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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

This chapter consists of two sections. The first section deals
with the summary of the study and the second section deals with

the suggestions to the next researchers.

5.1 Summary

This study is a sociolinguistic study in which the aims are
finding the refusal and politeness strategies in refusing an
invitation. The writer chose ten English Department students as
the subjects of this study.

In analyzing the result of the study, the writer used three
theories as the parameter. The first theory related to language and
gender, the second theory related to refusal strategies developed
by Beebe et al (1985), and the third theory related to politeness
strategies developed by Brown and Levinson (1987).

Here, the writer found that female subjects applied giving
statement of regret, giving reason, giving statement of alternative,
giving promise of future acceptance and verbal avoidance of
indirect refusal strategy; and also using non-performative
statement of direct refusal strategy. On the other hand, male
subjects applied giving statement of regret, giving reason and
verbal avoidance of indirect refusal strategy; and also using non-

performative statement of direct refusal strategy.
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There are nine politeness strategies applied by female
subjects in refusing the invitation. They are notice-attend to H,
exaggerate, presuppose/ assert common ground, offer-promise, be
optimistic and give reason of positive politeness strategy and also
be indirect, question-hedge and apologize of negative politeness
strategy. Male subjects, on the other hand, applied only seven
politeness strategies. They are notice-attend to H, exaggerate, be
optimistic and give reason of positive politeness strategy and also
be indirect, question-hedge and apologize of negative politeness
strategy.

Having analyzing the data, the writer found that both female
and male subjects tend to apologize and give reason to refuse the
invitation. This may happen due to the norm they have had in the
society. Since they are Indonesian who regard apologize as the
main important part in refusing, the subjects mostly apologize not
to accept the invitation. Also, in order not to make the interlocutor
misunderstanding with the refusal, the subjects explain the reason
why they can’t approve the invitation.

Another finding related to the study is that female subjects
tend to be more direct than male subjects. Since women fill the
different roles in the society, it makes them change a lot. In the
past, women are regarded to have the secondary role in the society
since all they can do only teach their children while men are
regarded to have more roles in the society since all men fill the

different position in business or any society role. However;
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nowadays, both women and men share the same role in the society
and it leads to the condition that women be blunter in their

speaking.

5.2 Suggestions

The writer realizes that this study is far from perfect as what
has been expected. The writer expects that the English Department
students can gain more knowledge related to refusal and politeness
and apply those strategies to refuse to any offers or invitations.

Since refusal can be used to refuse to: (1) requests, (2)
invitation, (3) offers, and (4) suggestions, the writer expects that
the next study will not be related to refuse to invitation only but
also to refuse to requests / offers / suggestions.

Then, the writer suggests the lecturers of the English
Department especially the lecturers of Sociolinguistic to teach
refusal and politeness strategies in the class. This means that the
lecturers do not only teach politeness in general but also explain
the kinds and examples of politeness.

The lecturers can also teach kinds and examples of refusal
strategy. Besides, refusal can be taught in the speaking class. The
lecturers can teach how to refuse politely during the speaking

class so that the students are able to know how to refuse politely.
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