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W�LV� SDS�U� GUD�V� �PSLULFDO� GDWD� IU�P� 0DUJDU�W� 0LWF��OO�V� FODVVLF� ����O� DO��JVLG�� LWV�

WUD�VODW�G�W��W��8WLOL�L�J�VS��F��DFW�W���U��� LW�D�DO���V����L�VWD�F�V��I�E�W�� W�SLFDO�D�G�

DW�SLFDO�L�GLU�FW�U�I�VDOV�W��GLVF�U��W��LU�OL�J�LVWLF�SDWW�U�V�D�G�F�PP��DOLWL�V��7���U�V�OWV�

L�GLFDW�� W�DW� E�W�� OD�J�DJ�V� SU�G�PL�D�WO�� �WLOL��� G�FODUDWL��� VWU�FW�U�V�� V�FF��G�G�

E�� L�W�UU�JDWL��� D�G� U�T��VW� I�UPV�� ���LELWL�J� EU�DGO�� D�DO�J��V� GLVWULE�WL��V�� 7���

GLVWL�FWL��V�W�DW���U����WLF�G�P�VWO��F�P��IU�P�VWU�FW�UDO�OD�J�DJ���O�P��WV����W� IU�P�

pragmatic�variance.�The�Vietnamese�translation�e�ectively�maintains�the�indirectness�and�

communicative�aim�of� the�original�text,�o�ering�signi�cant�contributions� to�contrastive�

SUDJPDWLFV�D�G�WUD�VODWL���VW�GL�V�

.H��RUGV��speech�acts,�refusal,�indirect�refusal,�Gone�with�the�Wind,�Cuốn�theo�chiều�gió.

���DQ�L�2SHQ�8QLYHUVLW����DQ�L��9LHWQDP

I.�Introduction

(QJOLVK� LV� HVVHQWLDO� I�U� Z�UOGZLGH�

F�PPXQLFDWL�Q�� QHYHUWKHOHVV�� QXPHU�XV�

Vietnamese�learners�encounter�di�culties�

LQ� UHDO�OLIH� LQWHUDFWL�QV� GXH� W�� SUDJPDWLF�

de�ciencies� rather� than� grammatical�

issues.� Refusal� is� a� nuanced� speech� act�

WKDW� QHFHVVLWDWHV� D� GHOLFDWH� EDODQFH� �I�

V�FLDO� Q�UPV� DQG� S�ZHU� G�QDPLFV� W��

SUHVHUYH� LQWHUSHUV�QDO� KDUP�Q��� :KLOH�

VSHHFK� DFWV� KDYH� EHHQ� H[WHQVLYHO��

H[DPLQHG� LQ� JHQHUDO� OLQJXLVWLFV�� WKH�

speci�c�dynamics�of�English-Vietnamese�

LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDOV�� SDUWLFXODUO�� ZLWKLQ� WKH�

F�QWH[W� �I� FODVVLFDO� OLWHUDU�� WUDQVODWL�Q��

UHPDLQ� XQGHU�UHVHDUFKHG�� 0�VW� H[LVWLQJ�

VWXGLHV� I�FXV� �Q� GDLO�� F�QYHUVDWL�QV� �U�

SHGDJ�JLFDO� VHWWLQJV�� OHDYLQJ� D� JDS� LQ�

XQGHUVWDQGLQJ� K�Z� F�PSOH[� SUDJPDWLF�

QXDQFHV� DUH� WUDQVIHUUHG� LQ� P�QXPHQWDO�

works�of��ction.

This� study� aims� to� �ll� this� gap�

E�� F�QGXFWLQJ� D� F�QWUDVWLYH� DQDO�VLV� �I�

0DUJDUHW�0LWFKHOO�V�������LW��W���:L�G�DQG�

LWV�9LHWQDPHVH�WUDQVODWL�Q��Cuốn�theo�chiều�

gió��7��FODULI��WKH�I�FXV�DQG�GLUHFWL�Q��I�WKH�

UHVHDUFK��WKLV�VWXG��DGGUHVVHV�WKH�I�OO�ZLQJ�

UHVHDUFK�TXHVWL�QV�
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����:KDW�DUH�WKH�F�PP�Q�OLQJXLVWLF�

VWUDWHJLHV� XVHG� I�U� LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDOV� LQ�

���QH�ZLWK�WKH�:LQG��DQG�LWV�9LHWQDPHVH�

WUDQVODWL�Q�

���� 7�� ZKDW� H[WHQW� G�HV� WKH�

9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q� PDLQWDLQ� WKH�

SUDJPDWLF� I�UFH� DQG� LQGLUHFWQHVV� �I� WKH�

�ULJLQDO�UHIXVDO�DFWV�

%�� GLVFHUQLQJ� FU�VV�OLQJXLVWLF�

SDWWHUQV�DQG�WUDQVODWL�QDO�FK�LFHV�LQ�WKHVH�

texts,� the� research� provides� signi�cant�

LQVLJKWV�I�U�ODQJXDJH�WHDFKLQJ��WUDQVODWL�Q�

VWXGLHV��DQG�LQWHUFXOWXUDO�F�PPXQLFDWL�Q�

����/LWHUDW�UH�UHYLH�

�����2�HU�LH��RI�VSHHFK�DFWV

)XQGDPHQWDOO��� VSHHFK� DFW� WKH�U��

DUJXHV� WKDW� KXPDQ� LQWHUDFWL�Q� LQY�OYHV�

P�UH�WKDQ�MXVW�VKDULQJ�GDWD��LW�HPSKDVL]HV�

WKDW� XWWHULQJ� Z�UGV� LV� HTXLYDOHQW� W��

performing� speci�c� actions.� Austin�

������� FKDUDFWHUL]HV� VSHHFK� DFWV� DV�

DFWL�QV� H[HFXWHG� E�� XWWHUDQFHV�� ZLWK�

WKHLU� U�OHV�F�QWLQJHQW�XS�Q�F�QWH[W��7KLV�

SHUVSHFWLYH� LV� HFK�HG� E�� 6HDUOH� ��������

ZK�� UHJDUGV� WKHP� DV� WKH� IXQGDPHQWDO�

XQLWV��I�F�PPXQLFDWL�Q���XVWLQ�GHOLQHDWHV�

�ve� sorts� of� speech� acts,� which� Searle�

then� reorganizes� into� �ve� distinct� types:�

UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�� GLUHFWL�QV�� F�PPLVVLYHV��

H[SUHVVLYHV�� DQG� GHFODUDWL�QV�� 7KLV�

UH�UJDQL]DWL�Q�SU�YLGHV�D�P�UH�V�VWHPDWLF�

framework�for�pragmatic�analysis.

