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Resumen en Castellano 

 

El estudio de la competencia pragmática, que es la capacidad deusar el lenguaje de manera 

apropiada según elcontexto, se ha convertido en un aspecto importante de la teoría de los actos de 

habla, la cual fue introducida por Austin (1962). Para realizar actos de habla como invitaciones, 

peticiones, rechazos, etc., el hablante no puede depender solamente de la competencia lingüística 

sino también de la competencia sociolingüística. Como Thomas (1983:92) ilustra, la competencia 

lingüística incluye los conocimientos descontextualizados como la entonación, la fonología, la 

sintaxis, la semántica, etc., mientras que la competencia sociolingüística se refiere a la capacidad 

de utilizar el idioma eficazmente para alcanzar un propósito específico y para entender el 

contexto lingüístico.  

Del mismo modo, a diferencia de Fraser (1982), quien afirmó que los aprendices de una 

segunda lengua sólo deben adquirir conocimientos lingüísticos, muchos investigadores han hecho 

hincapié en la importancia de estudiar el lenguaje en contexto (Hymes, 1971; Bell, 1976; 

Halliday, 1978; Canale and Swain, 1980; Thomas, 1983; Blum-Kulka, 1983, etc.). El contexto no 

se limita únicamente a las diferencias intraculturales, es decir, las diferencias dentro de una 

cultura específica en relación con el género, la clase social, la edad, etc., sino también las 

interacciones interculturales y transculturales donde las diferencias culturales pueden influir en la 

comprensión y producción de los diferentes actos de habla. 

Debido a la falta de conocimiento sociolingüístico de la segunda lengua, los hablantes no 

nativos pueden transferir sus normas lingüísticas y pragmáticas de su primera lengua a la 

segunda. Por lo tanto, esto podría conducir a un fallo pragmático y malentendidos interculturales. 
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Thomas (1983: 96-7) sostuvo que aunque los errores gramaticales pueden impedir la 

comunicación, pueden ser claramente reconocidos como errores. Por otra parte, añadió que el 

fallo pragmático, sobre todo si el hablante tiene un nivel avanzado en el segundo idioma, no se 

identifica con facilidad, y el hablante no nativo puede ser estereotipado como descortés o poco 

amistoso. En consecuencia, el fracaso pragmático es más perjudicial que los errores gramaticales. 

A pesar de que algunos estudios indican que hay una correlación positiva entre la competencia 

pragmática y competencia lingüística en un segundo idioma (Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1987; 

Beebe and Takahashi, 1989), otrosestudios demuestranque los altos nivelesdedominio de una 

segunda lenguano supone unaaltacompetencia pragmática (Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 1993; Kreutel, 

2007). 

Con el fin de llegar a una mejor comprensión del habla del nativo, los actos de habla 

hansido estudiados ampliamente. No obstante, el acto de habla de desacuerdo ha recibido poca 

atención en la literatura, sobre todo en relación con la comunicación mediada por ordenador 

(CMO). Más específicamente, ningún estudio ha investigado el acto de habla de desacuerdo en 

redes sociales como Facebook o en relación con participantes egipcios. Por lo tanto, este trabajo 

tiene como objetivo analizar los desacuerdos que ocurren en un contexto natural por participantes 

egipcios con un nivel avanzado de inglés, a través de la red social Facebook. Además, tiene la 

intención de distinguir entrelasestrategias utilizadasen función del métododerecogida de datos,es 

decir, comparar loscasosque ocurren naturalmente en Facebooky en cuestionarios DCT 

(discourse completion task). Un tercerobjetivo de este trabajoes investigarlas diferenciasentre la 

producciónestadounidense yegipciade las estrategias dedesacuerdoen un DCT. Por último, el 

presente trabajo analizabrevemente el papeldeltema -i.e. topic-en elempleode estrategias 

dedesacuerdo. 
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Por tanto, elobjetivo deeste trabajo esresponder a las siguientespreguntas de investigación: 

1) ¿Cuáles son lasexpresionesde desacuerdoutilizadospor hablantesegipcios deinglésque ocurren 

en un contexto natural? 

2) ¿Existendiferencias significativas enlas estrategias de desacuerdoempleadasen función 

delmétodo de recogida dedatos? 

3) ¿Cuáles son las diferencias entre egipcios y estadounidensesen el empleo deestrategias 

dedesacuerdo? 

4) ¿Juega eltema un papel enel usode las expresionesde desacuerdo? 

En relación con estas preguntas,la hipótesis esque los egipcios, a diferencia de los 

estadounidenses, utilizaránexpresionessimplistasyno mitigadas. La siguiente hipótesis es que los 

datosnaturales y elcuestionario DCTtransmitirándiferencias significativasyque el tematendrá 

unpapel vital enel empleo deestrategias dedesacuerdo. 

Los resultados han demostrado que, contrariamente a los estudios anteriores, los hablantes 

de inglés no nativos no emplean necesariamente estrategias de desacuerdo simplistas y sin 

mitigadores. Las diferencias entre los métodos de recogida de datos demuestran el hecho de que 

los cuestionarios DCT pueden no corresponder exactamente a los datos naturales, debido a la 

cantidad de diferencias encontradas, como la frecuencia significativamente mayor de los opuestos 

contundentes, formas negativas como no, insultos y juicios negativos en el cuestionario DCT. 

Esto puede indicar que los informantes consideran los desacuerdos no mitigados actos no 

preferidos, mientras que los mitigados los consideran actos preferidos, como aparece en la 
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literatura, y por lo tanto lo emplean con menos frecuencia en el contexto natural con sus 

“amigos” reales. 

          En cuanto a las diferencias entre los egipcios y estadounidenses, ambos emplean estrategias 

similares.Sin embargo, los egipcios utilizan expresiones de desacuerdo mitigadas, como “token 

agreement” y “hedges”, con más frecuencia. Sus desacuerdos tienden a estructurarse en forma de 

un "modelo sándwich". Esta forma se ha mencionado en la literatura como una característica de 

hablantes nativos (Kreutel ,2007). Por último, el tema ha demostrado jugar un papel crucial en la 

determinación del tipo de estrategias que emplean los participantes. Tanto los egipcios como los 

estadounidenses recurrieron a los desacuerdos mitigados en los temas más controvertidos. Sin 

embargo, los menos polémicos incluyen estrategias de fuertes desacuerdos. 

          A pesar del número limitado de participantes, sin embargo, el análisis cuantitativo y 

cualitativo de los datos ha revelado una serie sistemática de modelos. Por lo tanto, sería valioso 

proseguir la investigación de estos hallazgos con otros participantes, y tomando en cuenta las 

diferencias de género, así como la edad y diferentes niveles de dominio de la segunda lengua.Por 

otra parte, una investigación de las estrategias de desacuerdos utilizadas en la interacción entre 

los estadounidenses y egipcios entre sí constituiría un conocimiento más profundo de los posibles 

fallos pragmáticos. 

Eldocumento se divide encinco partes.La sección 1 presenta la introducción. La sección 

2investiga el acto de hablade desacuerdoen relación conla literatura relevante.La sección 3 

describelos procedimientosde recogida de datos, los participantes y proporcionauna explicación 

de lospasos llevados a cabopara analizar los datos. En la siguiente secciónse analizan los 

resultadosrespondiendo acada una de laspreguntas de investigación ensubsecciones separadas. La 
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última secciónpresenta las conclusionesincluyendolaslimitaciones del estudioy sugerenciaspara 

futuras investigaciones. 
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1. Introduction 

The study of pragmatic competence, “that is, the ability to use language according to the cultural 

norms of the target language society” (Kreutel, 2007: 1), has become an important aspect in 

exploring speech acts. Hence, in order to effectively “do things with words” (Austin, 1962); that 

is, to perform speech acts like invitations, requests, refusals, and so forth, a speaker cannot rely 

only on linguistic competence, but also sociolinguistic competence. Likewise, LoCastro (1987: 

71) pointed out that “the realization of speech acts is governed by the norms of different speech 

communities and indeed reflects and reinforces those cultural norms and values”. As Thomas 

(1983: 92) illustrated, linguistic competence includes decontextualized knowledge like 

intonation, phonology, syntax, semantics, etc., while sociolinguistic competence
1
 refers to “the 

ability to use language effectively in order to achieve a specific purpose and to understand 

language in context”.  

