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ARTICLE HISTORY ABSTRACT

Refusal is a part of face threatening act which belong to one of politeness. Refusal is being phenomenon in
language education especially in classroom. Learners often refuse lecturers’ instruction when they teach in the
class. One of refusal strategies is disagreement which is a part of traditional politeness theories. In language
teaching, not only learners but also lecturers also often disagree with the learners and the disagreement is also
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KEYWORDS necessary for the learners. In this study, lecturers used linguistic markers to express disagreement in mitigating

) the face threatening. In Asian context, there were vary disagreements which were expressed by Asians. In this
Way Lecturers Indicate; study, head movement and hand gesture is analyzed as disagreement of linguistic markers to stress the
Disagreement of Asian EFL, utterances in implicit meaning. They might become the way of disagreement communication for lecturers who
Asian EFL Learners; taught language education in EFL context. This study observed lecturers’ disagreements in Asian language
Speaking Class; classroom context with heterogeneous learners (Indonesian, Malaysian, and Thai EFL learners). The result of

this study is lecturers disagree for dispreferred options in certain aspect and the silence was minimized to avoid
negative gesture or head movement. The way of lecturer in disagreement influenced by western culture when
respond the learners’ refusal act.

This is an open access article under the CC-BY-SA license.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Human as public-spirited individual need other people to
help them living because people is a part of social
community so they need one another to fulfill their needs.
As a part of community, people are needed to communicate
and interact with other people. When people communicate
with other people, sometime, they have certain hidden
meaning and motive. Based on Yule, (1996), the study of
meaning in interaction covers theories that relate to the
meaning behind words in linguistic field is pragmatics. It
means every language has its own role to express what
language they speak to in different hearer. Every people
also has own system to express politeness in different
culture and different ways of speech acts. According to
Searle, (1976) defines speech acts as the basic units of
linguistic communication that take part as the media which
contains acts including refusal.

of hearers and the threat to hearer’ face (Bebee et al., 1990
as cited Septiany, 2013). Refusal is used by people to
express a rejection and disagreement of certain case.
Refusal is also used for negotiation which has a function to
keep other people face. In diverse community such as
Southern Asia where English is as foreign language and
Asian need to be aware of different refusal strategies
politely. Furthermore, Asian learners of English as foreign
language need to be acquainted with the best refusal
strategies which they may need to use in different
situations. In the same line, lecturers also need to have an
awareness of the refusal strategies which are adopted
among learners in order to know the meaning of refusal
strategies used by them.

This study investigates refusal without saying no
among Asian EFL learners who lecturers indicate their

. . disagreement in speaking class. Their refusal determines
Refusal is a part of speech act which need to be tackled . . .
; : . T the way of Asian EFL learners negotiate or disagree about
cautiously. Refusal is a face threatening act and it is . . . .
. . certain case in speaking class based on their own culture.
important that refusal strategies be used to soften to save .
the h " £ Refusal refers to a di Lof the id In particular, the result of the study can be used to know
¢ hearers face. fietusat relers to a disapproval ot the 14€a 1 q understand about the way of Asian EFL learners in
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refusing non-verbally in speaking class. Also, the results
are used as the reference to investigate the refusal
strategies phenomena in other parts in Asia.

This paper is organized into six sections. The first
section 1is introduction which is followed by a brief
theoretical framework presentation in section two. The
third section discusses the method of the study. The way of
south Asian EFL learners refuse non-verbally is addressed
in section four and some evidence of using refusal for
showing politeness in south Asian context is in section five
before summary.

2. METHODS

The study was conducted from November 2018 to March
2019. This study was conducted in two different
universities of international class. The learners were each
eighteen learners. In this part also explained about the
specific usage of politeness strategies in refusal and
disagreement. Refusal definition is also being a part of this
literature. Some previous studies are also included and will
be followed by what researcher found in the literature
about the fact that might influence refusal strategies.