�����5HI�VDO�VSHHFK�DFW

Refusal� is� a� “dispreferred”� speech�

DFW� WKDW� UHDFWV� W�� SOHDV� �U� LQYLWDWL�QV� E��

J�LQJ� DJDLQVW� ZKDW� WKH� OLVWHQHU� H[SHFWV�

(Gass� &� Houck,� 1999).� Pragmatically,�

LW� F�QVWLWXWHV� D� F�PPLVVLYH� DFW� ZKHUHLQ�

the� speaker� pledges� non-compliance�

�6HDUOH�� ������ )pOL[�%UDVGHIHU�� �������

QHFHVVLWDWLQJ� PHWLFXO�XV� WDFWLFV� W��

PDLQWDLQ�V�FLDO�SHDFH��%HHEH�HW�DO����������

)U�P� D� OH[LF�JUDSKLFDO� SHUVSHFWLYH��

refusal� is� de�ned� as� the� expression� of�

XQZLOOLQJQHVV�W��DFFHSW��U�JUDQW�V�PHWKLQJ�

�2[I�UG��������

)U�P� D� VHPDQWLF� SHUVSHFWLYH��

Wierzbicka� places� refusal� within� the�

broader� FORBID� domain,� associating� it�

ZLWK�YHUEV�WKDW�HQF�GH�WKH�DFW��I�UHMHFWLQJ�

�U� SUHYHQWLQJ� DQ� DFWL�Q�� ,Q� 9LHWQDPHVH��

Đại�Từ�Điển�Tiếng�Việt�VLPLODUO��UHF�UGV�

D� FOXVWHU� �I� OH[LFDO� LWHPV� H[SUHVVLQJ�

di�erent� degrees� of� rejection,� ranging�

IU�P�PLOG�GHQLDO�W��VWU�QJ�UHSXGLDWL�Q�

7KHVH� OH[LFDO� QXDQFHV� XQGHUVF�UH�

WKDW� UHIXVDO� LV� D�PXOWLIDFHWHG� VSHHFK� DFW��

LQWULFDWHO�� VKDSHG� E�� VLWXDWL�QDO� F�QWH[W��

speaker�intention,�and�cultural�norms.

2.3.�Classi�cation�of�refusal�strategies

This�research�utilizes�the�framework�

E��%HHEH�HW�DO����������ZKLFK�FDWHJ�UL]HV�

UHIXVDOV�LQW��GLUHFW�DQG�LQGLUHFW�W�SHV���LUHFW�

UHIXVDOV� DUH� H[SOLFLW�� ZKHUHDV� LQGLUHFW�

VWUDWHJLHV� �F�PSULVLQJ� HOHYHQ� FDWHJ�ULHV�

like�regret,�excuses,�and�avoidance)�serve�

W��SUHVHUYH� S�OLWHQHVV��7KLV� WD[�Q�P�� LV�

VHOHFWHG� I�U� LWV� F�PSUHKHQVLYH� F�YHUDJH�

�I�UHIXVDO�UHDOL]DWL�QV�

�����,�GLUHFW�UHI�VDO�DFW�L��(��OLVK�

D�G��LHW�DPHVH�

,�GLU�FW� VS��F�� DFWV,� as� de�ned�

E�� 6HDUOH� �������� �FFXU� ZKHQ� �QH�

LOO�FXWL�QDU�� DFW� LV� SHUI�UPHG� LQGLUHFWO��

WKU�XJK� DQ�WKHU�� ,Q� WKH� F�QWH[W� �I�

UHIXVDOV�� WKLV� LQGLUHFWQHVV� �IWHQ� VHUYHV�

DV� D� S�OLWHQHVV� VWUDWHJ�� W��PLWLJDWH� IDFH�

WKUHDWHQLQJ� DFWV� �%U�ZQ� �� /HYLQV�Q��

������� ,Q� �WKHU� Z�UGV�� WKH� VWUXFWXUDO�

I�UP� �I� DQ� XWWHUDQFH� G�HV� Q�W� GLUHFWO��

F�UUHVS�QG�W��LWV�F�PPXQLFDWLYH�IXQFWL�Q��

)�U�H[DPSOH��

��� &DQ� ��X� F�PH� W�� WKH� PHHWLQJ�

W�P�UU�Z�
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� %��,�G�O�YH�W���EXW�,�KDYH�DQ�H[DP�
W�P�UU�Z���%HHEH�HW�DO��������

7KH� UHIXVDO� LV� H[SUHVVHG� LQGLUHFWO��
WKU�XJK� DQ� H[SODQDWL�Q� UDWKHU� WKDQ� DQ�

H[SOLFLW�UHIXVDO�VXFK�DV�1���,�FD��W�

�������&�����WL��DO�L�GLU�FW�U�I�VDO�DFW

��������� ,�GLU�FW� U�I�VDO� DFWV�

��SU�VV�G�E��W���VWU�FW�U�V��I�U�T��VWV�

Refusals� can� be� realized� through�

DXWK�ULWDWLYH�DVVHUWL�QV��U�DGYLFH��7KH�ODWWHU�
XVHV�P�GDO�YHUEV��H�J���VK�XOG���XJKW�W���DQG�

hedges�(e.g.,�I�think)�to�mitigate�the�refusal�

and�minimize�face-threatening�e�ects.�

For�example:� “Maybe� you� can� ask�

someone�else.”�(Beebe�et�al.,�1990).

��������� ,�GLU�FW� U�I�VDO� DFWV�
��SU�VV�G�E��L�W�UU�JDWL���VWU�FW�U�V

,QWHUU�JDWLYH� UHIXVDOV� DY�LG� GLUHFW�
QHJDWL�Q� E�� XWLOL]LQJ� :K�TXHVWL�QV� W��

question� validity,� request-like� forms� to�

VXJJHVW� DOWHUQDWLYHV���HV�1�� LQTXLULHV� W��
VK�Z�G�XEW��DQG�H[FODPDW�U��VWUXFWXUHV�W��

VK�Z�UHMHFWL�Q�WKU�XJK�VXUSULVH��

For� example:� “Why� don’t� you� ask�

someone�else?”�(Beebe�et�al.,�1990).

