
International Journal of Social Science Exceptional Research www.allsocialsciencejournal.com  

 
    15 | P a g e  

 

 

 
A Pragmatic Study of Refusal Strategies and Directives in Cross-Cultural Business 

Negotiations: Subject Review 
 

Dunya Lateef Khudhir 1*, Huda Abdulhussein Saeed 2 
1 Asst. Lect., Al-Furat Al-Awsat Technical University, Kufa, Iraq 
2 Asst. Lect., College of Education for Girls, University of Kufa, Najaf, Iraq 

 

* Corresponding Author: Dunya Lateef Khudhir 

 

 

Article Info 

 
ISSN (online): 2583-8261 

Volume: 5 

Issue: 6 

Received: 24-08-2026 

Accepted: 26-09-2026 

Published: 28-10-2026 

Page No: 15-17 

Abstract 

Cross-cultural business negotiations are high-stakes institutional debates in which 

commercial objectives depend on strategic discourse management. Negotiators in 

global business environments have a fundamental socio-pragmatic issue: they can 

decline an offer, request changes, or just refuse terms without stalling commercial 

negotiations or damaging relationships with the business community. While there is a 

large amount of literature on bargaining strategies and contract terms in the 

international business literature, the pragmatic and logical language dynamics of 

refusal speech acts, illocutionary force mitigation, and communicative scaffolding in 

cross-cultural business dialogue are important to maintain the pace of negotiation. This 

paper is based on Speech Act Theory, Conversational Implicature, and Pragmatic 

Scaffolding. 
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1. Introduction 

Business negotiation is a critical communicative forum in international commercial negotiations and a forum in which 

commercial interests are reconciled, contracts are made and long-term relationships are formed (Pornpibul, 2005) [9]. Business 

representatives in professional negotiations can be constantly making proposals, assessing counter-offers, communicating limits 

and rejecting proposals (Firth, 1995) [5]. Professional business negotiations are so much more than just communication but very 

collaborative in nature: rejecting a proposal or not accepting a contract term is a negative communicative act that slows the 

process of negotiating and it can cause the interaction to become too tense (Beebe et al., 1990) [2]. Although international business 

research has been done on strategic bargaining and concession processes in business, the subtle pragmatic strategies of 

negotiating are still understudied (Trosborg, 1995) [14]. Professional negotiation is an institutional mechanism for pursuing a goal 

and a variety of speech acts are performed from the negotiation point of view - rejection, negotiation of a counter-offer, making 

statements and arguments/offers (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [4]. Pragmatics, as the study of language usage in context-based 

interaction, is a theoretical framework that elucidates how negotiators' linguistic choices impact relationships and deal terms 

(Levinson, 1983) [8]. The expression of language is crucial in commercial negotiations, as it has an illocutionary and socio-

pragmatic value that goes beyond surface propositions (Austin, 1962) [1]. A negotiator saying, "We might need to explore 

alternative pricing structures" conveys a clearly different socio-pragmatic force than a straightforward rejection like "We refuse 

your price" (Searle, 1975) [11]. This review presents the sociopragmatic mechanisms of refusal speech and discourse strategies 

to maintain professional relationships during business negotiations. In examining how indirectness, illocutionary force and 

conversational mitigation work in negotiation, this paper shows how pragmatic choices affect the closing of a deal, trust-building 

and conflict resolution (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [4].
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2. Theoretical Foundations: Speech Act Taxonomy and 

Pragmatic Force 

2.1. Speech Act Theory in Negotiation Discourse (Austin 

& Searle) 

Speech Act Theory provides a powerful conceptual model of 

functional communication in professional negotiation 

contexts (Austin, 1962) [1]. In a systematic classification, 

John Searle (1969, 1975) [10, 11] grouped illocutionary acts 

into different classes: commissives and expressives play an 

important role in refusal. In negotiation, refusals are the 

speaker's response to an initial offer, request or proposal, 

stating that they cannot or do not agree with the terms being 

offered (Beebe et al., 1990) [2]. Negotiation refusal acts can 

be characterized on the continuum of illocutionary directness: 

Direct Refusals: Explicit performative rejections or non-

negotiable statements (e.g., “We cannot accept this delivery 

schedule”) (Searle, 1976) [12]. Indirect Refusals: Softened 

rejections (e.g., “we have a limited production capacity”) 

using reason, explanation or other factors (Beebe et al., 1990) 
[2]. Mitigated Advisories: Strategic counter-proposals that 

direct the negotiation focus (e.g., “We would be open to this 

timeline if batch sizes are adjusted”) (Trosborg, 1995) [14]. 