Similarly, many researchers have emphasized the importance of studying language in 

context (Hymes, 1971; Bell, 1976; Halliday, 1978; Canale and Swain, 1980; Thomas, 1983; 

Blum-Kulka, 1983; LoCastro, 1987; Lauzon, Doehler andPochon-Berger, 2009; Kakava, 2002; 

Sifianou, 2012, among many others). Context is not only limited to intracultural differences, 

namely differences within a specific culture in relation to gender, social class, age, etc., but also 

intercultural or cross-cultural interactions where cultural differences are likely to influence the 

comprehension and production of the different speech acts. In order to be interculturally 

                                                           
1
 Several researchers have distinguished between pragmatic competence and sociolinguistic competence (Bachman, 

1990; Kasper, 1997; Canale, 1998, among others). For instance, Bachman (1990) and Canale (1998) considered 

pragmatic competence a wider concept that encompasses “illocutionary competence” and “sociolinguistic 

competence” (in Rueda, 2006: 173). However, for the sake of clarity, both terms are used here interchangeably.  



2 

 

“tactful”, a rather complex skill, one cannot merely transfer politeness strategies from one 

language into another (Janney and Arndt, 1992: 21). 

Due to the lack of sociolinguistic knowledge of the L2, non-native speakers may transfer 

their linguistic and sociocultural L1 pragmatic norms into the L2. Hence, this could lead to 

pragmatic failure and intercultural misunderstandings. Thomas (1983: 96-7) argued that 

grammatical errors may impede communication. Nevertheless, they can be clearly recognized as 

errors. On the other hand, she added that pragmatic failure, particularly if the speaker has an 

advanced L2 level, is not easily identified, and the non-native speaker could be stereotyped as 

impolite or unfriendly. Thus, pragmatic failure is more damaging than grammatical errors. Even 

though some studies report the positive correlation between L2 pragmatic proficiency and 

linguistic proficiency (Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1987; Beebe and Takahashi, 1989), other 

studies demonstrated that high levels of L2 proficiency may not entail high pragmatic 

competence (Kasper and Blum-Kulka, 1993; Kreutel, 2007). 

In order to reach a better understanding of native-speaker L1 production, a variety of 

speech acts have been extensively studied. Nevertheless, the speech act of disagreement has 

received little attention in the literature, particularly in relation to computer-mediated 

communication. More specifically, no studies have investigated the speech act of disagreement 

in social network sites like Facebook or in relation to Egyptian participants. Thus, this paper 

aims at analyzing naturally occurring disagreements by Egyptian participants with an advanced 

level of English, in the social networking site Facebook. In addition, it intends to distinguish 

between the strategies employed depending on the method of data collection, namely the 

naturally occurring instances in Facebook versus a Discourse Completion Test (DCT). Even 
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though DCTs have been criticized for being “unnatural”, they allow the collection of “the 

prototype of the variants occurring in the individual‟s actual speech” (Hill et al, 1986: 353).A 

third objective of the paper is to investigate the differences between American and Egyptian 

production of disagreement strategies in a DCT. Finally, the present work briefly explores the 

role of topicin the employment of disagreement strategies.    

The aim of this paper is therefore to address the following research questions:  

1) What are the expressions of disagreement used by Egyptian speakers of English in the         

naturally elicited data?  

2) Are there any significant differences in the disagreement strategies employed depending 

on the method of data collection? 

3) How do Egyptian speakers differ from Americans in the employment of disagreement 

strategies? 

4) Does topic play a role in the use of expressions of disagreement? 

 

 Based on these questions, it is hypothesized that Egyptians, unlike Americans, will utilize 

simplistic unmitigated disagreement
2
expressions, that the natural data and the DCT will convey 

significant differences and that topic will have a vital role in the employment of disagreement 

strategies. 

The paper is divided into five parts. In section 2, the speech act of disagreement is briefly 

discussed in relation to the relevant literature. Section 3 describes the data collection procedures, 

the participants and provides an explanation of the steps carried out to analyze the data. The 

                                                           
2
“Unmitigated disagreement” refers to straightforward disagreement which is not “accompanied by any additional 

boosting” (Locher, 2004: 143). 
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following section discusses the results by answering each of the research questions in separate 

subsections. The last section presents the conclusion including the limitations of the study and 

suggestions for further research.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1. The speech act of disagreement 
 
“Disagreement can be defined as the expression of a view that differs from that expressed by 

another speaker” (Sifianou, 2012: 1554). When two or more people interact and express their 

opinions, it is likely that disagreements will emerge. As Sifianou asserted, “rather than being 

exceptional, disagreement seems to be an essential ingredient in many daily settings” (1556). 

Although it might seem that people are psychologically predisposed to disagree with others in 

order to express their opinion or to achieve particular goals, Sacks (1987: 69) claimed that 

speakers may prefer not to disagree because of social influences rather than a psychological 

reaction. These social influences, which may be universal, include social distance of speaker (S) 

and hearer (H), relative power of S and H and absolute ranking impositions in the particular 

culture (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 74). Based on these and other contextual factors, a speaker 

may choose to express dissonance in one way or another. Hence, it can be concluded that 

disagreements are “context-sensitive” (Georgakopoulou, 2001: 1881), which has also been 

stressed by many other researchers (Kakava, 2002; Locher, 2004; Marra, 2012; Sifianou, 2012; 

Bolander; 2012; inter alia).  
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Distinguishing opinions from disagreements is another important factor in defining 

disagreements. According to Long (2003: 231), the ability to separate opinions from evaluations
3
is 

one of the many skills that characterize critical thinking. Even though it might seem that 

differentiating these two skills is an uncomplicated task, the following example, extracted from 

the social network Facebook, illustrates that it is rather intricate. 

A: A man has two options in a relationship, either STAND UP and be the man she needs 

or SIT DOWN so she can see the man behind you :)) 

B: Or jump and save his own life 

Example (A) represents a status posted on Facebook and Example (B) shows a commentator‟s 

response. It may be argued that Example (B) is simply an opinion adding to the initial statement. 

On the other hand, it could also be classified as an expression of disagreement; it appears that 

commentator (B) does not agree that a man has two options only. Thus, the respondent expresses 

his disagreement by providing a third option. Moreover, the hyperbolic expression accompanied 

with a humoristic tone may be considered a mitigating device that highlights the respondent‟s 

overall disagreement with the statement.  

According to Pomerantz (1984: 63-4), disagreements occur when a speaker initiates an 

assessment. This initial assessment aims at achieving one or more actions. It is structured in a 

way to invite one action over the other, such as praise, compliments, and other speech acts.  

Hence, a recipient will opt to either agree or disagree with the prior statement. This second 

assessment, addressing the same referents as in the previous assessment, could be a preferred 

action or a dispreferred one. A preferred action refers to agreements. On the other hand, 

                                                           
3
 The term “evaluations” is used here to include disagreements.  
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disagreements are considered dispreferred actions in a broad range of initial statements with the 

exception of self-depreciation.  

On a different note, disagreements have also been explored with reference to politeness 

theory, introduced by Brown and Levinson (1967).Green (1989: 147) provided a clear and simple 

definition of politeness: 

[...]The speaker is really only going through the motions of offering options or 

showing respect for the addressee‟s feelings. The offer may be a façade, the 

options nonviable, and the respect a sham. It is the fact that an effort was made to 

go through the motions at all that makes the act an act of politeness. (in Thomas, 

1995: 178) 

Brown and Levinson‟s politeness theory involves two types of politeness: positive 

politeness and negative politeness.Peccei (2005: 64)provided a succinct and comprehensible 

definition of these two types of politeness. First, he stated that positive politeness “refers to our 

need to be accepted and liked by others and our need to feel that our social group shares common 

goals”. On the other hand, he explained that negative politeness “refers to our right to 

independence of action and our need not to be imposed by others”. 