��������� ,�GLU�FW� U�I�VDO� DFW� LV�

��SU�VV�G�E��VWDW�P��WV

Rejections�frequently�occur�because�
D�UHTXHVW�LV�LQDSSU�SULDWH�I�U�WKH�F�QWH[W��U�

WKH�UHFLSLHQW��UDWKHU�WKDQ�EHLQJ�LQKHUHQWO��

incorrect.�For�example:�“I�have�an�exam.”�

�%HHEH�HW�DO���������

�������8�F�����WL��DO� L�GLU�FW�
U�I�VDO�DFW

2.4.2.1.�UIRA�is�expressed�by�threats

7KUHDWV�IXQFWL�Q�DV�LQGLUHFW�UHIXVDOV�
E�� KLJKOLJKWLQJ� S�WHQWLDOO�� QHJDWLYH� �U�

GDQJHU�XV��XWF�PHV��WKHUHE��GLVF�XUDJLQJ�

WKH� KHDUHU� IU�P� SXUVXLQJ� WKHLU� UHTXHVW��

,QVWHDG� �I� H[SOLFLWO�� UHMHFWLQJ�� WKH�

speaker�invokes�possible�consequences�to�
LPSOLFLWO��F�QYH��UHIXVDO��

)�U� H[DPSOH�� ���X�OO� JHW� LQW��

trouble.”�(Beebe�et�al.,�1990).

2.4.2.2.�UIRA� is� expressed� by�

FULWLFLVP��U�U�SU�DF�

&ULWLFLVP�DQG�UHSU�DFK�F�QYH��UHIXVDO�
by�expressing�the�speaker’s�disapproval�or�
QHJDWLYH� HYDOXDWL�Q� �I� WKH� UHTXHVW�� UDWKHU�
WKDQ�GLUHFWO��UHMHFWLQJ�LW��,Q�VXFK�FDVHV��WKH�
speaker�implies�refusal�by�pointing�out�that�
WKH�UHTXHVW� LV�XQUHDV�QDEOH��LQDSSU�SULDWH��
�U�LQF�QYHQLHQW��

)�U� H[DPSOH�� �7KDW�V� W���PXFK� W��
ask.”�(Beebe�et�al.,�1990).

���������UIRA�is�expressed�by�giving�
F��GLWL��V

UIRA� in� English� can� be�expressed�
WKU�XJK� F�QGLWL�QDO� VWUXFWXUHV�� LQ� ZKLFK�
the� speaker� sets� conditions� that� are�
unlikely� or� impossible� to� ful�ll,� thereby�
LQGLUHFWO�� UHIXVLQJ� WKH� UHTXHVW�� ,QVWHDG�
of� directly� rejecting,� the� speaker� shifts�
WKH� I�FXV� W�� K�S�WKHWLFDO� �U� XQFHUWDLQ�
VLWXDWL�QV�� LPSO�LQJ� Q�Q�F�PSOLDQFH�
ZKLOH�PDLQWDLQLQJ�S�OLWHQHVV��

For�example:�“If�you�had�asked�me�
earlier,�I�would�have…”�(CARLA,�n.d.).

���������UIRA�is�expressed�by�giving�
D�SU�PLV�

3U�PLVV�U��UHIXVDOV�GHIHU�F�PSOLDQFH�
W��D�IXWXUH�WLPH��XVLQJ�SHUVXDVLYH�ODQJXDJH�
W��PLWLJDWH�LPPHGLDWH�UHMHFWL�Q��,QVWHDG��I�
directly� refusing,� the� speaker� postpones�
DFFHSWDQFH� E�� H[SUHVVLQJ� D� ZLOOLQJQHVV�
to� comply� later.� For� example:� “I’ll� see.”�
�%HHEH�HW�DO���������

���������UIRA�is�expressed�by�evasion

UIRA�evasion�utilizes�humor,�topic�

VKLIWV���U�UHSHWLWL�Q�W��E�SDVV�GLUHFW�UHIXVDO��

7KLV�LPSOLFLW�DSSU�DFK�SUHVHUYHV�S�OLWHQHVV�

DQG� PLQLPL]HV� PLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJ� �U�

o�ense.�For�example:

��� �,� ZLVK� ��X� Z�XOG� J�� W��

Parliament.”
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%�� �0�� GHDU� IDWKHU�� �QO�� SH�SOH�
who� look�dull� ever�get� into� the�house�of�
&�PP�QV��DQG��QO��SH�SOH�ZK��DUH�GXOO�
ever�succeed�there.”�(Wilde,�1890/2003).

�����0HW�RGROR��

������KH�VHWWL���RI�WKH�VW�G�

����� �LW�� W��� :L�G� LV� D� U�PDQWLF�
historical�novel�and�the�sole�literary�work�
composed� by� Margaret� Mitchell.� Taking�
SODFH� LQ� -�QHVE�U��DQG��WODQWD���H�UJLD��
DPLG� WKH� �PHULFDQ� &LYLO� :DU� ������

1865)� and� the� Reconstruction� era,� the�
QDUUDWLYH� I�OO�ZV� WKH� M�XUQH�� �I� 6FDUOHWW�
2��DUD� DV� VKH� WUDQVLWL�QV� IU�P� SULYLOHJH�
DQG� SU�VSHULW�� W�� VWUXJJOH� DQG� O�VV�� DQG�

IU�P���XWKIXO�QDLYHW��W��D�P�UH�SU�I�XQG�
DZDUHQHVV��I�OLIH�DQG�KXPDQ�HQGXUDQFH�

������HWKRGV�RI�WKH�VW�G�

7KLV� VWXG�� HPSO��V� D� GHVFULSWLYH�
comparative� framework,� integrated� with�
E�WK� TXDOLWDWLYH� DQG� TXDQWLWDWLYH� DQDO�VHV��

7KH� GHVFULSWLYH� PHWK�G� LV� XWLOL]HG� W��
H[DPLQH� WKH� OLQJXLVWLF� UHDOL]DWL�Q� DQG�

VWUXFWXUDO� IHDWXUHV� �I� UHIXVDO� DFWV� LQ� E�WK�
(QJOLVK� DQG� 9LHWQDPHVH�� XVLQJ� ELOLQJXDO�
GDWD� IU�P�0DUJDUHW� 0LWFKHOO�V������ �LW��

W���:L�G�and�its�translation�by�Vũ�Kim�Thư.

