lastly, the refuser in e) started with pause fillers, then invoking the name of God, followed by a statement of wish.
In summary, it can be argued that interlocutors employed many strategies when refusing requests from interlocutors of equal or lower status, whereas they used fewer strategies when refusing requests from high-status interlocutors. In addition, interlocutors used many indirect refusal strategies when refusing a request from an equal and lower status individual than from a high status interlocutor, as in Table 3. It is observed also that when refusing a lower status individual, few indirect strategies were used while many direct strategies were employed to initiate refusal (see Table 2, situation 3).  The use of many direct refusal strategies in situation 1 can be that the interlocutors have equal status (students) which is different from situation 2, where the refuser is of low status. Refusing a request from a higher status interlocutor requires elaboration and explanation of the reason for refusal and hence more negotiation or longer turns or answers. Moreover, refusing a request from a lower status interlocutor does not need the same level of insistence in asserting the refusal, hence the use of shorter turns or shorter strategies and employing many direct strategies (Morkus, 2014). In addition, it is observed that regret was less employed when a higher status interlocutor refused a lower status person, as in situation 3. Therefore, the status of the refuser tends to affect the kind of refusal strategies used during refusal.
3.2.2 The Choice of Refusal Strategies in Situations 4-6 (Invitation)
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this invitation act, reason/excuse/explanation was the most frequently used refusal strategy in situations 4-6 whereby respondents were of equal, low and high status, respectively. Negative willingness was the second most used strategy in situation 4-6, as shown in Table 3 then followed closely by regret/apology and gratitude. In these situations, it was expected that the refuser would first save face by showing gratitude for being invited and then proceed with another strategy to refuse the invitation. From the data, it shows that many interlocutors did not start with an adjunct to refusals where gratitude is found; instead, they started with indirect refusals, where, to a great extent they used reason/excuse/explanation, while others started with a direct refusal, especially, and negative willingness. The use of indirect strategies, though it is a polite way of refusing, shows that interlocutors are not aware of the native speakers' norms that they were supposed to show that they are happy to be invited, then find a way of turning down the invitation. The tendency to use other strategies first, then apply gratitude or not use gratitude at all, shows that they lack sociopragmatic skills/competence in their native language use. Apart from that, it can mean that learners have used the sociopragmatic competence from L1 and transferred it to L2, hence failing to correctly use an acceptable refusal strategy to initiate a refusal. In general, the results of this study are in line with other refusal studies such as Nelson et al. (2002) and Beebe et al. (1990), who reported that “Americans used reason/excuse/explanation most frequently at every status level, including equal status”. The following examples illustrate how the strategies were employed during refusals from situation 4.
Example 2
a). Thank you for your invitation, but during that weekend I will have a discussion
b).	Am so sorry, I will not come as I have an examination on that day
c).	I think I cannot get out that day because I will have a trip with my girlfriend
d).	No, I can’t
e).	Am busy because I will be in a group discussion
In a) the refuser used gratitude (thank you for your invitation) to initiate the refusal, then proceeded with giving the reason, while in b) the refuser started with a regret/apology statement (am so sorry) and then later gave a reason for not attending. In example c), the interlocutor used hedging (I think), then added negative willingness and finished with a reason. In d) explicit refusal, No was used to initiate a refusal followed by negative willingness, while in example e) the refuser used a reason to reject an invitation. The use of flat No/explicit refusal was less in refusing an invitation, which implies that interlocutors tried to mitigate their refusal by starting with other indirect strategies.
The data in situation 6 is different from situation 3 in that, although in both situations the high status interlocutors refused a lower status interlocutor but in situation 6 the use of direct refusal strategies to initiate refusal is low (see table 2). In situation 3, direct refusal strategies were used 60 times, while in situation 6, they were used 19 times, even though the status and social distance were the same. From the data, it can be argued that the elicitation act might have contributed to such a shift, such that refusing has to start with adjuncts to refusal, mainly gratitude, then proceed with other strategies. In addition, the use of adjuncts to refusals was most frequently used in the invitation act compared to the request act, which suggests that the refuser had to be more polite not to harm the face of the person who invited them. Another observation found in the data from Table 3 is the use of flat No in situations 3 and 6. In situation 3, 31 flat No were used while in situation 6, only 14 strategies were used. Such a difference can be explained by the fact that using flat No/explicit refusal can be interpreted as insulting the interlocutor (Sattar et al., 2011). Thus, the use of negative willingness as a direct refusal was dominant in refusing an invitation than in making a request. Generally, the use of flat No was less in an invitation act than in a request, which could imply that interlocutors were trying to be less negative to their counterpart.