There are two concepts relevant to this theory. The first concept is FTA (face threatening 

act) which means that “a speaker says something that represents a threat to another individual‟s 

expectations regarding self-image” (Yule, 1996: 61). The second concept is that of FSA (face 

saving act) which means that when “some action might be interpreted as a threat to another‟s 

face, the speaker can say something to lessen the possible threat”(ibid.). For example, if a 

speaker intends to refuse someone‟s invitation, a possible threat to the hearer, s/he may convey 
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her/his intentions through indirectness or through the use of a mitigating device like promising a 

compensation. Yule (1996: 62-66) added that a face saving act that addresses a person‟s positive 

face usually shows solidarity. In other words, a speaker could address a person‟s positive face by 

using “nicknames”, for instance; and thus, create a bond between them.On the other hand, an 

FSA intended to appeal to a hearer‟s negative face by stressing his/her independence and “right 

to freedom” shows deference
4
. In other words, the use of modalized declaratives like “I think”, 

for example, would appeal to a hearer‟s negative face by not imposing on the hearer. 

In the relevant literature, disagreements have been considered unfavorable speech acts 

(Sacks, 1973/1987; Pomerantz, 1984; Pearson, 1985; Brown and Levinson, 1978/1987; Leech, 

2007). Waldron and Applegate (1994) defined verbal disagreements as a kind of conflict due to 

its onerous nature (quoted in Locher, 2004:94). In this sense, then, contradictions or 

disagreements are a Face ThreateningAct (FTA) that threatensthe addressee‟s positive-face want 

(Brown and Levinson, 1978: 81). Consequently, the addressee would perceive this as a 

neglection of his/her feelings and wants from the part of the speaker (Brown and Levinson, 

1992: 66). In fact, they could also threaten a hearer‟s negative-face if the initial assessment was 

perceived as an imposition on the part of the speaker (Sifianou, 2012: 1559). In addition, it is not 

only the hearer‟s face that could be threatened. Sifianou elaborated on this by stating that a 

speaker‟s positive and negative face may also be endangered. A speaker‟s positive face will be 

threatened because one could feel that “s/he is not a person to be liked or approved of” (1600), 

and at the same time one‟s face could be at risk if they feel enforced to disagree to protect their 

                                                           
4
 Thomas (1995: 150) explained the difference between deference and politeness. Deference refers to unfamiliarity. 

People show deference as a sign of respect to people with a higher status, greater age, etc. On the other hand, 

politeness is a more general term which means that a speaker is thoughtful towards others.  
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or the hearer‟s face. Similarly, Leech (2007: 186-187) stressed that disagreements are 

dispreferred, while the speech act of agreement is a face enhancing act (FEA) which increases 

the hearer‟s positive face. Disagreements could threaten the hearer‟s face and lower his/her status 

(Pearson, 1985: 126).Sacks (1973/1987: 69) and Pomerantz (1984) also reported a “preference 

for agreement”, while speakers regard disagreements as “uncomfortable, unpleasant, difficult, 

risking threat, insult or offense” (Pomerantz, 1984: 77). Likewise, Pearson (1985: 125) claimed 

that negative attitudes such as disagreements, in usual friendly interactions, could “damage or 

even break” the relationship.Drawing on Beebe and Takahashi, Kreutel (2007:2) stated that 

speakers tend to show “reluctance and hesitance” when disagreeing in amicable interactions. 

Hence, speakers need to “bridge the gap between their desire to express their opinion and the 

presumption that this will be an undesired action” (Kreutel, 2007: 3). This is why they mitigate 

or redress disagreements (Brown and Levinson, 1987) and avoid using a blunt negation like no 

(Sacks, 1987: 69).  Some speakers may even resort to white lies to avoid disagreements (Brown 

and Levinson, 1992: 115).The use of politeness strategies would lessen the threat to the hearer‟s 

positive face.  

 Despite the large number of studies in the relevant literature that mostly regard 

disagreements as conflictive and face threatening acts that require mitigation or avoidance 

(Sifianou, 2012: 1554), there is a number of researchers that take a rather different perspective 

on disagreements (Schiffrin, 1984; Tannen, 1984; Kakava, 2002; Angouri and Tseliga, 2010; 

Angouri, 2012; Locher, 2004/2012; Sifianou, 2012). They asserted that disagreement is not 

necessarily a dispreferred action related to opposition and conflict, but it could also be highly 

supportive.  
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In fact, Sifianou (2012: 1560) explained that they may be considered face-enhancing acts 

by showing concern for the other. When a speaker disagrees with another speakers‟ initial 

assessment, s/he is showing concern for their opinion, which would be preferable to withholding 

one‟s opinion, for example. Furthermore, Sifianou (ibid.) added that disagreement may be 

regarded as a face-enhancing act when a speaker seeks to enhance his/her own face by 

disagreeing; and thus show their argumentative and persuasive skills; that is, demonstrate that 

they are competent disputants able to engage in intellectual conversations. Likewise, Locher and 

Watts (2005: 21) argued against a universal theory of politeness. They contended that even 

conflictual interaction does not necessarily require mitigation in order to be considered politic. In 

fact, non-mitigating expressions of disagreement proved to be regarded as polite and appropriate 

by the interactants in their data.Another example that illustrates this is reflected in Kakava‟s 

(2002) paper on Greek discourse in different contexts in which she observed that disagreement 

represents “a social practice that ispervasive and „preferred‟ because it is expected and „allowed‟” 

(1537). In fact, it was preferred in all the contexts studied. It can thus be concluded that the 

speech act of disagreement is highly complex because depending on the linguistic and social 

context, it may be considered face-threatening and conflictual or face-enhancing, amicable and 

supportive.  

However, and despite its complexity, earlier studies report the little attention paid to the 

speech act of disagreement (LoCastro, 1987: 75). Regardless of the increase in pragmatic 

research studies on disagreement in recent years, it continues to be ignored to a large extent 

(Kreutel, 2007: 2; Lawson, 2009: 4). Its absence is evident in Kasher‟s (1998) Pragmatics: 

Critical Concept,whereKasher discussedgeneral and particular speech acts; however, 

disagreements were excluded. Lawson (2009: 4) stated that the speech act of disagreement was 
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not included in the website of the University of Minnesota‟s Center for Advanced Research on 

Language Acquisition (CARLA)
5
. In the website‟s Pragmatics/Speech acts section, 

disagreements were not listed amongst the other speech acts, which have been extensively 

studied, namely „requests‟, „ thanking‟, „apologies‟, „complaints‟, „compliments/responses‟ and 

„refusals.‟ However, the list has been expanded to include the speech act of disagreement along 

with other speech acts, such as „humor‟, „cursing‟, „condolences‟, „ironies‟, among others. In 

spite of the growing interest in the speech act of disagreement, non-native speakers‟ use of 

disagreement expressions in informal English conversations has been largely ignored (Lawson, 

2009: 4). 

As has been discussed, the speech act of disagreement is in need of further research. Not 

only has it not received enough attention in general, but there are a limited number of studies that 

have tackled disagreements with regards to computer-mediated communication (CMC), and no 

studies have examined this speech act with relation to the social network Facebook. Moreover, 

the majority of studies have explored disagreements produced by either British or Americans 

compared to Japanese (Pearson, 1986; LoCastro, 1987; Beebe and Takahashi, 1989; Nakajima, 

1997;Lawson, 2009), Greek (Tannen and Kakava, 1992; Georgakopoulou, 2001; Koutsantoni, 

2005), Venezuelans (García, 1989; Edstrom, 2004), Finnish (Kangasharju, 2002) or non-native 

speakers in general (Kreutel, 2007), among many others.  Nevertheless, none have dealt with 

Egyptian participants. 

Although there are no studies examining disagreements in Arabic, several intralingual, 

interlanguage and cross-cultural studies have been carried out to examine other speech acts like 

                                                           
5
University of Minnesota‟s Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA), available at: 

http://www.carla.umn.edu/ 

http://www.carla.umn.edu/
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apologies (Ghawi, 1993; Nureddeen, 2008), compliments (Nelson, El-Bakary, and Al-Batal, 

1993) , compliment responses (Nelson, Al-Batal and Echols, 1996; Farghal and Al-Khatib, 2001; 

Farghal and Haggan, 2006) and refusals (Stevens, 1993; Hussein, 1995;Nelson, Carson, Al-Batal 

and Elbakary, 2002; Morkus, 2009). The participants‟ utterances in these studies seemed to have 

some common features, such as a “tendency toward verbosity and a preference for the use of 

formulaic expressions including metaphors and similes” (Morkus, 2009: 49). In summary, many 

studies have tackled different speech acts in Arabic. Yet, none of them has focused on the speech 

act of disagreement. Moreover, few studies have been conducted to investigate the different 

speech acts by native speakers of Egyptian Arabic compared to native speakers of American 

English.  