7KH� F�PSDUDWLYH� PHWK�G� LV�
VXEVHTXHQWO�� DSSOLHG� W�� LQYHVWLJDWH�

FU�VV�OLQJXLVWLF� YDULDWL�QV� DQG� SUDJPDWLF�
HTXLYDOHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�V�XUFH�WH[W��67��

and� the� target� text� (TT).� Speci�cally,�
WKH� VWXG�� I�FXVHV� �Q� K�Z� LQGLUHFWQHVV�
LV�PDLQWDLQHG� �U� DGDSWHG� DFU�VV� WKH� WZ��

ODQJXDJHV�� 7KH� UHVHDUFK� GHVLJQ� HQVXUHV�
WKDW�HDFK�UHIXVDO�DFW�LV�DQDO�]HG�Q�W��QO��DV�
D�JUDPPDWLFDO�XQLW�EXW�DOV��DV�D�SUDJPDWLF�
XQLW�ZLWKLQ�LWV�VLWXDWL�QDO�F�QWH[W�

����� �DWD� FROOHFWLR�� D�G� GDWD�

D�DO�VLV

7KH� GDWD� I�U� WKLV� VWXG�� ZHUH�
V�VWHPDWLFDOO�� F�OOHFWHG� DQG� DQDO�]HG�

WKU�XJK�D�ULJ�U�XV�I�XU�VWDJH�SU�FHGXUH�W��

HQVXUH�DFDGHPLF�YDOLGLW��

•� Stage�1:�Identi�cation�of�Refusal�

Instances.� 7KH� UHVHDUFKHU� SHUI�UPHG�

D� F�PSUHKHQVLYH� VFDQ� �I� WKH� Q�YHO� W��

LGHQWLI�� ���� UHIXVDO� DFWV�� IU�P�ZKLFK� ���

SDLUV� �I� LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDO� LQVWDQFHV� ZHUH�

SXUS�VLYHO�� VDPSOHG�� �Q� XWWHUDQFH� ZDV�

identi�ed�as�an� indirect� refusal�based�on�

the�criteria� that� the� speaker�does�not�use�

an� explicit� «No»� but� instead� employs�

VWUDWHJLHV�W��GHFOLQH�DQ�LQYLWDWL�Q��UHTXHVW��

o�er,�or�suggestion.

•� Stage� 2:� Classification� and��

&RGLQ��� 7KH� F�OOHFWHG� LQVWDQFHV� ZHUH�

FDWHJ�UL]HG� EDVHG� �Q� WKH� WD[�Q�P��

�I�%HHEH�HW�DO����������7KH��ZHUH�F�GHG�LQW��

WZ��PDLQ� JU�XSV�� &�QYHQWL�QDO� ,QGLUHFW�

Refusal�Acts�and�Unconventional�Indirect�

Refusal�Acts.�This� stage�ensures� that� the�

identi�cation�of�“indirectness”�follows�an�

established�academic�framework.

•� �WD�H� ���&RQWUDVWLYH�0DSSLQ����

(DFK�(QJOLVK�UHIXVDO�ZDV�PDSSHG�DJDLQVW�

LWV� 9LHWQDPHVH� HTXLYDOHQW� W�� �EVHUYH�

VWUXFWXUDO� FKDQJHV�� OH[LFDO� FK�LFHV�� DQG�

WKH�SUHVHUYDWL�Q��I�LOO�FXWL�QDU��I�UFH�

•� �WD�H����4�DQWLWDWLYH���QW�HVLV���

7KH� GDWD� ZHUH� WDEXODWHG� W�� FDOFXODWH�

WKH� IUHTXHQF�� DQG� SHUFHQWDJH� �I� HDFK�

UHIXVDO� VWUDWHJ��� 7KLV� DOO�ZHG� I�U� D�

clear� presentation� of� �ndings� through�

VXPPDUL]HG� VWDWLVWLFV�� DGGUHVVLQJ� WKH�

need�for�empirical�evidence�in�the�study›s�

F�QFOXVL�QV�

IV.�Research�results

����� �HD�V� RI� &R��H�WLR�DO�

,�GLUHFW�5HI�VDO��FWV��&,5���L��(��OLVK�

FRPSDUHG��LWK��LHW�DPHVH

6FK�ODUV� GLVWLQJXLVK� GLUHFW� VSHHFK�

DFWV� ZLWK� OLWHUDO� PHDQLQJ� IU�P� LQGLUHFW�

�QHV�UHTXLULQJ�LPSOLFDWXUH���ULFH���������
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which� are� classi�ed� as� conventional� or�

XQF�QYHQWL�QDO� �6HDUOH�� ������ %OXP�

Kulka,� 1987).�Based� on� this� framework,�

WKLV� VWXG��DQDO�]HV� F�QYHQWL�QDO� LQGLUHFW�

UHIXVDOV�LQ�������LW��W���:L�G��DFF�XQWLQJ�

I�U�����I�����FDVHV���������

7KH� GLVWULEXWL�Q� DQG� IUHTXHQF��
of� Conventional� Indirect� Refusal� Acts�

(CIRA)� identi�ed� in� both� English� and�
9LHWQDPHVH� YHUVL�QV� DUH� VXPPDUL]HG� LQ�

7DEOH���EHO�Z�

Table�1.�Findings�of�CIRA�in�English�compared�with�Vietnamese

0HDQV�RI�&�5�
(Q�OLV�

�LHWQDPHVH�
HT�LYDOHQWV

) 3 ) 3

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�
DFWV�H[SUHVVHG�E��
WKH�VWUXFWXUHV��I�
UHTXHVWV

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFWV�FDQ�EH�F�QGXFWHG�LQ�WKH�I�UP��I�
�UGHU

� ��� �� �����

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFWV�FDQ�EH�F�QGXFWHG�LQ�WKH�I�UP��I�
DGYLFH

� �� � ����

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�
DFWV�H[SUHVVHG�
E��LQWHUU�JDWLYH�
VWUXFWXUHV

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFW�LV�H[SUHVVHG�LQ�WKH�I�UP��I�
interrogative�structures�to�deny�or�reject�o�ers�or�requests

� �� � ����

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFW�LV�H[SUHVVHG�E��LQWHUU�JDWLYH�
VWUXFWXUHV�KDYLQJ�UHTXHVWLQJ�IHDWXUH��I�PHDQLQJ

� �� � ����

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFW�LV�H[SUHVVHG�E��LQWHUU�JDWLYH�
VWUXFWXUHV�VK�ZLQJ�G�XEW�

� ��� � �����

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFW�LV�H[SUHVVHG�E��LQWHUU�JDWLYH�
VWUXFWXUHV�KDYLQJ�H[FODPDW�U��VKDGH��I�PHDQLQJ

� �� � ��

,QGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFW�LV�H[SUHVVHG�E��VWDWHPHQWV �� ��� �� �����

�2��/ �� ���� �� ����

%HO�Z� DUH� LQVWDQFHV� �I� W�SLFDO�
F�QYHQWL�QDO�LQGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�DFWV�I�XQG�LQ�
WKH�Q�YHO�

����� ,Q� WKLV� HSLV�GH���HUDOG� DGYLVHV�
KLV�GDXJKWHU�W��F�QVLGHU�PDUU�LQJ��QH��I�WKH�
7DUOHW�Q� WZLQV� V�� WKDW� WKH� WZ��SODQWDWL�QV�
FDQ�EH�F�PELQHG�I�U�HF�Q�PLF�DGYDQWDJH��

�H�SUHVHQWV�WKH�SU�S�VDO�DV�D�UDWL�QDO�DQG�

bene�cial�arrangement.�Scarlett,�however,�
UHDFWV� QHJDWLYHO�� W�� WKLV� VXJJHVWL�Q� DQG�
GLVSOD�V�VWU�QJ�HP�WL�QDO�UHVLVWDQFH�

:KHQ� UHVS�QGLQJ� W�� KHU� IDWKHU�V�
SU�S�VDO�� 6FDUOHWW� G�HV� Q�W� SU�GXFH� D�
direct�refusal�such�as�“I�refuse”�or�“I�will�
not� marry� them.”� Instead,� she� interrupts�

KLP� DQG� H[FODLPV�� �VW�S� WU�DWL�J�P�� OLN��
D� F�LOG”� (Mitchell,� 1936/1988,� p.� 34).�
7KU�XJK� WKLV� LPSHUDWLYH� VWUXFWXUH�� VKH�

VKLIWV�WKH�I�FXV�IU�P�WKH�PDUULDJH�SU�S�VDO�
W��KHU�GLVVDWLVIDFWL�Q�ZLWK�EHLQJ�SDWU�QL]HG�

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q�� WKLV�
XWWHUDQFH� LV� UHQGHUHG� DV� �Đừng� coi� con�
như�con�nít�nữa!”�(Mitchell,�1936/2012,�p.�
����DV�WUDQVODWHG�E��Vũ�Kim�Thư),�ZKLFK�
likewise� employs� a� negative� imperative�

marker�“Đừng”�to�convey�directive�force.

)U�P� D� SUDJPDWLF� SHUVSHFWLYH�� WKH�
LQLWLDWLQJ� DFW� LV� D� VXJJHVWL�Q� F�QFHUQLQJ�
PDUULDJH��7KH� UHIXVDO� LV� LQGLUHFW�EHFDXVH�

LW�LV�Q�W�H[SUHVVHG�WKU�XJK�D�F�QYHQWL�QDO�
UHIXVDO� I�UPXOD�� ,QVWHDG��6FDUOHWW�XVHV�DQ�
LPSHUDWLYH� W�� WHUPLQDWH� WKH� GLVFXVVL�Q�
DQG�DVVHUW�DXW�Q�P���%�WK�WKH�V�XUFH�DQG�

WDUJHW� WH[WV� SUHVHUYH� WKH� GLUHFWLYH� I�UP��
WKHUHE�� PDLQWDLQLQJ� WKH� LOO�FXWL�QDU��
I�UFH��I�UHMHFWL�Q�
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(2):�In�this�exchange,�Rhett�teasingly�

asks�whether�he�may�assume�that�Scarlett�

LV�MHDO�XV���LV�TXHVWL�Q�LPSOLFLWO��LQYLWHV�

con�rmation� and� can�be� interpreted� as�a�

SU�Y�FDWLYH�DWWHPSW�W��HOLFLW�DQ�HP�WL�QDO�

UHVS�QVH�

,QVWHDG��I�DFFHSWLQJ�WKH�LPSOLFDWL�Q��

6FDUOHWW� LPPHGLDWHO�� UHMHFWV� LW� ZLWK� WKH�

QHJDWLYH� LPSHUDWLYH� �G���W� SU�V�P�”�

�0LWFKHOO�������������S�������

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q�� WKLV�

XWWHUDQFH�LV�UHQGHUHG�DV��Đừng�tưởng�bở!”�

�0LWFKHOO�������������S�������

The� initiating� act� takes� the� form� of�

D� SU�Y�FDWLYH� TXHVWL�Q� LPSO�LQJ� MHDO�XV���

7KH�UHIXVDO�LV�UHDOL]HG�LQGLUHFWO��WKU�XJK�D�

negative� imperative.�Rather� than�explicitly�

GHQ�LQJ� MHDO�XV�� ZLWK� D� GHFODUDWLYH�

statement,�Scarlett�employs�an�order�to�block�

Rhett’s�assumption.�The�Vietnamese�version�

SUHVHUYHV�E�WK�WKH�LPSHUDWLYH�VWUXFWXUH�DQG�

WKH�SUDJPDWLF�I�UFH��I�UHMHFWL�Q��

����� ,Q� WKLV� VFHQH��6FDUOHWW�VXJJHVWV�

WKDW�0HODQLH�LV�IUHH�W��OHDYH��LPSO�LQJ�WKDW�

VKH�VK�XOG�UHWXUQ�W���WODQWD�LI�VKH�ZLVKHV��

7KH� XWWHUDQFH� IXQFWL�QV� DV� D� VXJJHVWL�Q�

WKDW��SHQV�WKH�S�VVLELOLW���I�GHSDUWXUH�

0HODQLH��K�ZHYHU��UHIXVHV�W��DFFHSW�

WKLV��SWL�Q��,QVWHDG��I�GLUHFWO��VWDWLQJ�WKDW�

VKH�ZLOO�Q�W�OHDYH��VKH�H[SUHVVHV�HP�WL�QDO�

GHSHQGHQFH�E�� VD�LQJ� WKDW� VKH�Z�XOG�EH�

�IULJ�W���G� W�� G�DW�� �LW���W� 6FDUO�WW”�

�0LWFKHOO�������������S�������

,Q�WKH�9LHWQDPHVH�WUDQVODWL�Q��WKLV�LV�

UHQGHUHG�DV��Không�có�em�chắc�chắn�là�chị�

sẽ�sợ�và�chết�mất”�(Mitchell,�1936/2012,�

S�������

7KH�LQLWLDWLQJ�DFW�LV�D�VXJJHVWL�Q��I�

GHSDUWXUH��7KH�UHIXVDO�LV�UHDOL]HG�LQGLUHFWO��

through� a� plea.� Rather� than� explicitly�

UHMHFWLQJ� WKH� VXJJHVWL�Q�� 0HODQLH�

HPSKDVL]HV� KHU� IHDU� DQG� HP�WL�QDO�

YXOQHUDELOLW��W��GLVF�XUDJH�WKH�DFWL�Q��7KH�

9LHWQDPHVH�YHUVL�Q�VLPLODUO��F�QYH�V�WKH�

SOHDGLQJ�W�QH�DQG�SUHVHUYHV�WKH�SUDJPDWLF�

IXQFWL�Q��I�UHIXVDO��

�����,Q�WKLV�VFHQH��0LVV�(OOHQ�UHTXHVWV�

that�Gerald�dismiss�Jonas�Wilkerson�from�

KLV�S�VLWL�Q��7KH�XWWHUDQFH�IXQFWL�QV�DV�D�

GLUHFWLYH�XUJLQJ�LPPHGLDWH�DFWL�Q�

�HUDOG� UHDFWV� VWU�QJO�� DQG� UHIXVHV�

WKH� UHTXHVW�� ,QVWHDG� �I� GLUHFWO�� VD�LQJ�

WKDW� KH�ZLOO� Q�W� GLVPLVV� WKH� �YHUVHHU�� KH�

responds�with�a�rhetorical�question,�asking�

����U�”�he�could��nd�another�trustworthy�

�YHUVHHU��0LWFKHOO�������������S������

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q��

WKLV� LQWHUU�JDWLYH� LV� UHQGHUHG� ZLWK� WKH�

equivalent� marker� “đâu”� (Mitchell,�

�����������S������

7KH� LQLWLDWLQJ� DFW� LV� D� UHTXHVW��7KH�

UHIXVDO� LV� UHDOL]HG� LQGLUHFWO�� WKU�XJK� DQ�

LQWHUU�JDWLYH�I�UP���HUDOG�V�TXHVWL�Q�G�HV�

not� genuinely� seek� information;� rather,�

LW� IXQFWL�QV� UKHW�ULFDOO�� W�� UHMHFW� WKH�

SU�S�VDO� DQG� KLJKOLJKW� LWV� LPSUDFWLFDOLW���

7KH�9LHWQDPHVH�YHUVL�Q�SUHVHUYHV�E�WK�WKH�

LQWHUU�JDWLYH� VWUXFWXUH�DQG� WKH�SUDJPDWLF�

I�UFH��I�UHIXVDO�

����� �HD�V� RI� ��FR��H�WLR�DO�

,�GLUHFW�5HI�VDO��FWV���,5���L��(��OLVK�

FRPSDUHG��LWK��LHW�DPHVH

�Q� LQGLUHFW� Q�QF�QYHQWL�QDO� DFW�

LQY�OYHV�LPSOLFLW�DFWL�Q�WKU�XJK�F�QWH[WXDO�

UHIHUHQFH�� %DVHG� �Q� SUHYL�XV� WKH�ULHV��
WKLV� VWXG�� H[DPLQHV� XQF�QYHQWL�QDO�
LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDO� VWUDWHJLHV� LQ� (QJOLVK� DQG�
WKHLU� 9LHWQDPHVH� HTXLYDOHQWV� XVLQJ� GDWD�

IU�P� ����� �LW�� W��� :L�G�� �P�QJ� ����
VHQWHQFHV�������������F�QWDLQ�VXFK�UHIXVDOV�

Regarding� Unconventional� Indirect�

Refusal� Acts� (UIRA),� the� strategies�
HPSO��HG� DFU�VV� WKH� WZ�� ODQJXDJHV� DUH�
GHWDLOHG�LQ�7DEOH���
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Table�2.�Findings�of�UIRA�in�English�compared�with�Vietnamese

0HDQV�RI�8�5�
(Q�OLV�

�LHWQDPHVH�
HT�LYDOHQWV

) 3 ) 3
UIRA�is�expressed�by�threats � ���� � ����
UIRA�is�expressed�by�criticism�or�reproach � ����� � �����
UIRA�is�expressed�by�giving�conditions � ���� � ����
UIRA�is�expressed�by�giving�promise � ����� � �����

UIRA�is�expressed�by�
HYDVL�Q

(YDVL�Q��I�UHIXVDO�LV�F�QGXFWHG�E��
jokes�or�humor

� �� � ��

(YDVL�Q��I�UHIXVDO�LV�H[SUHVVHG�E��
FKDQJLQJ�WKH�W�SLF

�� ����� �� �����

(YDVL�Q��I�UHIXVDO�LV�F�QGXFWHG�E��
UHSHDWLQJ�SDUW��I�D�UHTXHVW

� ���� � ����

�2��/ �� ���� �� ����

7�SLFDO� XQF�QYHQWL�QDO� LQGLUHFW�

UHIXVDO�DFWV�IU�P�WKH�Q�YHO�DUH�LOOXVWUDWHG�

EHO�Z�

����� ,Q� WKLV� VFHQH�� -�QDV� DWWHPSWV�

W�� UH�HVWDEOLVK� F�QWDFW� E�� GHVFULELQJ� KLV�

visit� as� a� “friendly� call”� and� suggesting�

D� EXVLQHVV� GLVFXVVL�Q�� 7KH� XWWHUDQFH�

functions�as�an�o�er�of�renewed�friendship�

DQG�F��SHUDWL�Q�

Scarlett� rejects� this� o�er� through�a�

F�PELQDWL�Q��I�LQGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�VWUDWHJLHV�

)LUVW�� VKH� H[SUHVVHV� GLVEHOLHI� E��

echoing�the�key�term�“friends?”�(Mitchell,�

�����������S��������7KLV�UHSHWLWL�Q�VHUYHV�

as� an� evasive� device� (UIRA),� signaling�

VXUSULVH� DQG� GLVWDQFLQJ� KHUVHOI� IU�P� WKH�

SU�S�VHG�UHODWL�QVKLS�

6HF�QG�� VKH� HPSO��V� DQ�

interrogative�form,�asking�“when�were�we�

ever� friends…?”� (Mitchell,� 1936/1988,�

p.�509).�This� rhetorical� question� (CIRA)�

GHQLHV� WKH� SUHVXSS�VLWL�Q� HPEHGGHG� LQ�

Jonas’s�o�er�and� rejects� the�existence�of�

DQ��SUL�U�IULHQGVKLS�

)LQDOO��� VKH� HVFDODWHV� WKH� UHIXVDO�

WKU�XJK� DQ� LPSHUDWLYH� WKUHDW�� �UGHULQJ�

KLP�W��OHDYH�WKH�SU�SHUW��EHI�UH�VKH�FDOOV�

I�U� DVVLVWDQFH� �0LWFKHOO�� ����������� S��

������7KLV�GLUHFWLYH�IXQFWL�QV�DV�D�I�UFHIXO�

SUHYHQWLYH�DFW�WKDW�WHUPLQDWHV�E�WK�WKH�YLVLW�

DQG�WKH�SU�S�VHG�EXVLQHVV�LQWHUDFWL�Q�

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q�

�0LWFKHOO�� ����������� S�� ������ WKH�

VDPH� VHTXHQFH� LV� SUHVHUYHG� WKU�XJK�

WKH� UHSHWLWL�Q� �Bạn?”,� the� interrogative�

GHQ�LQJ� IULHQGVKLS�� DQG� WKH� LPSHUDWLYH�

F�PPDQG� W�� OHDYH�� 7KH� WDUJHW� WH[W�

PDLQWDLQV�E�WK�WKH�VWUXFWXUDO�SDWWHUQV�DQG�

WKH�SUDJPDWLF�I�UFH��I�6FDUOHWW�V�HVFDODWLQJ�

UHIXVDO��

����� ,Q� WKLV� VFHQH�� �HUDOG� DGYLVHV�

6FDUOHWW� WKDW� O�YH� LV� Q�W� HVVHQWLDO� EHI�UH�

PDUULDJH� DQG� HPSKDVL]HV� WUDGLWL�QDO�

6�XWKHUQ� YDOXHV� LQ� FK��VLQJ� D� KXVEDQG��

�LV� XWWHUDQFH� IXQFWL�QV� DV� D� VXJJHVWL�Q�

UHJDUGLQJ�KHU�IXWXUH�PDULWDO�GHFLVL�Q�

6FDUOHWW� UHMHFWV� WKLV� YLHZS�LQW� Q�W�

E��GLUHFWO�� UHIXVLQJ�� EXW� E�� FULWLFL]LQJ� LW�

DV� �D�� 2OG� &���WU�� ��WL��”� (Mitchell,�

�����������S������

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q�� WKLV�

H[SUHVVL�Q� LV� UHQGHUHG�DV��quan�niệm�cổ�

hủ�bên�xứ�của�ba”�(Mitchell,�1936/2012,�

S������

7KH� LQLWLDWLQJ� DFW� LV� D� VXJJHVWL�Q�

F�QFHUQLQJ� PDUULDJH�� 7KH� UHIXVDO� LV�
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UHDOL]HG� LQGLUHFWO�� WKU�XJK� FULWLFLVP��
ZKLFK� F�QVWLWXWHV� DQ� XQF�QYHQWL�QDO�
LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDO� VWUDWHJ��� %�� ODEHOLQJ�
KHU� IDWKHU�V� LGHD� DV� �XWGDWHG�� 6FDUOHWW�
LPSOLFLWO��UHMHFWV�E�WK�WKH�SU�S�VHG�YDOXH�
V�VWHP�DQG� WKH�PDULWDO�DGYLFH�HPEHGGHG�
LQ� LW�� 7KH� 9LHWQDPHVH� YHUVL�Q� PDLQWDLQV�

WKH� HYDOXDWLYH� W�QH� DQG� WKH� SUDJPDWLF�
I�UFH��I�UHMHFWL�Q��

(7):� In� this� scene,� Melanie� asks�
to�keep� the�child�with�her�and� insists�on�
taking� care� of� him� despite� her� fragile�
KHDOWK�� 7KH� XWWHUDQFH� IXQFWL�QV� DV� D�

UHTXHVW�I�U�SHUPLVVL�Q�DQG�DVVLVWDQFH�

6FDUOHWW�UHMHFWV�WKLV�UHTXHVW�LQGLUHFWO���

,QVWHDG� �I� H[SOLFLWO�� UHIXVLQJ� ZLWK� D�
clear� “no,”� she� responds� with� the� critical�

H[SUHVVL�Q� �����W� E�� D� J��V�”� (Mitchell,�
�����������S��������I�OO�ZHG�E��D�ZDUQLQJ�
DE�XW�0HODQLH�V�SK�VLFDO�F�QGLWL�Q�

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q�� WKLV�
UHDFWL�Q� DSSHDUV� DV� �Bộ� chị� điên� hả?”�

�0LWFKHOO�������������S�������

7KH� LQLWLDWLQJ� DFW� LV� D� UHTXHVW��7KH�

UHIXVDO� LV� UHDOL]HG� WKU�XJK� FULWLFLVP�
DQG� EODPH�� ZKLFK� F�QVWLWXWH� DQ�

XQF�QYHQWL�QDO� LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDO� VWUDWHJ���
%�� TXHVWL�QLQJ� 0HODQLH�V� MXGJPHQW� DQG�
LPSO�LQJ� LUUDWL�QDOLW��� 6FDUOHWW� GLVPLVVHV�
WKH�UHTXHVW�ZLWK�XW�GLUHFWO��UHMHFWLQJ�LW�LQ�
H[SOLFLW� WHUPV���OWK�XJK� WKH�(QJOLVK�DQG�
Vietnamese� expressions� di�er� lexically,�

E�WK� F�QYH�� UHSU�DFK� DQG� IXQFWL�Q�
SUDJPDWLFDOO��DV�LPS�OLWH�UHMHFWL�QV��I�WKH�
UHTXHVW��

����� ,Q� WKLV� VFHQH�� 6FDUOHWW�XUJHQWO��

asks� Dr.� Meade� to� come� and� assist� with�

0HODQLH�V� FKLOGELUWK�� �HU� XWWHUDQFH�

IXQFWL�QV� DV� D� UHTXHVW� I�U� LPPHGLDWH�

PHGLFDO�KHOS�

�U�� 0HDGH� UHIXVHV� WKH� UHTXHVW��

,QVWHDG��I�GLUHFWO��VD�LQJ�WKDW�KH�ZLOO�Q�W�

J��� KH� UHDFWV� HP�WL�QDOO�� DQG� UHVS�QGV�

ZLWK�WKH�FULWLFDO�TXHVWL�Q��Are�you�crazy?”�

�0LWFKHOO�� ����������� S�� ������ I�OO�ZHG�

E��DQ�H[SODQDWL�Q�WKDW�KH�FDQQ�W�DEDQG�Q�

WKH�Z�XQGHG�V�OGLHUV�XQGHU�KLV�FDUH�

,Q� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WUDQVODWL�Q�� WKLV�

H[SUHVVL�Q� DSSHDUV� DV� �Cháu� điên� hả?”�

�0LWFKHOO�������������S�������

7KH� LQLWLDWLQJ� DFW� LV� D� UHTXHVW��7KH�

UHIXVDO� LV� UHDOL]HG� WKU�XJK� FULWLFLVP�� DQ�

XQF�QYHQWL�QDO�� LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDO� VWUDWHJ���

%�� TXHVWL�QLQJ� 6FDUOHWW�V� MXGJPHQW�� �U��

0HDGH� F�QYH�V� LPSDWLHQFH� DQG� P�UDO�

XUJHQF��� WKHUHE�� GHQ�LQJ� WKH� UHTXHVW�

ZLWK�XW� SHUI�UPLQJ� D� GLUHFW� UHIXVDO�

I�UPXOD�� �OWK�XJK� VKDSHG� E�� WKH� WHQVH�

ZDUWLPH� F�QWH[W�� E�WK� WKH� (QJOLVK� DQG�

9LHWQDPHVH�YHUVL�QV�SUHVHUYH� WKH�FULWLFDO�

W�QH�DQG�SUDJPDWLF�I�UFH��I�UHMHFWL�Q�

7�� SU�YLGH� D� F�PSUHKHQVLYH�

�YHUYLHZ� �I� WKH� F�PSDUDWLYH� DQDO�VLV�

EHWZHHQ� WKH� (QJOLVK� V�XUFH� WH[W� �67��

DQG� WKH� 9LHWQDPHVH� WDUJHW� WH[W� �77���

the� following� table� summarizes� the� key�

pragmatic�and�structural�features�identi�ed�

LQ�WKH�VWXG��

Table�3.�Summary�of�Comparative�Features�in�Indirect�Refusals

)HDW�UH (Q�OLV������ �LHWQDPHVH�����
Pragmatic�

Force
3UHG�PLQDQW�6WUDWHJ� Statements�(CIRA) Statements�(CIRA) (TXLYDOHQW
3ULPDU��6WUXFWXUDO�)�UP �HFODUDWLYH�VWUXFWXUHV �HFODUDWLYH�VWUXFWXUHV (TXLYDOHQW
Key�Di�erence Rely�on�grammatical�markers Rely�on�lexical�particles 6LPLODU
7UDQVODWL�Q��SSU�DFK 2ULJLQDO 3UDJPDWLF�EDVHG 3UHVHUYHG
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7KH�H[DPSOHV�H[WUDFWHG�IU�P���QH�

ZLWK� WKH� :LQG� LOOXVWUDWH� WKH� GLYHUVH�

VWUDWHJLHV�XVHG�W��UHDOL]H�LQGLUHFW�UHIXVDO�

DFWV�LQ�E�WK�(QJOLVK�DQG�9LHWQDPHVH��7KH�

�ndings�suggest�a�high�degree�of�pragmatic�

HTXLYDOHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH� WZ��ODQJXDJHV��

DV� VLPLODU� F�PPXQLFDWLYH� IXQFWL�QV� DUH�

DFKLHYHG� WKU�XJK� F�PSDUDEOH� OLQJXLVWLF�

VWUDWHJLHV��:KLOH�E�WK�ODQJXDJHV�HPSO���

analogous� structural� frameworks,� the�

�EVHUYHG� GLVWLQFWL�QV� DULVH� SULPDULO��

from� language-speci�c� grammatical�

HOHPHQWV��VXFK�DV�WKH�XVH��I�P�GDO�YHUEV�

LQ� (QJOLVK� YHUVXV� SUDJPDWLF� SDUWLFOHV�

LQ� 9LHWQDPHVH�� UDWKHU� WKDQ� IU�P� D�

GLYHUJHQFH�LQ�SUDJPDWLF�LQWHQW�

V.�Conclusion�

7KLV� VWXG�� F�QGXFWV� D� F�QWUDVWLYH�

DQDO�VLV� �I� ��� LQGLUHFW� UHIXVDO� DFWV�

H[WUDFWHG�IU�P���QH�ZLWK�WKH�:LQG�DQG�

LWV�9LHWQDPHVH� UHQGLWL�Q��%��HPSO��LQJ�

E�WK� TXDQWLWDWLYH� DQG� TXDOLWDWLYH�

PHWK�GV�� WKH� UHVHDUFK� H[SO�UHV� K�Z�

initiating� acts,� such� as� requests,� o�ers,�

and� invitations,� in�uence� the� selection�

of� refusal� strategies.� The� �ndings�

GHP�QVWUDWH� WKDW� E�WK� (QJOLVK� DQG�

Vietnamese� speakers� favor� indirectness,�

SDUWLFXODUO��WKU�XJK�WKH�XVH��I�VWDWHPHQWV��

DV� D� PHDQV� W�� PDLQWDLQ� LQWHUSHUV�QDO�

KDUP�Q��DQG�DY�LG�F�QIU�QWDWL�Q��:KLOH�

VWUXFWXUDO� YDULDWL�QV� H[LVW� EHWZHHQ� WKH�

WZ��ODQJXDJHV��WKH�XQGHUO�LQJ�SUDJPDWLF�

IXQFWL�QV� UHPDLQ� ODUJHO�� F�QVLVWHQW��

��ZHYHU�� DV� WKLV� UHVHDUFK� LV� OLPLWHG� W��

D� VLQJOH� OLWHUDU�� V�XUFH� DQG�YHUEDO� GDWD��

IXWXUH�VWXGLHV�VK�XOG�EU�DGHQ�WKH�F�USXV�

DQG� LQYHVWLJDWH� Q�Q�YHUEDO� VWUDWHJLHV� W��

SU�YLGH� D� P�UH� F�PSUHKHQVLYH� FXOWXUDO�

SHUVSHFWLYH�
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HÀNH�VI�TỪ�CHỐI�GIÁN�TIẾP�TRONG�TIẾNG�ANH��
VÀ�TIẾNG�VIỆT:�NGHIÊN�CỨU�TIỂU�THUYẾT��

“GONE�WITH�THE�WIND”�VÀ�BẢN�DỊCH��
“CUỐN�THEO�CHIỀU�GIÓ”

Thái�Vân�Anh�

Tóm�tắt:�Nghiên�cứu�này�tiến�hành�phân�tích�so�sánh�các�hành�vi� từ�chối�gián�tiếp�

trong�tiếng�Anh�và�tiếng�Việt,�dựa�trên�tác�phẩm�Gone�with�the�Wind�và�bản�dịch�tiếng�Việt�

Cuốn�theo�chiều�gió.�Vận�dụng�lý�thuyết�hành�động�ngôn�từ,�nghiên�cứu�khảo�sát�83�trường�

hợp�từ�chối�gián�tiếp,�bao�gồm�cả�dạng�điển�hình�và�không�điển�hình,�nhằm�nhận�diện�các�

đặc�điểm�ngôn�ngữ�và�những�nét�tương�đồng�giữa�hai�ngôn�ngữ.�Kết�quả�cho�thấy�cả�tiếng�

Anh�và�tiếng�Việt�chủ�yếu�sử�dụng�cấu�trúc�trần�thuật,�tiếp�theo�là�cấu�trúc�nghi�vấn�và�cấu�

trúc�cầu�khiến,�với�sự�phân�bố�nhìn�chung�khá�tương�đồng.�Những�khác�biệt�được�ghi�nhận�

chủ�yếu�xuất�phát�từ�yếu�tố�cấu�trúc�của�ngôn�ngữ�hơn�là�từ�sự�khác�biệt�về�mặt�ngữ�dụng.�

Bản�dịch�tiếng�Việt�đã�bảo�toàn�hiệu�quả�tính�gián�tiếp�và�mục�đích�giao�tiếp�của�văn�bản�

gốc,�qua�đó�đóng�góp�đáng�kể�cho�lĩnh�vực�ngữ�dụng�học�đối�chiếu�và�nghiên�cứu�dịch�thuật.

Từ�khóa:�hành�vi�ngôn�ngữ,�từ�chối,�từ�chối�gián�tiếp,�Gone�with�the�wind,�Cuốn�theo�chiều�gió.
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