21 Politeness and Disagreement

Brown and Levinson (1987), politeness is self-image or face
of each person. Face means how interlocutor behave to
others for keeping the face of other. There are positive and
negative face which exist on politeness. Positive politeness
is the way of keeping positive face of hearers and has a
close relation with the speaker. In other side, negative
politeness is described as the free action or direct statement
which never care of the hearers’ face. In the same line,
Disagreement is one of parts in politeness and refusal
strategies which is described as, “the expression of a view
that differs from that expressed by another speaker”
(Sifianou, 2012: 1), disagreement can be as positive image
or negative image and has a potential to create conflict
which need more pay attention to the interlocutors. The
interlocutor's positive face is threatened when their
actions/ideas are questioned (Brown and Levinson, 1987).

Disagreement is one of politeness traditional theories in
impolite act to keep interlocutors’ face by using its
strategies. An additional strategy, bald on record, does not
mitigate the disagreement but is linked to efficient
communication, such as using imperatives (Brown and
Levinson,1987: 95). In everyday communication, especially
disagreement, the speakers also use silence as the

disagreement marker.

2.2 Refusals

Different researchers have provided different definitions
for refusal acts. For example, Felix-Brasdefer, (2008) states
that refusals are “complex speech acts that require not only
sequences  of cooperative
but also to
accommodate to noncompliant nature of the act” (p. 196).

long negotiation and

achievements, face saving maneuvers

Moreover, refusals are viewed as face threatening acts that
need to be mitigated in order not to negatively affect the
addressee. For instance, Mashiri, (2002) explains that the
act of refusal “occurs when a speaker directly or indirectly
says “no” to a request, invitation, offer, or suggestion”
(p121). Furthermore, Hei, (2009) believes that saying “no”
to others includes the risk of offending them and
threatening their face. Therefore, “some speakers may be
indirect so as to mitigate the face threatening acts whilst
also preserving the face of the hearer” Hei,(2009). Therefore,
the importance of refusals as speech acts stems from the
fact that they are face-threatening acts that might offend
others if not accompanied by certain strategies that might
help to soften such an act. Moreover, nonverbal strategies
are commonly used when it comes to refusal strategies.

2.3 Gestures

Refusal can be expressed by the speakers in non-verbal
action which is included on disagreement. Kakava's
describe non-verbal refusal is “an oppositional stance
(verbal or non-verbal) to an antecedent verbal (or
non-verbal) action”. By using non-verbal become a little
attention this far because silence is meaningless for certain
person. Furthermore, gesture is an alternative to use in
The disagreement can be
expressed by hand gesture and possibly also in the head

expressing disagreement.

movement (McNeill, 2016). Moreover, politeness focus on
gesture only few studies, even though it is known as
(Kita, 2009). Gesture
movements can be described as sign language which is

linguistic politeness gestures
followed by mime and emblems. In the same line, hand
gesture is resembling the content of speech that is ironic
which is recognized to implicit meaning in the speakers in
the same reaction of utterances. The gesture and utterance
are both important for understanding communication

interaction (Ozyturek, 2014).

2.3.1. Pragmatic gestures and head movement

Pragmatic gestures are used in communicative act or in
management of communication act. Ladewig (2013) define
new meaning about “recurrent gestures” is one of
pragmatic gestures which have been conventionalized the
meaning in deriving from particular culture and express a
meaning making. Head signs or movements are crucial part
in communicative act such as disagreement and refusal in
head movement (Harrison, 2013; Kendon, 2002), even
though, head movement belong to semantic, discourse and
interactive function. Head movement often convey as
positive and negative attitude of the speakers (Kobayashi et
al., 2017). Moreover, when the speakers use nods to
mitigate the disagreement or shake to indicate bald on
record disagreement. In most western country, the head
shake is interpreted “no”, it means the speakers disagree
about something but sometimes head shake interpreted as
“very” or a lot” (McClave, 2000) and one of country in
Europe, head shake, sometime, indicate agreement in

particular case (Calbris, 2011), although the consensus is

729



Novalina et al

International Journal for Educational and Vocational Studies, Vol. 1, No. 7, November 2019, pp. 728-732

that the majority of head shakes are likely to accompany a
negative utterance, often with a negating gesture (Harrison,
2013; Kendon, 2002).

