I'ymanuTapHbie u conuanbHbie Hayku. 2024, T. 105. Ne 4,
The Humanities and Social sciences. 2024 Vol. 105. No 4.

PHNJIOJIOI'UA

(mmp HayuHOM crienpansHOCTH: 5.9.8)

Hayunas ctates
YK 81
doi: 10.18522/2070-1403-2024-105-4-118-124

KOMMYHUKATHBHO-IPATMATHYECKHUE THUIIbI PEAKIIAM - OTKA30B
HA KOCBEHHBIE JTJUPEKTHUBbBI B AHI'VIMUCKOU JTUAJTIOI'MYECKOU PEYHN

© Anexceii Anexceeeuu Yyxno', Hpuna I'ennaovesna Paouesa’
.2 fonckou 2ocydapcmeennoiii mexnuveckutl yuueepcumem, 2. Pocmoe-na-Iony, Poccus
lalexa-ch@list.ru *irina-17@yandex.ru

AHHOTanus. BeIsiBIeHBl KOMMYHHKaTUBHO-IIParMaTHYECKUE THIIBI PEaKlMi OTKa3a Ha KOCBEHHBIE CTHUMY-
JBl B aHTJIOSI3BIYHBIX Auanorax. IlpeacraBieH psan pparMeHTOB IHAOTOB, COJAEPIKAIUX KOCBEHHBIC YKa3aHUS U
OTKa3bl, U3 JINTEPATYPHBIX ITPOU3BEICHUN COBPEMEHHBIX aHIIIMHCKUX MHcaTenel u ux kiaccuduxanus. [Ipoana-
JTU3MPOBAHO WCIOIB30BAHUE PEAaKIUil OTKa3a B [MAJOTHYECKOH KOMMYHHKanuw. [IpuBENEHBI NpuMeEpsl U
MPEANI0KEHA KIacCu(UKANNS THIIOB OTKa3a.

KnioueBble c10Ba: pe4eBOi akT, pEaKIUU — OTKA3bl, KOCBEHHBIE AUPEKTUBBI, TUAJIOT.

Juast uurupoBanusi: Uyxao A.A., Psonesa N.I'. KoMMyHHKaTHBHO-TIparMaTHIeCKUe THITHI PEaKIUii — OTKa30B Ha
KOCBEHHBIE IUPEKTHUBbI B aHIIMICKOM auanornyeckor peun // ['ymanurapusie u conpanpubie Hayku. 2024. T. 105. Ne
4.C. 118-124. doi:10.18522/2070-1403-2024-105-4-118-124

PHILOLOGY
(specialty: 5.9.8)
Original article
doi:10.18522/2070-1403-2024-105-4-137-144

Communicative-pragmatic types of refusal reactions to indirect directives in english dialogues

© Alexey A. Chukhno', Irina G. Ryabtseva’
"2Don State Technical University, Rostov-on-Don, Russian Federation
lalexa-ch@list.ru *irina-17@yandex.ru

Abstract. The communicative and pragmatic types of rejection reactions to indirect stimuli in English-language di-
alogues are revealed. A number of fragments of dialogues containing indirect indications and refusals from literary
works of modern English writers and their classification are presented. The use of rejection reactions in dialogic com-
munication is analyzed. Examples are given and a classification of failure types is proposed.
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Introduction

The problems of dialogue communication have been in focus of many linguists and
researchers. Such phenomena as acts of speech, speakers’ intention, indirect directives,
interlocutors’ interaction, indirect requests, strategies and tactics used in the dialogues have risen a
lot of interest and attention.

Lingvopragmatics deals today mainly with studying personal factors of dialogues
effectiveness and success thus determining the need to research how an addressee factor is reflected
in an indirect directive and how they behave while reacting to an indirect directive. In our view, it
would be very interesting to research interlocutors’ cooperation in terms of addressee’s reactions to
the indirect stimulus. It is also worth combining grammar and pragmatic approaches and
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considering speech acts as an integral part of dialogue communication in order to set up universal
typology of reactions to such acts of speech.