 

2.2. Direct vs. Indirect Refusal Speech Acts 

The structural alignment between sentence syntax and 

illocutionary force determines how corporate interlocutors 

understand refusal intent (Searle, 1975) [11]. Direct refusals 

lead to high conversational imposition, whereas indirect 

refusal strategies do not have to present any conflict and 

provide for goodwill (Green, 1989) [6] when negotiators 

approach the problem. When negotiating with declarative 

hedges, off-record suggestions, or conditional statements, the 

other party is more likely to be invited into cooperation rather 

than conflict (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [4]. Table 1 shows the 

structural alignment and pragmatic realization of refusal 

speech act types in business negotiations. 

 
Table 1: Structural Alignment and Pragmatic Realization of Refusal Speech Acts 

 

Refusal Type Linguistic Structure Example in Business Negotiation 

Direct Refusal Explicit negative declarative "We reject this pricing model for the upcoming quarter." (Trosborg, 1995) [14] 

Indirect Refusal 
Reason-giving / Conditional 

declarative 

"Due to budget constraints, we need to review this cost structure." (Beebe et al., 

1990) [2] 

2.3. Conversational Implicature and Pragmatic 

Mitigation in Commercial Transactions 

Grice’s (1975) [7] Cooperative Principle and relevance 

models are a fundamental tool to understand how negotiators 

say no in advance. Neglecting an offer without negotiating 

deadlock requires careful use of conversational implicatures, 

hedging, and objective arguments (Firth, 1995) [5]. Refusal 

strategies are based on some pragmatic strategies: 

pragmatically mitigated through modal verbs and conditional 

structures to soften the illocutionary force of rejections 

(Beebe et al., 1990; Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [2, 4]. Not to push 

the envelope with respect to strategic implicature: avoiding 

direct negation or telling them that there are institutional 

constraints as a way of negotiating and leaving room for other 

counter-offers (Grice, 1975; Pornpibul, 2005) [7, 9]. Good 

negotiators are able to offer concrete explanations (for 

example, corporate policy or budget constraints) and to put 

forward positive alternatives (Blum-Kulka, 1987) [3]. 

 

3. Pragmatic Scaffolding and Analysis of Refusal 

Discourse 

Pragmatic scaffolding in negotiation is to structure  

communication to assist joint problem solving within 

Vygotsky's (1978) [15] Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) 

(Wood et al., 1976) [16]. Strategic discourse scaffolding 

allows negotiators to reject unacceptable terms while also 

advancing the overall deal structure. 

3.1 Continuum of Pragmatic Scaffolding in Commercial 

Negotiations. High Control (Low Collaborative Autonomy): 

Hard direct rejections that hold back negotiating and limit 

deal flexibility (Firth, 1995) [5]. Mediated Control 

(Transitional): Imposing indirect counter-prompts. 

Negotiators encourage joint exploration: “What alternative 

structures might work for your team?” (Felix-Brasdefer, 

2008) [4]. Low Control (High Collaborative Autonomy): 

Strategies of hedging and collaborative expressives that 

encourage creative concession-swapping and mutual 

agreement (Pornpibul, 2005) [9]. 

 

3.2. Pragmatic Analysis of Specific Refusal Speech Acts 

Systematic analysis of commercial dialogue highlights four 

primary pragmatic mechanisms observed during business 

negotiations. Table 2 categorizes these mechanisms along 

with their illocutionary forces and perlocutionary impacts. 