3.2.3 The Choice of Refusal Strategies in Situations 7-9 (Suggestion)
Data from table 3 indicate that reason/excuse/explanation was the most frequently used refusal strategy when rejecting a suggestion from low and equal status interlocutors in situations 7-9. The strategy was followed by direct strategies (negative willingness and the flat No/explicit refusal. Gratitude was the fourth by use in rejecting a suggestion. There was no big gap in the use of the above strategies from situation4-6 which might be explained that all interlocutors were of equal status. Unlike situation 1-6, where regret was among the five most used strategies, in situations 7-9, regret was not among the five most used strategies; instead, hedging was the fifth strategy. Examples below illustrate how interlocutors employed various refusal strategies. Although indirect refusal strategies ranked the highest in terms of overall usage in the three situations but the data in Table 2 indicates that direct refusal (negative willingness) was the most frequently used strategy to initiate refusal in situation 7 by 47 times, while in situation 9 it was used 45 times.
Example 3
a) I can’t do so because this work is supposed to be accomplished as soon as possible
b) Thanks my friend, but today will not be easy because I have a lot of tasks
c) To be a singer can cause me to loose other opportunity like advising my society
d) No I think law pays more than music
e) Am afraid to tell you that I am interested in law
From the above examples, it can be noted that in a) the refuser used negative willingness (I can’t do so) to begin the refusal, followed by reason, while in b) gratitude (thanks my friend) was used to initiate the refusal, followed by reason. In c) the whole sentence was used to refuse by reason/excuse/explanation. In d) explicit refusal, No was used to reject the suggestion, followed by hedging and reason, while in e) hedging was used to reject the suggestion, as exemplified above.
The researcher noted that in situation 8, where a low-status interlocutor refused a high-status person, flat No/explicit refusals were less used compared to situations 7 and 9. In this eliciting act, the use of flat No was high compared to request and invitation acts, as shown in Table 3. Even though indirect refusals were most frequently used in refusing suggestions, direct refusal strategies were most frequently used to initiate refusals except in situation 8 (see Table 2). This means that many interlocutors began their refusal with a less negative direct refusal (negative willingness) and then employed other strategies. In addition, a few adjuncts were used to begin refusal as compared to invitation.
3.2.3 The Choice of Refusal Strategies in Situations 10-12 (Offer)
In this speech act, the interlocutors rejected the offer from equal and high-status interlocutors. The data from Table 3 show that flat No/explicit refusal was most frequently used, followed closely by let the interlocutor off the hook, gratitude, reason/excuse/explanation, and negative willingness.  Although ‘let the interlocutor of the hook’ was most used in refusing offers, it was dominant in situation 12, while on the other hand, gratitude, reason/excuse/explanation, flat No and negative willingness were highly used in situation 10. In situation 11, flat No/explicit refusal was highly used, followed by negative willingness, gratitude and then reason. From the data, it can be argued that equal status interlocutors used more direct strategies since there is nothing to worry and also direct refusals are used where the interlocutor is a stranger, as in situation 11. The boss used let the interlocutor off the hook in situation 12 as a means to reject the offer from the secretary.  The following examples show how the strategies were employed.
Example 4
a) Don’t worry, it was just a mistake
b) No, don’t worry. I know it was not your intention to do so. Keep relaxing. I will replace it myself. Worry out.
c) Thank you but I cannot sell my old car because I normally use it for farming activities.
d) I am not interested with it
e) I have a lot of activities to do but I wish to go
From the examples above, a) indicates that the interlocutor used let the interlocutor off the hook (don’t worry) which is an indirect refusal to minimise the face threat, but it was further followed by a reason. In b) explicit refusal, No was employed but softened by “let the interlocutor off the hook”, statement of empathy, alternative and lastly by letting the interlocutor off the hook. Gratitude (thank you) was used to realise refusal, followed by negative willingness and reason/excuse/explanation in c) above. From examples d) and e), the interlocutors used negative willingness and reason/excuse/explanation, respectively, to reject an offer.