Indirect directives, which frequently take place in dialogues, always imply the addressee's
reaction. The latter often regards oneself as a key person in the dialogue. Consequently, the
comparison of interlocutors' position can lead to various reactions and possible outcomes of
communication. However, in our view positive, cooperative manner of conversation prevails in
English speech. To prove this hypothesis in our article we aim to identify the communicative-
pragmatic types of refusal reactions to indirect directives in dialogue speech and to calculate the
proportion of positive (cooperative) reactions versus negative (uncooperative or conflicting ones).

Discussion

The indirect speech acts have been a focus of many researchers. Some of them, thought that
indirectness is motivated primarily by politeness [12; 13]. Brown and Levinson [3, p. 118] adhere to
the idea that indirect acts are used “to soften the damage to the hearer and disguise a request”. Clark
thinks that they both may function as questions and requests [4, p. 442]. Ch. Austin connects the
form of indirect utterance with the condition of communication success [1].

To identify the meaning of indirect directives an addressee has to extract it from the direct
meaning of the utterance and match it to the consituation. In this respect we take into account the
idea of “interpretation frames”, when the interlocutor, trying to understand the excerpt, interprets it
by putting its contents within framework which is known irrespective of the text [5]. Decoding of
implicit information not only includes the processing of the perceived but also involves an appeal to
internal cognitive information. T.A. Van Dijk and Kintsch [15] consider such information as
cognitive basis for model construction and call it “presuppositional model foundation”. Modern
linguists have also been long concentrating on the study of personal factors determining the success
of communication. The people's personality is expressed through language as well as their
consciousness and view of reality. Current linguo-pragmatic research aims at creating a model of a
language personality in interpersonal communication as important basis of human existence and its
anthropological value [11]. It is the sphere of communication where the person wants to reach
mutual understanding and set successful interaction [8, p. 38].

The study of the object of speech influence gained both theoretical and practical value.
The addressee factor in linguistics helped to identify a new function in language. Jacobson
regards the function of the second participant in the dialogue, the receiver of the message as
“conative”. M. Halliday analyzes the focus on the receiver of the message together with the
sender of the message defining them as conative and expressive functions and putting them
together as interpersonal function [9, p. 106]

The addressee factor makes the speaker think about pragmatic function of the utterance. The
addresser formulates the utterance depending on the explicit reaction of the addressee. The initial
statement has to be informative, as its main purpose is conveyance of some information, expressive
— in order to obtain perlocutionary effect and clear. So pragmalinguists distinguish hidden strategies
of speech impact on an addressee. In this respect P. Greis proposed his well-known maxims,
describing principles that interlocutors intuitively follow in order to make their communication
effort effective [7]. In recent years M.L. Geis [6] also researched the speech acts theory and
underlined the significance of its application in dialogue communication.

The literary works of English and American writers have also been used by a number of
researchers to illustrate semantic, structural and pragmatic peculiarities of indirect directives or to
carry out a usage-based analysis of indirect directives in English [16]. The research methodology is
based on the concept that language is a social and cultural phenomenon, which is used in
communication. The most common purpose of any communication is to achieve the speakers' goals.
In our research we also based upon the principles of systematic approach, anthropocentrism and
determinism. The method of discourse analysis was used to research practically the connection
between discourse (that is “context, background information or knowledge shared between a
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speaker and hearer," [2] and social and cultural factors which influenced the speakers in the
dialogues that we have found.

The data that we collected for our research was taken from modern English and American lit-
erature. We preferred the books devoted to everyday life topics, as indirect directives are most com-
monly found in everyday conversations. Both descriptive and linguistic observation methods were
applied to identify the dialogues containing indirect directives and reactions to them. Comparative
methods were used to identify differences and similarities in the data analyzed as well as to work
out the types of reaction (rejections) to indirect stimulus. Quantitative methods helped to illustrate
the research results and give their quantitative description. Examples (sentences in italics) from the
data are the dialogue excerpts containing indirect directive and the reaction to it. The source where
the excerpt was taken from is an abbreviation in brackets after each excerpt. The APPENDIX to the
paper contains the list of abbreviations with the titles of the books and the authors. The Speech Act
theory helped to analyze the communication process, which, in fact, consists of two consecutive in-
terlocutors’ acts — addresser's stimulus and addressee's reaction.