It ishencenot possible to report how Egyptians use expressions of disagreements due to 

the absence of studies. Nevertheless, drawing on the findings from papers investigating how 

speakers of Arabic make refusals, rather similar to disagreements, Morkus (2009: 88) concluded 

that native speakers of Arabic are inclined to use religious references as well as vague 

explanations for refusals. In addition, native speakers of Arabic tend to be indirect with unequal 

power relations and use more direct expressions with equal power relations. Similarly, Cohen 

(1990: 43) asserted that directness is dispreferred in Arabic; and therefore “circumlocution, 

ambiguity, and metaphor help to cushion against the danger of candor” (in Nelson, El-Bakary, 

and Al-Batal, 2002: 40). 
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2.2. Disagreement strategies 

2.2.1. Native production of disagreement strategies 

 

More research is required to examine the speech act of disagreement due to the contradictory 

results in previous studies. This could be owed to the diverse daily settings where disagreements 

occur as well as the scarcity of studies investigating these varied contexts. The following 

subsection covers the different disagreement strategies taking into account the results found in 

the aforementioned and other studies. 

According to Leech (2007: 187), native speakers‟ expression of disagreement is 

dispreferred; and hence mitigated.  Based on previous studies (Pomerantz, 1984; Pearson, 1986; 

LoCastro, 1986; Beebe and Takahashi, 1989; Locher, 2004; Kreutel 2007; Leech, 2007, inter 

alia), these mitigated disagreement expressions employed by native speakers can be classified 

into delayed disagreements, such as “no talk” –i.e. silence– token agreement, hedges
6
, requests 

for clarification, expressions of regret, positive remarks, suggestions and giving explanations. 

Native-speakers employ disagreements in the form of a “sandwich pattern” (Kreutel, 2007: 17) 

that takes the following form: “mitigation + disagreement + mitigation”. 

Earlier studies showed that token or partial agreement, characterized by an agreement 

followed by “but” (yes, but…), is the most recurrent disagreement strategy employed by native 

speakers (Pomerantz, 1984; Pearson 1986; LoCastro, 1986; Locher, 2004; among others). 

However, other studies reported that this strategy was seldom utilized by native speakers 

(Kreutel, 2007 and Lawson, 2009). Kreutel (2007: 9) supposed that this strategy was not often 

found in her study due to the written method of data collection (a DCT). A different method 

                                                           
6
 A hedge is “a particle, word or phrase that modifies the degree of membership of a predicate or noun phrase”. 

Hedges include sort of, pretty sure, I suppose, I guess, I think, etc. (Brown and Levinson, 1992: 145). 
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could have led to a larger number of token agreements. In addition, Lawson‟s criticism of 

Kreutel‟s study provided another possible explanation for these results. He argued that the 

situations presented in her study may not be readily considered situations which require the use 

of agreement or disagreement expressions. In fact, he suggested that they could be more 

accurately considered decision-making scenarios (Lawson, 2009: 23).  

Another mitigation strategy is hedges. Frequently used hedges are well, just, I think and I 

don‟t know (Locher, 2004). Regarding hedges, clarification of requests and positive remarks, it 

appears that there are no discrepant results in the literature. Native speakers appear to display a 

greater use of hedges (Kreutel, 2007: 9). In addition, expressions of regret appear to be a 

common disagreement strategy used by native speakers. Yet, they were not employed by the 

native speakers in Kreutel‟s study. Although hedges are often realized by the use of fillers, such 

as hesitation or pauses (Kreutel, 2007: 4), this characteristic may not be apparent in computer-

mediated communication as well as Discourse Completion Tasks. 

Kreutel (2007: 13-14) introduced suggestions, a strategy that had not been previously 

discussed in the literature, as a desirable mitigating feature frequently used by native as well as 

non-native respondents.  She considered them desirable features for a number of reasons. Kreutel 

pointed out that suggestions were employed in order to “solve, conceal, or soften the 

disagreement (ibid.). Therefore, suggestions either fully substituted or accompanied the 

disagreement” (13). Second, they belong to Leech‟s (1983) Maxims of Tact „minimize benefit to 

self‟ and Generosity „maximize benefit to other‟. Thus, all the suggestions found in her study 

aimed at establishing a common ground where the addressees managed to express their opinion 

while taking the hearer‟s “perspective and interests” into account (14). 
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All these mitigation strategies employed by native speakers are characterized by two 

main patterns, namely the “mitigation first” pattern and the “sandwich pattern” (Kreutel, 2007). 

The data in her study demonstrated the presence of a mitigation device prior to the actual 

disagreement. Hence, it softens the threat to the hearer‟s face. Nevertheless, the speakers 

abandoned such pattern in certain situations which demanded urgency, threat or risk. Likewise, 

the „sandwich pattern‟ is identified by a mitigation device preceding the actual disagreement 

expression; but, it also ends with a mitigating device. Thus, the dispreferred disagreement is 

wrapped by two mitigation tools creating a “preferred reaction” (2007: 17). 

2.2.2. Non-native production of disagreement strategies 

 

Studies investigating non-native speakers‟ use of disagreement expressions show that these 

speakers lack pragmatic competence. Unlike the native speakers‟ complex expressions, non-

natives express disagreement in a linguistically simpler manner (Beebe & Takahashi, 1989; 

Kreutel, 2007). 

Kreutel (2007) found that non-native speakers often resort to undesirable features like 

blunt statement of the opposite or message abandonment which was identified even in situations 

that required immediacy of action where much was at stake. Exclamations were also considered 

an undesirable feature used by non-native speakers. Even though native speakers made use of this 

strategy as well, both groups used it differently. Non-native speakers applied it in a harsher 

manner with social distance and higher power relations. Kreutel added that non-native speakers 

used mitigation devices less frequently. Yet, even when they used them it sounded inappropriate, 

harsh, rude and impolite because they employed two dispreferred patterns: 

1) No + blunt opposite + mitigation 
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2) Blunt opposite + mitigation 

In friendly settings, native-speakers seldom use the performative I disagree (Pearson, 

1986; Beebe & Takahashi, 1989). In contrast to earlier research literature, Kreutel (2007: 10) 

observed that the performatives, I disagreeandI don‟t agree, were not as frequently utilized by 

the non-native speakers. In addition, contrary to previous research, Lawson (2009: 12) found that 

token agreement and expressions of regret were more frequently used by non-natives. Moreover, 

hedges, which had been associated with native-speakers, were twice as much used by the non-

native speakers. Nonetheless, a closer look at the type of hedges proved the significantly greater 

use of pauses by non-native speakers (Lawson, 2009: 24).  

Therefore, it can be concluded that overall native speakers utilize complex patterns to 

express disagreement, unlike the linguistically simpler ones used by non-native speakers. Despite 

the considerably lack of pragmatic competence, non-native speakers also employ certain 

desirable mitigation devices which had only been attributed to native speakers. However, some of 

these devices were found to be used differently by both groups (Kreutel, 2007). 

 

2.3. The role of topic 
 

The study of topic in the realization of disagreements in both naturalistic and non-naturalistic 

language data has received little attention. According to several researchers, topic is usually 

associated with the notion of comment (Alonso, 2006: 10). Gundel (1993: 13) stated that topic is 

“what the sentence is about” and comment is “the main predication about the topic”. It would be 

likely that the use of varied topics would elicit different predications; and therefore, different 

linguistic tools would be used to disagree with the diverse topics. LoCastro (1987: 71) contended 
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that the “realization of speech acts is governed by the norms of different speech communities and 

indeed reflects and reinforces those cultural norms and values”. Hence, different cultures might 

refrain from using expressions of disagreements according to the topics discussed.  

According to LoCastro (1987: 85), cultural differences may determine the type of topics 

that allow disagreements. While certain topics such as „religion‟ may be regarded as public 

domain –i.e. „our territory‟– in some cultures, the same topic could be considered a private 

domain –i.e. „my territory‟–in a different culture. Hence, it would be permissible to disagree with 

the former, but disagreement would be unacceptable in the latter. 