The researcher also noted that the interlocutor used reason only 4 times in situation 12, compared to situation 3 (63 times) and situation 6 (66 times), where a higher status interlocutor refused a lower status person. Such a difference may be interpreted that in refusing an offer, high-status interlocutors do not use reason/excuse/explanation as their most used and preferred strategy to refuse. It was noted that regret/apology was most frequently used in requests and invitations, while it was less frequently used in suggestions and offers. Apart from that, the use of gratitude was also affected by the elicitation act. A few gratitude strategies were used in requests and suggestions, as can be seen in Table 3. These results suggest that the use of a certain refusal strategy is determined by the elicitation act and, to some extent, by the status and social distance of interlocutors. Like in the suggestion act, direct refusal strategies were most frequently used to initiate the refusal of an offer (see Table 2). The results suggest that the interlocutor did not care about the face of the other interlocutor who provided a suggestion and an offer. Starting a refusal with a direct refusal is negative, hence it leads to confrontation and arouses the feelings of discomfort in the other party (Chen et al., 1995). 
Generally, “UDSM students used more indirect refusal strategies than direct ones. The reason behind the use of indirect refusal strategies is attributed to the fact that refusals are FTAs; hence, recipients of refusal might take it as a sign of rudeness, disapproval, dislike or impoliteness. Therefore, refusers have to employ indirect strategies during refusal” (Beebe et al., 1990). The findings of this study resemble previous studies (Shishavan & Sharifian, 2013; Allami & Naeimi, 2011; Kwon, 2004; Al-Issa, 2003; and Nelson et al., 2002) where participants used reason/excuse/explanation most frequently than any other strategy/semantic formula. In addition, it was noted that whether interlocutors were of equal, lower, higher status or were of different social distance (intimacy, stranger or acquaintance) compared to their respondents, indirect refusal strategies were most frequently used than direct refusal strategies. Hence, the findings of this study are in line with Allami and Naeimi’s (2011) study, who found that Iranian English language learners use more strategies that are indirect in response to participants of either low, equal, high or varied social distance. Although many participants used reason/excuse/explanation most frequently, in some cases or situations, such as situation 12, it was less used, which might be due to the interlocutor being of high status while the recipient being lower in status.
The results from this study suggest that the difference in the use of indirect and direct refusals forms reflect the social cultural norms of Tanzanian students, specifically UDSM students as depicted in other studies such as Al Issa (2003) and Sarfo (2011). The use of direct refusal strategies affect relationships among members. The use of indirect refusal strategies maintains relationships and involve off record politeness strategies (Brown and Levinson, 1987). Sarfo (2011) argue that when one appears to not to be hospitable and accommodating one incurs displeasure from others, thus using indirect ways tactfully to refuse and at the same time maintain relationship.
4. Conclusion
The study's findings appear to reinforce the notion stated by Brown and Levinson (1987) that people cooperate in maintaining face during interaction. The conclusions of this study show that students managed to employ some preferred types of indirect refusal strategies when refusing. The data shows that the reason/excuse/explanation was the most frequently used strategy and occurred in response to all DCT situations. The status of the interlocutor affected the production of refusal, such that lower status interlocutors used many indirect refusal strategies to initiate refusal compared to higher and equal status interlocutors when refusing a request. In invitations, indirect refusal strategies were most frequently used compared to direct refusal in all statuses. Although indirect refusals were mostly utilised during refusal of a suggestion, direct refusal strategies were most frequently used to initiate refusal, which suggests that refusers started their refusal by threatening the face of the speaker. In refusing an offer, direct refusal strategies were mostly frequently used to initiate refusal, although generally indirect refusals were used most frequently to turn down an offer. Therefore, it can be suggested that status and social distance between interlocutors affect the choice of refusal strategies. In addition to that, the elicitation act affected the use of some refusal strategies in some situations as discussed.
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