Interlocutors’ cooperation in dialogues, when the indirect stimulus is expressed, can take
different forms. Obviously, in certain situations, the atmosphere of cooperation deteriorates
and thus we face the possible conflict. In this case, the addressee is willing to break the
intentions of the speaker (the addresser). Here we deal with the strategy of rejection to
indirect statement from the part of the listener (the addressee). The degree of uncooperative
speech behavior might vary and depend on extra linguistic conditions of the dialogue, such as
time, place, the presence of other participants. In most cases, it happens because of defensive
reasons. The addressee refuses to cooperate mostly due to inner psychological state, his/her
emotional tension and perception of the indirect directive as a threat or attack on his social
self. Such circumstances lead to appearance of utterances, which the addressee uses to reject
the addresser’s indirect directive. These utterances show unwillingness to cooperate and lack
of positive results of the speaker's (addresser's) indirect intentions.

As the analysis of our selected material has showm, refusal reactions play a vital role in the
system of reactions to indirect directives in general. They also can be expressed via different
language means, which surely require detailed description and further analysis.

The study shows that refusal tactics can be differentiated according to following criteria:

— communicative-pragmatic criterion (the role they play in listener's response)

— functional criterion (their role in development of dialogue discourse)

According to the first criterion, we differentiate direct and indirect refusal tactics. Direct
refusal tactics include utterances used to express addressee's unwillingness or impossibility to
follow indirect directive. They can be flat or polite. The first one means that the addressee will
under no circumstances follow the speaker's order.

For instance:

Ned Beamont's reply was given carelessly: “I don't have any chance” (DHGK), — the listener
contradicts the speaker implying it is impossible to do what he/she wants him to do

“Man, I won't risk doing the job I have no knack to,” said Do-Wop, pretending to sulk.
(DHGK) — the listener refers to having no appropriate skill to do what the speaker wishes

“Will you come with me”?

“But I don’t know where to find any”, I protested, shaken by the boldness of her proposition, by
how close she stood to me (DMPT) — the listeners refuses to follow speaker's intention referring to seeing
no point in it as he/she has no knowledge needed. Direct refusal to follow indirect stimulus normally re-
flects negative relationship between interlocutors. If the relationship between them is rather friendly, but
there are circumstances preventing the addressee from following the indirect stimulus, the latter uses polite
refusal tactic. Such refusals frequently include either reasoning or apologies, which soften their flat man-
ner and to some extent modify illocutionary force. For instance:

“Will we talk about those photographs?”
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“Sorry, but won't have a spare minute this week” (IMA), the addressee find an excuse to
avoid the given stimulus referring to time shortage

“You'd better ignore her offer.”

“But it might upset her” (GMGC) — the addressee gives reasoning why it is impossible to do
what the speaker wants him/her to do saying he/she does not want to hurt someone's feelings

“You have to promise never to tell. We will live, we will die, and that will be the end of it.”

“I am able to promise, but people should know I am your cousin” (JEM) the addressee tries to ex-
plain why he/she will not follow the speaker's directive referring to some social/non-linguistic factors pre-
venting him/her from following the directive. Direct refusals to follow the indirect stimulus indicate about
intentions to change the topic of the conversation. As a result, the dialogue between the interlocutors either
stops or transforms into conflict.

Indirect refusal tactics are reactions that implicitly show unwillingness or impossibility to
follow indirect directive. While conducting our analysis we have identified the following types
of indirect refusal tactics:

— contextually limiting, declining, parrying, conflicting, ignoring

One of the most common types of indirect refusals is when an addressee does not accept cer-
tain conditions or circumstances of current interpersonal interaction. The interlocutors evaluate the
situation differently and therefore the addressee refuses to follow the indirect stimulus referring to a
hindering element of the situating. We determine such refusal tactic as contextually limiting. Here
we often find the reference to inconvenient time, place or other conditions of communication.

For instance:

“Could I have a drink of water?” he says to the air. “Please”, he adds.

“We have already closed” (MAHT). The addressee refers to inconvenient time and impossi-
bility to do an action as a result.

“You may use a large notebook as a journal,” Jumbo said, “chronicling your exploits
throughout the remainder of the season.”

“I have no large notebooks” (MAHT)

Here we see the example when the addressee refuses to do something due to impossibility or
some external reasons.

Refusal reactions frequently express emotional state of an addressee. They appear because an
addressee is frightened, annoyed or cross. One of the most common ways to express refusal
determined by emotional state is a request to calm down. This is usually done by means of such
phrases as: be quiet (calm), patience, don’t worry (fear), calm down, peace, steady yourself etc.