2.4 Data Analysis

This study used qualitative and quantitative methods. This
objective of study was identifying how lecturers disagree
with their EFL learners in Asian context of speaking class.
This study analyzed non-verbal disagreement and
linguistic markers and it focused on hand gesture and head
movement in silence which was as negative disagreement.
Then, the hypothesis was lecturers use disagreement
toward linguistic markers which wuse gesture in
conventional way. The data collection used video recorded
from 6 lecturers in the same disciplines as speaking
lecturers in Islamic university. The analysis data was
quantitative framework which is followed by (Brown and
Levinson, 1987) and (Rees- Miller, 2000). It is used to get
rich data in linguistic markers which was used in the types
of disagreement in non-verbal context. For describing other
element in communicative interaction of disagreement used
qualitative. It could be a form of head gesture, and other
disagreement of implicit meaning.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Disagreement of Using Linguistic Markers

In eight hours, six teachers were recording in two meetings.
One disagreement act was found in one of the sessions. In
40 cases of disagreement which was observed with 110
linguistic markers. It was included laughs and silences.
This data was analyzed in quantitative but it was also
important that disagreement acts were identified in whole
session by using observation. For instance, Brown and
Levinson (1987) had classified repetition as agreement
could be a part of positive politeness to show solidarity.
There were 110 linguistic markers that specifically
identified. The linguistic markers were found about 110
which included in this observation. Table.1 was the types of
linguistic markers as interpreting linguistic information.

Table 1. Disagreement of using linguistic markers.

. linguistic and
Type of disagreement Total No.
non-linguistic marker
Bald-on record But 8
21 No/not/not really 15
Mitigated (positive
Other statements 5
disagreement politeness)
Positive comments 17
63 Repetition 17
Well 13
Ehm/eh 9
Jokes 3
Inclusion 8
(off-record) Rhetoric 1
9 Smiles/laughs 3
negative
(reg Silence 2
politeness)

Avoiding | and you 2
Sorry 1
14 Maybe/ possibly 1
| don’t know/I don't think
S0
Aggravated Personal opinion 0
3 Intensifiers 0
Judgemental 2
110

Adapted from Brown and Levinson, 1987: 102e227 and
Rees-Miller, 2000: 1095

From the table.1, 110 personal linguistic markers in
disagreement is 20% which is classified as bald-on record
or unmitigated disagreement. The statement of but belong
to contrary disagreement which explained the reason of
the content. Other disagreement markers in mitigating
disagreement act got high achievement in this case. The
amount of this case is 92% which is considered as
mitigation of lecturers’ disagreement by using linguistic
markers. The hand movements and gestures of lecturers
this study followed by British approach
disagreement which propose by Netz and Lefstein (2016).

in in

3.2 Gestures

Gesture percentages of this study which was found is about
34% of disagreement linguistic markers that mentioned in
table.1. The only strokes gestures were recorded and were
taken into account as the information of the gestures
(Kendon, 2004). See Fig. 1.
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Figure 1: Gestures with disagreement markers

The interesting note in the result is bald-on record
which is few gestures than others. The pragmatics gesture
also analyzed in the utterances mark or stress. Whereas, in
daily conversation this linguistic negation was avoided,
such as in daily communication. The characteristic of Asian
language education context, the negative assessments and
negative statements are dispreferred. Learners have been
told to listen an audio about public places and identify
them. The learners presented about the places and the
lecturers confused by the statement and the lecturers
started to repeat the statement and instructions. The
lecturer realized that the learners was interrupting and
talking much at that time and the lecturers used gestures
to express those actions. Gesture 1 of first lecturer is palm
open, left hand up, finger pointing and facing students.
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Gesture 2 of second lecturers is head shake, hand up, and
palm facing down. Gesture 3 of third lecturer is rotated her
body toward the board, lifts both arms toward the board
and continue likes gesture 1. Gesture 4 of fourth lecturer is
the right hand from a first toward the leaners. Gesture 5 of
fifth lecturers is finger pointing and palm facing down.
Then, gesture 6 of sixth lecturer is the right hand up above
the head.