 

2.4. Disagreements in CMC 
 

The advent of the Internet has led to the emergence of new ways of communication, namely the 

text over internet protocol (ToIP); such as e-mail, discussion groups, chats; voice over IP (VoIP); 

and video over IP, referred to as computer-mediated discourse (CMDhenceforth). Despite the 

multiple advantages of voice and video protocols, Herring (2001: 612) stated that ToIP continued 

to be the most popular CMC protocol and defined CMD as:  

the communication produced when human beings interact with one another by 

transmitting messages via networked computers. The study of computer-mediated 

discourse (henceforth CMD) is a specialization within the broader interdisciplinary study 

of computer-mediated communication (CMC), distinguished by its focus on language and 

language use in computer networked environments, and by its use of methods of 

discourse analysis to address that focus. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/VoIP
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When analyzing CMC, it is necessary to differentiate between the various modes of 

communication, such as forums, blogs, emails, chats, e-mails, social network sites, and many 

others, due to the different features that characterize each mode. The language used in these 

different genres is a naturally occurring, maybe reduced, register considered a hybrid language 

(Ferrara, Brunner & Whittemore, 1991: 10). It is characterized by a combination of oral and 

written language. As Yus (2011: xi) illustrated in his introduction to Cyberpragmatics, typed 

texts merge between the “stability and rigidity” of the written language and the “spontaneity and 

ephemeral quality” of the spoken language.   

From the beginning of the new millennium, research on CMC and CMD has widely 

expanded and spread to include research on disagreements (Baym, 1996; Angouri and Tseliga, 

2010; Bolander, 2012; Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Shum and Lee, 2013; Vendergriff, 2013). 

Baym (1996) focused on the analysis of agreements and disagreements in a Usenet newsgroup 

discussing soap operas. The researcher found that agreements and disagreements in written letters 

and oral language do not coincide with the findings in her study. Although the disagreements 

were more frequently mitigated than the agreements, it was less probable to find affirming 

assertions in agreements than to identify direct opposing assertions in disagreements. These 

findings stem from the interactions between “the medium, thetopic under discussion, the context 

of media use, participant gender and the context participants strive to create” (Baym, 1996: 37). 

Investigating non-native production of disagreements, Angouri and Tseliga (2010) collected 200 

posts from Greek students and professional academics in two online forums. The paper examined 

“impolite talk” and reached the conclusion that impolite disagreements are linked to a discursive 

and social context.  
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Bolander (2012) uses data from the comments sections of eight personal blogs and 

examines responsiveness in 185 disagreements and 219 agreements both qualitatively and 

quantitatively. The results in her study showed that responsiveness, signaled by „quoting‟, 

„naming‟, „pro/noun use‟, „format tying‟, „inside other discourse move clues‟ and „order and 

participant roles‟ (2012: 1615), requires more explicitness when readers address other readers 

than when addressing bloggers. The results also proved that the social factor of participation 

framework and the medium factors of message format and quoting are connected to the linguistic 

realization of agreements and disagreements. Further research investigating conflictive 

disagreements in CMC include a study by Langlotz and Locher (2012). They explored the role of 

emotional display as well as the connection between conceptual, relational and affective meaning 

in 120 English postings from the MailOnline.  The study revealed that the connection between 

them is both complex and dynamic.  

Another CMC genre that has been studied with relation to disagreements is forums. Shum 

and Lee (2013) worked on identifying disagreement strategies in two Hong Kong Internet 

discussion forums. Thirty forum browsers were requested to rate, using a 5-point Likert scale, 

each disagreement strategy on the basis of politeness, appropriateness and positively/negatively 

marked behavior. In spite of the fact that the majority of the disagreement strategies were 

characterized as direct and unmitigated, they were not considered impolite, inappropriate or 

negatively marked by the forum browsers.  

In common with Shum and Lee, Vandergriff (2013) also investigated relational work in 

CMC. In the study, she examined synchronous computer-mediated college classroom chat 

discussions within a task-based conflictive interaction. Her paper focused on the role of CMC 

cues in relation to verbal cues within the area of emotive communication research. The results of 
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the study indicated that there are systemic form-meaning correlations in CMC cues that only 

appear in context. Moreover, the results demonstrated that CMC cues together with other emotive 

devices can mitigate or aggravate disagreements. 

Although the study of disagreements in computer-mediated communication has largely 

grown, it is not yet extensive. In fact, there are multiple other computer-mediated interactions 

which have not received much attention with regards to disagreements, such as social 

networking. Social network sites
7
, including Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, MySpace, among 

many others, have become a daily practice for millions of users who have formed online 

communities.  

Due to the lack of research on this area, the present study attempts to address this gap in 

the literature. One of the main aims of the present study is to analyze asynchronous computer-

mediated disagreement expressions in English produced by Egyptian Facebook users with an 

advanced level of English and to examine the extent to which this naturalistic language data 

matches a different method of data collection.  

3. Methodology 

3.1. Data collection procedures 
 

The study comprises four different, but related research questions. These were examined by 

carrying out four main steps for collecting the data required. First, in order to elicit the use of 

disagreement expressions, eight Facebook statuses were selected. They were divided intopolemic 

                                                           
7
 Boyd and Ellison (2008: 211) defined social network sites as “web-based services that allow individuals” to create 

a public or semi-public profile within a system, to include a list of contacts and to view other users‟ contact lists. 
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topics including politics, culture and human rights and less polemic ones dealing with free-time 

activities and personal tastes. The topic choice was motivated by actual Facebook statuses as 

well as face to face interaction. In both cases, the topics led to mild or strong disagreement.

  

After the eight statuses were chosen, they were shared twice by different Facebook users. 

Some participants included “Don‟t you think so?” at the end of the utterance to see whether 

disagreement expressions are less frequent when their peer is seeking agreement, and the other 

eight participants used the same statuses but did not elicit agreement. A total of 14 participants 

shared either one or two statuses on their personal walls. Prior to sharing the status, they were 

requested to adopt the status as if it were their own opinion, and if their peers commented on 

their status, they could choose to get involved in the discussions or not. A priori, they were not 

informed of the purpose of the study in order to avoid biased or unnatural responses. 

The choice of the social network site Facebook was motivated by two main reasons. First, 

Facebook, an online social network site founded in February 2004 by Mark Zuckerberg and his 

college classmates, is currently ranked as the most popular social network worldwide, with over 

one billion monthly active users. It could be considered an essential part of many Facebook 

users‟ daily lives where they can interact. Second, because “the maintenance of social 

relationships is [the] raison d‟être” (Maíz, 2013: 50) of social network sites in general, and 

Facebook in particular, Facebook “friends” with equal power would be expected to use various 

disagreement strategies ranging from the highly conflictive to the supportive and sociable.  

A total of 38 Facebook users employed expressions of disagreement in the different 

statuses, six of those participants disagreed in more than one status. The total number of 
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“conversational exchanges” in the naturalistic language data including a disagreement expression 

is 102. Those participants who either disagreed exclusively in Egyptian or did not conform to the 

information mentioned in the participant‟s background subsection were excluded. The data was 

analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively based on Kreutel (2007), Rees-Miller (2000) and 

Pomerantz (1984). 

Second, the 38 participants were administered a Discourse Completion Test (see the 

Appendix Section) to investigate the possible differences in the disagreement strategies 

employed depending on the method of data collection. In order to examine the conductibility of 

the DCT, four participants completed the questionnaires. However, the pilot study showed that 

the instructions were ambiguous after three of the four participants failed to comprehend the 

task.These participants agreed to some statuses after they were informed not to. They used 

agreement expressions even when the DCT specified that they had to disagree. Hence, the 

participants were requested to disagree to all the statuses, both prior to and during the 

administration of the DCT. After the piloting version, the improved DCT was handed out to 38 

participants. 

The participants were not informed of the purpose of the study beforehand in order to 

avoid biased responses. Only 24 of the 38 participants returned the DCT. The Discourse 

Completion Test included the eight statuses that had been previously shared via Facebook 

accounts. The participants were asked to comment on those statuses by disagreeing as they 

would to a friend on Facebook.  

Of the 38 participants, ten Egyptian participants consisting of seven females and three 

males were interviewed. The number is intended to be representative of the approximately 70% 
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females and 30% males who had participated in the naturalistic data. The purpose of the 

interview was to explain the reasons behind the use of code-switching in the naturalistic data and 

its complicated nature as a disagreement strategy.  

