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Figure 4.1: The overall frequencies of each refusal strategy used per person in each group. 
 

Finally, Figure 1 presents the most preferred strategies of both groups. Three notable facts were 
found. First, both groups were identical in terms of the top six favored strategies used; namely, (1) reasons, 
(2) regrets/apology, (3) address form, (4) inability, (5) unwillingly, and (6) alternatives. These results are 
consistent with the literature (Chen et al., 1995; Liao & Bresnahan, 1996; Hong, 2011) that Chinese people 
are inclined to give reasons and express regret while refusing. Second, a few indirect refusal strategies such 
as criticism, empathy, future acceptances, and principles as well as fillers were rarely used by the 
participants. Finally, Taiwanese subjects outperformed their Malaysian counterparts on almost every strategy 
used, except statement of regret (i.e., Malaysian: 3.52 tokens; Taiwanese: 3.24 tokens) and fillers (i.e. 
Malaysian: 0.22 tokens; Taiwanese: 0.18 tokens). 
 
4.3 Power relationship and social distance on the frequency of refusal strategies 
Two social factors, power relationship and social distance, were embedded in each situation to test whether 
the participants vary their refusing in different situations. Table 5 presents the mean, standard deviation and 
the total refusal strategies in each situation of two groups.  

As can be seen in Table 5, while the total number of refusals strategies used in two power-high 
situations (situation 1 and 2) were highest, the total number was the lowest in two power-equal situations 
(situation 3 and 4). The mean number of strategies used by the participants in the Malaysian group ranged 
from an average of 1.92 strategies in the situation 4 (=P, +D) to 2.86 strategies in the situation 2 (+P, +D). 
Likewise, the participants in the Taiwanese group produced overall strategies from an average of two 
strategies in situation 3 (=P, -D) to 3.5 strategies in situation 2 (+P, +D). The standard deviation also reflected 
a substantial heterogeneity within each group.  
 
Table 5: Mean, standard deviation (SD) and the total refusal strategies in each situation of two groups  
Group   S1(+P,-D)    S2(+P,+D)    S3(=P,-D)  

S4(=P,+D)                
  S5(-P,+D)  S6(-P,-D) 

Malay Total Refusals 
Mean (n = 50)  
SD        

141 
2.82 
1.024 

143 
2.86 
.969 

96 
1.92 
.922 

96 
1.92 
.633 

113 
2.26 
1.026 

115 
2.3 
.909 

Taiwan Total Refusals   170 176 101 125 147 148 
Mean (n = 50)       3.4 3.5 2.0 2.5 2.94 2.96 
SD      .857 1.147 .914 1.025 1.420 1.087 

Each refusal type includes the frequent use and the percentage (%) in parentheses.  
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