“Look, something you said this morning. I need to ask you. Could you say what day it was
you were in the Lake District?””

“Don’t worry, I tell you everything, but not here and now....” (IMA)

The addressee is probably annoyed and refers to some inconvenience.

“We just want to hear your side of it”, said Jess.

“Be quiet. There isn’t a “my side”. I was a bloody idiot and I am paying the price” (DMPT) Here
we see that the addressee is being angry and self-destructive in order not to do what he/she is wanted.

Another interesting way to express unwillingness to communicate is when an addressee
denies the presupposition of the indirect directive stated as a question.

“Jesus Christ! Donna? Could you revel the secret?” My voice must have been way too loud
because both she and the moving men looked at me with wide eyes.

“There is no secret at all” (JCKB) — the presupposition has been denied as the listener
does not think it is a secret

“I will be in a day or two. Will you speak to the observer this morning?”

“I don’t know this wicked man” (DHGK) — the listener denies acquaintance thus meaning
there is no way to do what they want him/her to do
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Such refusal reactions mean an addressee denies false presupposition expressed in the question. On
the other hand, such questions can be regarded as conveyance of false information if an addresser is
convinced in honesty of an addressee.

Indirect refusal tactic may also be expressed by using a declining response, which shows that the
initial addressor's statement/question is inappropriate or unimportant in the current situation. In this case an
addressee often gives negative evaluation of the initial directive or uses positive words (e.g. nice, good
etc.) in negative meaning. In such examples we frequently deal with counter questions, which prove inap-
propriate character of indirect directive in the present dialogue. For instance:

Paul said, “Could you lead me to the space terminal?”” He tried to make his request sound casual.

“Nice! You are going to take a dreadful risk,” the slime mold said, “in going to any public place
The POLPOL watch constantly” (FKDW) — a polite word is used in negative meaning showing the lis-
tener does not approve of the speaker's intentions. Declining tactic, showing inappropriate character of an
indirect directive, reflects the state of annoyance or disturbance. An addressee dislikes the indirect impact
that an addresser is trying to produce. As a result, the conversation is often stopped to avoid future conflict.

The next type of indirect refusal tactic is parrying tactic. Using such tactic an addressee is able to
make an addresser not to apply indirect stimulus which may negatively affect him/her. Parrying refusals in
some way represent “‘an attack on social face” of a person. As a rule, they may affect person's “negative
face” — desire not to be a target of annoying impact or “positive face” — desire to make an interlocutor in-
terested in the topic of the conversation and ideas conveyed.

Parrying refusals often provoke a kind of language game. The most versatile way to express
parrying refusal is to ask a counter-question. For instance:

“You shouldn’t ask too many questions, you hear?”

“Why are you so angry”? (BOFR) — parrying reply and an attempt to accuse the speaker of
inappropriate behavior.

“Why do you always underestimate one who might be invading you?”

“Captain Clown, can you tell me that we are estimating the Hidden Ones as a big difficulty?”
— said Qual (RAPHPMT) — an attempt of the addressee to mock at the speaker's statement including
usage of some provocative names as address.

Parrying refusals signal about annoyed emotional state of the person who reacts. Indirect types of
refusal reactions also include such types as conflicting ones. In fact, they appear as a result of an ad-
dresser's “attack” on “the social face” of an addressee. This makes them similar to the previous type. The
strategy of such refusals means an addressee attacks via their reply. However, conflicting refusals differ
from parrying one in the way that they often express negative emotional attitude to the other side. It nor-
mally leads to mutual insults and the dialogue transforms into conflict or even aggression.

“Will you please accommodate in our hotel?” said Stanton, with a mock bow. “As it happens, I am
the manager of hotel service”.

Phule glared at the vidscreen. “Shut up! I don’t want to hear you, monster of men” — he said.
“None of your stock units (RAPHPMT) — very aggressive manner including insults. An extremely emo-
tional display of anger.

According to Watzlawik, Beavin, Jackson [16] conflict possibility does not necessarily break
situational adaptability of the interlocutors in the dialogue. Hence conflict refusals to follow indirect
directive are often satisfying since they help interlocutors to get rid of emotional stress. However, we
consider them to be the outcome of “anticulture” in the dialogue communication.