Table 2: Pragmatic Mechanisms of Refusals and Impact on Negotiation Dialogue 
 

Pragmatic 

Mechanism 
Linguistic Realization 

Illocutionary 

Force 
Perlocutionary Impact on Dialogue 

Direct Unmitigated 

Refusal 

"We absolutely cannot accept these 

payment terms." (Trosborg, 1995) [14] 

Rejection / 

Disapproval 

High immediate clarity; potential relational strain; 

increases risk of negotiation breakdown (Firth, 

1995) [5]. 

Indirect Reason-

Giving Prompt 

"Our financial guidelines restrict us from 

extending credit terms beyond 30 days." 

(Beebe et al., 1990) [2] 

Explanation / 

Limitation 

Mitigates personal fault; attributes refusal to 

external policy; maintains professional dialogue 

(Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [4]. 

Mitigated 

Alternative Proposal 

"While this rate is difficult, we could agree 

if the contract duration is extended." 

(Pornpibul, 2005) [9] 

Counter-Offer / 

Hedging 

Reduces conversational imposition; shifts focus to 

problem-solving; keeps dialogue active (Felix-

Brasdefer, 2008) [4]. 

Expressive Regret / 

Appreciation 

"We really appreciate your effort on this 

draft, though certain clauses need revision." 

(Blum-Kulka, 1987) [3] 

Expressive / 

Regret 

Sustains professional goodwill; validates partner 

contribution; reduces interpersonal tension 

(Pornpibul, 2005) [9]. 



International Journal of Social Science Exceptional Research www.allsocialsciencejournal.com  

 
    17 | P a g e  

 

4. Pragmatic Failure and Negotiation Implications 

When the illocutionary intent of a negotiator is 

misunderstood by the opposing party, it causes anger, 

impasse or early termination of the negotiations (Thomas, 

1983; Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [4, 13]. In cross-cultural 

negotiations, pragmatic failure occurs because of differences 

in cultural standards of directness and illocutionary force. 

 

4.1. Dynamics of Pragmatic Failure in Negotiations 

Sociopragmatic Misalignment (Blunt Directness): 

Negotiators from direct communication cultures give 

unmitigated performative rejections. Interlocutors in high-

context cultures perceive that as confrontational hostility, and 

dialogue breaks down (Beebe et al., 1990; Trosborg, 1995) [2, 

14]. Pragmatic Ambiguity: Too much hedging or off-record 

signals like "That might be somewhat complicated" are 

intended as polite refusals; but the other person sees it as open 

invitation for more bargaining (Thomas, 1983; Pornpibul, 

2005) [9, 13]. Rigid Non-Negotiable Directives: If a person is 

to refuse, they’re defensive and that is what they want; that is 

what makes commercial negotiations into an interpersonal 

fight (Firth, 1995) [5]. Adopting the pragmatic aspects of 

refusal speech acts to commercial negotiators allows them to 

improve their negotiating strategies (Pornpibul, 2005) [9]. 

Negotiation dialogue should be a pathway to mutual gain and 

not an arena for positional conflict (Firth, 1995) [5]. 

Suggestive pragmatic shifts include: Transition from direct 

rejection to reasoning-giving: Refusals with no reason (Beebe 

et al., 1990) [2] or no argument (Sagnes, 1990). Modal and 

Alternative Framing: Use terms such as perhaps, might and 

conditional if to frame the rejection as collaborative counter-

proposals (Trosborg, 1995) [14]. Use positive language in 

conjunction with positive statements of gratitude in order to 

keep professional goodwill and to maintain business 

relationships (Felix-Brasdefer, 2008) [4]. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Based on a pragmatic view of refusal speech acts and 

directives in cross-cultural business negotiations, linguistic 

choices are a critical part of commercial outcomes. 

Negotiators can navigate delicate disputes with indirect 

refusals, conversational implicatures, and illocutionary 

mitigation. In the end, understanding the pragmatic structure 

of refusal discourse turns commercial objections from 

obstacles into opportunities for constructive compromise that 

helps maintain long-term partnerships. 
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