The third objective of the study is to investigate how Egyptian speakers differ from 

Americans in the use of disagreement strategies. Only 26 native speakers of American English 

completed a similar DCT. All the Egyptian culture-specific content was replaced with 

information relevant to the American culture to achieve comparable results (see the Appendix 

Section). It was replaced because the aim of the study is not to examine how Americans disagree 

with statements related to a different culture, but rather to examine how Americans, like 

Egyptians, would disagree when they deal with information relevant to their own culture. In 

addition, the Egyptian participants were asked to fill out the DCT via the social network 

Facebook, while the American participants completed the DCT face to face for convenience 

reasons. However, they were instructed to include computer-mediated discourse such as 

emoticons, repetition of letters and so forth, assuming that the DCT were administered via a 

computer. Both groups were not given a particular amount of time to finish the DCT because 

some of the participants, who commented on the eight Facebook statuses, replied within seconds, 

while others expressed their disagreement after a number of days. Hence, the most natural 

response would require an unlimited amount of time.  

3.2. Participants 
 

This study comprised a total of 64 participants whose age ranged from 20 to 25. Of those 64 

participants, there were 38 native speakers of Egyptian Arabic with an advanced level of English 

and 26 native speakers of American English. Table 1 shows the distribution of the participants 
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involved in the study. Although the number of participants seems slightly inconsistent, it served 

the purposes of the study as the procedures section has illustrated.  

Table 1. The total number of participants 

 

From Table 1, it can be observed that the number of females and males is inconsistent. However, 

the percentage of males in the naturalistic data as well as the DCTs is similar (ranging from 

approximately 31% to 38%). Likewise, the total number of females in the study is also 

homogenous (varying from approximately 63% to 69%). 

3.3. Data analysis 
 

The data gathered was analyzed in four sections. In the first section, the naturally occurring data 

was gathered. The total number of turns and expressions of disagreement in the sixteen Facebook 

statuses were counted excluding the irrelevant responses. These numbers were essential to 

establish the frequency in which each strategy was used. In addition, they were necessary to 

compare between the strategies in a natural context versus a DCT which was possible after 

normalizing the data. A response was listed as irrelevant when: (i) speakers agreed with the 

initial statement, (ii) they did not use any expression of disagreement, (iii) it was verbalized 

exclusively in Arabic or (iv) the participants did not meet the abovementioned characteristics. 

The expressions of disagreement were classified into two: those that elicited agreement 

by the inclusion of the interrogative “don‟t you think so?” at the end of the initial status, and 

 Facebook-Egyptians DCT1-Egyptians DCT2-Americans 

Female 26 (68.4 %) 15 (62.5 %) 18 (69.2 %) 

Male 12 (31.6%) 9 (37.5%) 8 (30.7%) 

Total 38 (=100%) 24 (=100%) 26 (=100%) 
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those that excluded the interrogative. This was intended for the purpose of examining if it is less 

probable that the interactants disagree when they are invited to agree. These numbers were 

distributed as shown in Table 2.  

Table 2. The total number of disagreement expressions 

 Facebook Comments DCT 1 

Egyptians 

DCT 2 

Americans 
Eliciting 

Agreement 

No 

Elicitation 

Total Number of turns 50 82 192 208 

Irrelevant responses 12 18 54 67 

Disagreement Expressions in 

English 

38 64 138 141 

 

As can be seen from Table 2, respondents are more likely to disagree when they do not 

feel pressed by the initial speaker. However, the data proved that utilizing “don‟t you think so?”, 

that is an expression that would elicit agreement, led to less disagreement. This stands in line 

with Pomerantz (1984: 62) who stated that in assessments which invite agreement, “a recipient 

may, and often does, elect to agree with the other”.However, the data is limited; and hence not 

representative enough.   

Then, the data was analyzed by identifying the type of disagreement strategies in each 

turn. As Maíz (2013: 51) clarified, a Facebook “turn” refers to the contribution made by each 

Facebook user. Each contribution would then appear as a separate turn. Hence, unlike face to face 

conversations, there are no overlaps in Facebook interactions. It should be pointed out that the 

same strategy, used several times in a single turn, was quantified as a single strategy. In other 

words, strategies were quantified in relation to the times they were employed in different turns, 

and not within a single turn.Finally, the number of disagreement strategies used was calculated 



25 

 

and compared, after norming the figures, followed by a qualitative analysis of each strategy 

employed. 

In the second and third sections the same procedures were followed, namely counting the 

total number of disagreement expressions illustrated in Table 2 and identifying the strategy used 

in the DCTs administered to Egyptians and Americans. This was followed by a quantitative and 

qualitative comparison between the strategies employed in the two types of data collection on the 

one hand, and the differences between the Egyptians‟ and Americans‟ results in the DCTs, on the 

other hand. Finally, the role of topic in both cultures was briefly analyzed based on the DCTs. 

 

4. Results and Discussion 

Due to the distinct data and diverse objectives of the current paper, the analysis section is 

classified into four parts. They intend to answer each of the research questions introduced 

respectively. In the first part, the strategies used by Egyptian speakers of English in the naturally 

elicited data are analyzed. Part 2 focuses on the kind of strategies employed depending on the 

method of data collection. The following part explores the kind of strategies utilized by Egyptian 

speakers of English and Americans in a DCT. Each of the first three parts is subdivided into 

strong and mitigated disagreements. The last part briefly examines the role of topic in the 

employment of disagreement strategies.  
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4.1. Disagreement strategies employed by Egyptian speakers of English in 

the naturally elicited data 
 

(A) Strong Disagreement 

 

The table below shows the strategies employed that indicate strong disagreement. These 

strategies include bare negative forms like no, performatives such as I disagree, blunt statement 

of the opposite, rhetorical questions, sarcasm, oralization strategies and emoticons. Each strategy 

is discussed briefly. The table also includes the total number (102) and percentage of the turns 

that involve an expression of disagreement.  

Table 3. Strong disagreement strategies in Facebook 

Strategy Total No. of Turns 

(out of 102) 

% 

Use of bare negative forms 12 11.8% 

Use of performatives 4 3.9% 

Blunt statement of the opposite 12 11.8% 

Use of insults and negative judgments 8 7.8% 

Use of rhetorical questions 13 12.7% 

Sarcasm 5 4.9% 

 

 

Oralization  

strategies 

 

Use of capitalization 12 11.8% 

Onomatopoeia 3 2.9% 

Creative punctuation 30 29.4% 

Phonematic Repetition 8 7.8% 

Emoticons 4 3.9% 
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4.1.1. Use of bare negative forms 

 

Even though Lawson (2009: 30) asserted that the use of bare negative forms like no would imply 

lack of mitigation; and thus considered it a subcategory of “Total Lack of Mitigation”, the 

present data proved that this is not necessarily the case when interactants disagree in the social 

network Facebook. In fact, the only case in which a speaker utilized an unmitigated negative 

form “la2!” (No!) was considered an invalid response because it was verbalized in Arabic. A 

total of 11.8% of the turns in the data employed this strategy as Table 3 shows. However, all the 

other examples were mitigated by including other disagreement strategies as the three examples 

below show:  

(1) of course not. If a rape happens there are 40 days before the baby is alive (a very long 

period I think) for a mother to realize that she is carrying a baby and she can drop the 

baby and everyone is happy. :D 

(2) nooooooooooo of course not....I hate knowing the ending in advance it kills all the joy  

(3) hahaha nope nope no way! mayenf3sh t3meli keda!:p (hahaha nope nope no way! You 

can‟t do that!:p) 

 From these examples, it can be observed that all the negative forms employed cannot be 

considered “bare”. In the first example, the interactants were discussing human rights and 

whether abortion should be legalized or not. The speaker is using a negative form “of course 

not”, but she continues to provide an explanation which has been regarded in the literature as a 

mitigating device. However, it cannot be considered a softened disagreement owing to its 

sarcastic tone emphasized through the use of a grin (:D).  

 The second and third examples are representative of the kind of negative forms found in 

the data. The speakers were commenting if reading the ending of a book enhances the enjoyment 

of reading or not. None of the speakers used the bare negative no without phonematic repetition; 
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that is, all the interactants expressed their disagreement by repeating the letter “o” several times. 