Indirect refusal to reply can be expressed by ignoring the speaker's intentions. An
addressee attempts to switch addresser's attention to the topic, which he finds important or
new, thus realizing his/her own intentions.

“Why do you ask me to do this thing?!”

She sat across the marble table from me, her back to the open doors of the café. “The coffee is
very strong here, isn’t it? (ARM) — the addressee changes the topic of the conversation

“Will you ask me for the Dark Gift”? I had said to him when first we met. “I may not give it
to you. But I want you to ask”.
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“I love you without that gift....” (ARM) — the addressee is trying to divert speakers’ attention
from the object of the conversation.

When an addressee uses ignoring refusal tactic, the dialogue, as the examples above show, may de-
velop in two possible ways — either aggressive or quiet. It depends both on an addresser (their emotional,
physical state, attitude to the other side of the dialogue) and on an addressee (their intentions and strategic
choice of further dialogue development).

We have collected the data from the works of modern English literature writers
(abbreviations of the works are listed below). Thus, we have calculated the quantity and
comprised the percentage of the analyzed types of reactions. Altogether, we have found 86
excerpts including indirect directives and reactions to them. Some of them have been given above
in the research section as examples of communicative-pragmatic types. The results are presented
in the table below. The left column indicates the type of refusing reactions. The right one shows
the percentage of the examples found in the conversations.

Table 1
Types and number of refusal reactions (in percent) found in the excerpt

Type of refusing reactions Percentage proportion in the dialogues

Contextually limiting 35%

Parrying 26%

Conflicting 18%

Declining 15%

Ignoring 6%

According to our observations, the most common type of refusal reactions in English dialogues is
contextually limiting. Their frequency is determined by the interlocutors' willingness to continue conversa-
tion in a mutually beneficial, cooperative manner. Contextually-limiting reactions are spread because in-
terlocutors often tend to refer to some external factors as a reason to refuse (these factors frequently in-
clude inappropriate time, place or presence of other people while the conversation takes place

The less common are parrying and conflicting refusals. Although they often tend to direct the dia-
logue into negative conflicting way or even cause its interruption, their role in communication remains
undisputable. Parrying reactions are used because the listener tries to avoid dealing with a difficult ques-
tion or some criticism at the same time trying not to cause conflict situation. Conflicting and declining
types often show speaker's irritation or annoyance. They usually show reluctance to continue conversation
und lead to its breakdown.

Conclusions

It is worth mentioning that according to our results the positive reactions appear in the dialogues
twice more frequent than the negative ones.

Indirect refusals to indirect directives vary according to the degree of cooperation between
interlocutors or the results of indirect impact on the further dialogue development since one of the
purposes is to avoid conflict while the purpose of others is, on the contrary, to provoke or even intensify it.

In our view, the prevalence of refusals in the dialogues containing indirect directive might
be explained by socio-cultural conditions of everyday life. Such conditions also include social
relations between interlocutors. They significantly determine psychological characteristics of
interlocutors at the beginning of the conversation, the wish to avoid responsibility, which is
followed by the expression of indirect directive.

The data has shown that both speaker and listener are primarily interested in positive
outcome of the conversation when the indirect directive is used. However, some conflicting or
negative consequences do occur.

APPENDIX Abbreviations of the literary works used to collect data

ARM — Rice A. Merrick. — Vintage, 2005. — 125 p.

BOFR — Okri B. The famished Road. — Vintage, 2000. — 402 p.

DHGK — Hammet D. The Glass Key. — Vintage, 2003. — 287 p.
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DMPT — Mason D. The Piano Tuner. — HarperPerennial, 1999. — 365 p.

FKDW - Dick K.F. Waterspider. — Penguin, 1999. — 325 p

IMA — McEwan I. Amsterdam. — HarperPerrenial, 2000. — 201 p.

JEM — Euginides J. Middlesex. — Picador, 1998. — 560 p.

GMGC — Martin G. R.R. The Feast for Crows. — Faber and Faber, 1999. — 893 p.
JCKB — Carrol J. Kissing the Beehive. — Penguin, 2001. — 347 p.

MAHT — Atwood M. The Handmaids Tale. — Penguin, 1999. — 305 p.

RAPHPMT — Asprin R., Heck P.J. Phule Me Twice. — Faber and Faber, 1993. — 257 p.
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