As the gestures above, the disagreement with gestures
are various and they have varied function. Several of them
are deictic that is pointing the student, iconic is describing
to the content and others use pragmatics meaning making.
They expressed repeated disagreement. From that case,
lecturers are very crucial to express disagreement when
they disagree with the learners, they accepted correct
answers partly then explain the learners in the classroom
as their working. The significance gesture could be related
to lecturers’ efforts to conclude the learners in discussion
and other strategies to create effect of.

3.3 Disagreement on Head movements

The success of communication also be a part of head
movements, but the process of hand movements is not
similar with implying speech as hand gestures (Meister et
al., 2003). People are likely use head movement than
gesture for showing disagreement markers of personal
disagreement Woolf et al., (2009), see Fig. 2. This case is
only repetition which observe in high number of both head.

Although the lecturer disagrees with the students,
they nod, may be to mitigate disagreement stress in
linguistic markers in bald-on record such as but. It has the
different statements which mitigate the downtowners
which is expressed like I would talk about, this case built
negative face and in other side, it was soften with not. The
lecturers keeping their identity as knowledge holder but
mitigating is disagreement threat which might pose. The
lecturer gestures seem to be deictic one and it is not
negating. Mitigate strategy of disagreement indicate
lecturers are very aware of learners’ identities and need to
maintain a positive environment (Lopez- Ozieblo, 2015).
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Figure 2. Types of head movements and hand gestures

Even though less than fifth head movements, 15% was
head movement which show negative meaning of English
as foreign language use and they were limited in using

negation markers. Other case of head shake includes head
gesture and the body also moved with the head gesture.
Head movements do not follow by direct apologize, down
toners, and other negative face (see Fig. 3). The lecturers
and they wused negative
disagreement. It means the lecturers are more efficient in

used positives politeness

supporting learners with nods. When learners’ answer is

incorrect and the lecturers still provide positive
encouragement.
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Figure 3. Head movements.

Based on figure.3 above, positive politeness and
repetition are higher than others. It means the lecturers
use head movement as linguistic marker to keep negative
face of hearers when respond the learners in language
education class. Even though the cases of learners’ refusal
are not correct but the lecturers still use positive and
repetition to show their disagreement as their respond to
the learners.

4. CONCLUSION

The result of this study is contrary to the hypothesis. The
hypothesis is answered that in Asian EFL learners’
language education context, the lecturers who disagree
with the learners are influenced by British or western
culture. Then, the lecturers are highly mitigated. In
pedagogical context, it is expected that silence and negative
hand gesture or shake of head is implemented in the

classroom. In this study, the lecturers mitigated
disagreement by using linguistic markers and also nods to
support learners to success in communication and

interaction among them. Moreover, negative disagreement
has a function to minimize avoiding negating gesture. The
mitigates disagreement is dispreferred action which
lecturers tried to pose the learners in correct expectation
answer. The mitigate disagreement should be interpreted
as cultural context. That is why the lecturer should be more

willing when they disagree with the learners’ refusal.

It is far from the perfect in understanding disagreement
with linguistic markers which include hand movements
and gestures. In the same line, the suggestion for the
further researchers use disagreement in the classroom by
using verbal disagreement. In Asian EFL language context,
lecturers mitigate disagreements for minimizing any
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potential threat to the learners’ face and keeping learners’
motivation. Therefore, these result are very important for
lecturer to mitigate any damage of lecturers’ negative face
and for the learners, this is very beneficial for keeping
positive face and both of them could reinforce their
knowledge-based roles.
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