After the speakers were interviewed, some of them stressed that the use of a blunt no without 

phonematic repetition would sound too serious and distant. The speaker in the second example 

makes use of two negative forms followed by a blunt statement of the opposite. Despite the fact 

that this speaker employed three strong disagreements, the addressee considered it amicable and 

a sociable disagreement. This was expressed through laughter followed by the use of a similar 

strategy in response to the first speaker.  

 In the third example, another common feature is observed; namely,the use of the negative 

form “nope”. The speaker initiates the assessment with the use of genuine laughter which 

immediately softens any disagreement expression that follows. After the use of three negative 

forms the speaker ends with another mitigating strategy, namely the use of code-switching, 

which will be discussed later. This could be representative of the “sandwich pattern” (Kreutel, 

2007:17), that is a common pattern used by native speakers of American English. 

4.1.2. Use of performatives 

 

Performatives, such as I don‟t agree, I can‟t agree and I disagree, were rarely used by Egyptians 

(3.9%).  The data shows that 3 (out of 4) disagreement performatives were employed using other 

mitigating strategies. There was only one example when a bare performative “strongly disagree” 

was utilized. This was the case when the speakers‟ personal beliefs about a number of highly 

controversial topics were discussed. However, the speaker used a variety of disagreement 

strategies in following turns after she was asked for the reasons of her disagreement. A common 

feature found in the expressions of disagreement including a performative are illustrated in 

Examples (4) and (5)   
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(4) Yeah, I get your points, but I don't entirely agree with some of them 

(5) that's ur opinion i dont oppose it and respect it , bs i dont have to agree with it(“bs” 

“but”) 

 In Example (4), the performative I don‟t agree is carefully mitigated by the use of token 

agreement as well as the use of the qualifier “entirely” and the hedge “some”. This example 

could also be classified as the “sandwich pattern”. Example (5) includes several expressions that 

seem to appeal to the hearer‟s negative as well as positive face. It addresses the hearer‟s negative 

face through the use of “that‟s ur opinion”. This expression was also identified in different 

disagreement strategies; and its purpose in this case seems to emphasize an avoidance of 

imposition on the hearer, while in other examples it carried a sarcastic tone.  The speaker also 

appeals to the positive face of the hearer through the use of “I don‟t oppose it” and “respect it”. 

Even though the speaker is overtly disagreeing with the hearer, she asserts that she respects her 

opinion and does not wish to oppose it to create a sense of common ground where the hearer is 

respected and liked. In addition, the speaker protects her own face by expressing 

herdisagreement and stressing her right to disagree.  

4.1.3. Blunt statement of the opposite 

 

Blunt statement of the opposite was as frequently used as negative forms with an 11.8%. In most 

cases, blunt statements were accompanied by other strong disagreement strategies, such as 

negative forms and negative judgments. Yet, in many other turns they were expressed together 

with mitigating tools including long explanations, emoticons and code-switching. Examples (6) 

and (7) present how this strategy was employed. These examples show how multiple mitigating 

strategies are united in one single utterance.  
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(6) Purple is m3lsh :D ! :P (Purple is sorry :D ! :P)  

(7) aiwaa ana ma3 x purple is much better ahahaha (yees I‟m with x purple is much  better 

ahahaha) 

 

4.1.4. Use of insults and negative judgments 

 

With regards to the use of insults and negative judgments, it appears that interactants seldom 

apply this strategy (7.8%). There were no insults found in the data. A possible explanation might 

be that the majority of the respondents were female (68.4%).  

 Herring (1994) found that men are more likely to use sarcasm and direct personal insults 

on the net. While women tend to engage in “nurturing, polite, feedback-laden and cooperative 

talk”, men take part in small talk that contains insults, challenges and several types of negative 

behavior (Wardhaugh, 2002: 315).  However, there is not enough evidence to support this claim. 

In fact, Thomson and Murachver‟s (2001) reported that men are as likely as women to “hurl 

insults” at their “net pal” in e-mails. Moreover, negative judgments were not always explicitly 

directed at the hearer as can be seen from the examples below: 

(8) A: Yes, so why don't we try eating any other tree leaves then, Mango leaves for example, I 

thisnk this would be more delicious.  

  B: Well.. That's a crazy idea.. Anyway, ya A, I just like its sourness coz I use lots of lemon and 

Grenadine Molasses in the soup while cooking.. Trust me, it tastes completely different 

that way.. And by the way, not all grape leaves are nice for ma7shy, some are big and 

thick, and taste really like tree leaves.. 

(9) X: I love Twilight! It‟s one of the best movies in history 

 Y: you have GOT to be kidding me 

 

 Example (8) is highly rich with disagreement strategies. The negative judgment “That‟s a 

crazy idea” is immersed in a rather long utterance and appears to be wrapped. It is mitigated 
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from the very beginning with a hedge and ellipsis and followed by another pause, an explanation, 

a suggestion and ends with partial agreement. The speaker acknowledges that not all grape 

leaves taste good. Unlike the previous case, Example (9) is not mitigated. In fact, the use of 

capitalization “GOT” highlights the speaker‟s negative judgment; and thus aggravates the 

disagreement. Speaker Y is undermining the initial speaker‟s contribution by criticizing his 

movie preferences. Nevertheless, speakers A and X were interviewed afterwards and neither of 

them found the other speaker‟s negative comment impolite, inappropriate or offensive. 

4.1.5. Use of rhetorical questions and sarcasm 

 

These two strategies could go hand in hand because they are both regarded as strong 

disagreements that could diminish the hearer‟s input. In spite of the limited number of rhetorical 

questions (12.7%) and sarcastic remarks (4.9%) that express disagreement, there were some 

patterns observed. Firstly, rhetorical questions always occurred together with explanations, as 

Example (10) shows, mainly prior to the rhetorical question, but sometimes preceding it. 

Furthermore, some participants used multiple rhetorical questions in a single turn, illustrated in 

Example (11). The only exception when a bare rhetorical question was used appeared with “You 

are kidding right?” which was employed by three different speakers and did not include any 

softening disagreement techniques.  

(10) Well it differs from one person to another...but i personally believe that what ever the 

person believes in ..he shouldn't prevent others from doing/ having it cause maybe the 

other individual believes its right! ...so why should we defend what we think is right and 

he doesn't defend what he thinks is right?! 

 

(11) If it's illegal then there are no abortion clinics. Plus how can you prove it's a rape? Do 

you think after a rape you'll be willing to be questioned by police and give them details 

of the rape to remove doubts? And what if it's your husband raping you? 
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 Sarcasm was not prevalent in the data collected, and these few instances were invariably 

mitigated as Example (12) shows. In this case, the respondent makes use of the same expression 

that the initial speaker had employed “trying hard” and gave it a contrary meaning with a 

sarcastic tone. As Locher (2004: 137) stated, “repetition of a previous utterance can fulfill 

various functions”. It can show support, but in other cases, like the present one, it can be an 

example of unmitigated disagreement.Nevertheless, the use of a joke following the sarcastic 

remark softens the disagreement. It was also observed that all the sarcastic expressions were tied 

to an explanation as a mitigating device.  

(12) He is doing his best, and he is trying hard, To lose everyone but ikhwan, If there is a book 

on how to lose your people in 10 month, you'll probably find it on a shelf in El 

Etihadeya's office. (“ikhwan” Muslim Brotherhood, “El Etihadeya‟s office” The 

Presidential office) 

 

 

4.1.6. Oralization strategies and emoticons 

 

When conversants interact in face-to face disagreements, they can resort to multiple verbal and 

non-verbal strategies like paralanguage, touch, eye contact, smell, kinesics, gestures, facial 

expressions and proxemics; i.e. the study of distance. These strategies seem to support each other. 

Hence, when conversants disagree in text over IP, they make use of oralization strategies (Yus, 

2011: 176) or emoticons to convey the intended meaning. These oralization strategies include 

orthographic mistakes and phonetic orthography which involves phonetic, colloquial, regional 

spellings and prosodic spellings that refer to repetition of letters, capitalization and creative use of 

punctuation. Vandergriff (2013: 1) stressed that the different functions of these CMC cues require 

further research due to their “subtle, highly variable, and relatively infrequent” nature. In 

addition, these cues are highly dependent on context. Although they might seem trivial, 
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Vandergriff (8-10) believes that nonverbal cues are equally important to verbal ones because they 

play a vital role in “enhancing, maintaining and/or challenging relationships”. 

 From the data collected, it was observed that some of these strategies were acting as a 

means to either aggravate or soften disagreements. Yet, the only relevant strategies employed as 

a disagreement technique are the metalinguistic cues of paraverbal quality or onomatopoeia like 

hmmm(2.9%), repetition of letters (7.8%), capitalization (11.8%), creative use of punctuation 

(29.4%), and emoticons (3.9%). Examples (13-15) show how these strategies are employed to 

strengthen the disagreement:  

(13) can i say that if that will happen to u or the kid then abortion is legal but if these are not 

the reasons then it is not, because u r KILLING A CHILD because u made a mistake of 

HAVING SEX which u want to be legalized?!!!! kids who find it a trend and fashion do it 

like somking cigarettes and they regret it im sorry i dont agree that we shouldnt restrain 

them theyre MINORS MINORS MINORS who dont even know what to do in life 

 

(14) Oh and if a group of men rapes you then uhm.. You should carry a parasite on your 

tummy (because yes, babies are just like parasites eating off the mothers food just like a 

parasite does) just because it is mroe important than the mother's life  

 

(15) RANDOM ABORTION? WTF? What does that mean? 

 The three examples above are taken from the same conversation that dealt with human 

rights and tackled contentious issues like gay marriage, abortion, drugs, etc. Although it can be 

observed that exchange (13) included some mitigating devices that soften the disagreement such 

as expressions of regret “im sorry” and explanation, the strategies employed mainly aggravate 

the disagreement. The respondent employs capitalization several times, repetition of 

words“MINORS MINORS MINORS”, a recurrent phonetic spelling “u” that functions as a 

personal accusation and creative use of punctuation “?!!!!” to indicate strong disagreement.  
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Likewise, in Example (14), the metalinguistic cue of paraverbal quality “uhm...” as well 

as ellipsis signal irony. Even though the filled pause “hmmm or uhm” and ellipsis have been 

reported to function as a mitigating device by delaying or avoiding disagreement in order to 

preserve the relationship (Vandergriff, 2013: 5), this extract shows how these strategies have 

been employed for a different purpose. The findings align with Hancock (2004: 461) who 

observed that it is common to use ellipsis (“…”) to indicate irony. This technique is more 

frequent than the use of emoticons which might appear too explicit.  Nevertheless, the speaker 

also employed an emoticon at the end of the utterance as an ironical cue. The use of smiley 

emoticons to indicate a dispreferred action has been reported in a number of studies (Vandergriff, 

2013: 5).In the last example, the speaker does not employ any mitigating device. She uses 

capitalization to indicate her frustration, negative judgment “WTF” and makes use of rhetorical 

questions that heighten the disagreement.  

 

(B) Mitigated disagreement 

 

After discussing strong disagreement strategies, the following subsection analyzes the strategies 

used to mitigate disagreements. From Table 4, it can be observed that the strategies employed to 

soften disagreements are different with the exception of oralization strategies, onomatopoeia in 

this case and emoticons. The table reports the total number (102) and percentage of turns that 

involve an expression of disagreement.  
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Table 4. Mitigated disagreement strategies in Facebook 

Strategy Total (out of 102) % 

Token agreement  11 10.8% 

Use of hedges  35 34.3% 

Requests for clarification  10 9.8% 

Expressions of regret  2 2.0% 

Positive remarks  5 4.9% 

Suggestions  3 2.9% 

Giving explanations   46 45.1% 

Onomatopoeia 7 6.9% 

Humor 6 5.9% 

Emoticons 13 12.7% 

Code-switching 17 16.7% 

 

4.1.7. Token agreement and hedges 

As Table (4) shows, token agreement “yes, but...” is employed in 11 turns. In two of those turns, 

the participants did not employ the contrastive “but” to introduce the disagreement and instead 

used an alternative conjunction as the example below shows.  

(16) I surely agree about the minority thing..I believe that whether Morsi, or some other 

“Ikhwan-ist”, wins an early election depends totalllyyyyyyy on who's running up against 

them. I dont see any decent competition, when you ask for an early election you should at 

least send in a good candidate, who's Tamarod's candidate? no one! Leaving this for 

political parties (most of which are hated by the people, Ikhwan has the most 

concentrated votes) to send in their candidates, crossing fingers hoping the next dictator 

will be "their" dictator. Now, what else are we gaining out of 30-6 other than more 

economic disasters? 
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 The respondent uses a partial agreement “I surely agree” followed by an explanation for 

her agreement to stress common ground with the hearers. However, the conjunction “Now” is 

employed for emphasis in place of “but” and the disagreement expression is introduced in the 

form of a rhetorical question. 

 Hedges were recurrent in the data gathered. In 34.3% of turns, the respondents used one 

or more hedges. There were a variety of hedges found, such as “it seems”, “I guess”, “I‟m sure”, 

“probably”, “I believe”, “just”, “I think”, among many others, but the most frequently used 

hedges included “well”, “maybe” and “should”.  

4.1.8. Requests for clarification, expressions of regret, positive remarks and suggestions 

Requests for clarification (9.8%) were found to be direct, clear and succinct in most of the cases. 

These included interrogatives such as “what do you mean?”, “why?” and “like what?” 

Expressions of regret were rarely seen (2%). For example a participant uttered “im sorry i dont 

agree that we shouldnt restrain them” deeply immersed in a longer utterance with a variety of 

other strengthening as well as mitigating disagreement strategies. Similarly, positive remarks 

(4.9%) and suggestions (2.9%) were not common strategies that the respondents resorted to. 

Examples (17) and (18) demonstrate how these strategies were structured.  

(17) Great analysis there but I could also say: pink is the color of pretty flowers, isn't it? 

Blue flowers are quite rare  

 

(18) no it doesn't spoil the ending try it once w hatshofy ezay hatnbsty (no it doesn‟t spoil the 

ending try it once and you‟ll see how you‟ll enjoy it)  

 In Example (17), the interlocutor prefaces a positive remark towards the hearer. Then, she 

explains why the color “pink” is preferable to “blue”; and thus, establishes her disagreement in a 
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subtle manner. Although Example (18) begins with a negative form “no” preceding a blunt 

statement of the opposite “it doesn‟t spoil it”, the respondent ends with a suggestion and code-

switching that soften the strong disagreement strategies with which the exchange initiates.   

4.1.9. Explanations 
 

Giving explanations (45.1%) was the most recurrent disagreement strategy employed. 

Respondents used different techniques to give explanations as Example (19) demonstrates, while 

a variety of interlocutors utilized two consistent patterns shown in Examples (20) and (21). 

(19) I think if we depend on Allah (…) we should focus on the current goal, and leave the 

future to Allah. I'm sure he will not disappoint us. 

 

 

 Extract (19) portrays an interesting example of negative and positive politeness. 

Throughout the discussion, this particular participant created a distinction between “I” anti-morsi 

and “you” pro-morsi while giving long explanations. However, in the last turn, he referred to 

“Allah” [God] and started, for the first time, using the inclusive pronoun “we”. Despite their 

differences in opinion, he decided to seek a common ground to relate to the hearer. 

(20) When you are sick and visit a doctor. If the doctor prescribes bad medicine to you that 

makes you sick, do you give him another chance? What if you know that he is trying hard 

and prescribing another medicine which you know will not help you, won't you change 

doctors? I believe we need someone to lead and take strong decisions. Now is not the 

time for test drives. 

 In Example (20), the participant is making a comparison between the former president 

Morsi and an incompetent doctor. Interestingly, the hearer adopted the same metaphor as a 

counterargument to the initial speaker who in return employed it in two more turns. In fact, other 

participants employed other metaphors when discussing different topics. As Cohen (1990: 43) 
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pointed out, in Arabic, metaphors and ambiguity are employed to avoid directness (in Nelson, 

El-Bakary, and Al-Batal, 2002: 40). However, this does not seem to be the case in the present 

data owing to the multiple other disagreement strategies, both strong and mitigated, that the same 

participants employed in different turns. In fact, the use of a metaphor appears to have a 

persuasive function, and does not seem to be employed for indirectness.   

(21) u see drugs as causing chaos.. good! but let me ask myself why did u admit that and not 

the others? because the effects are materialistic.. seen... touched. gay marriage and sex 

do cause chaos but a psycological chaos and identity confusion! why dnt we see it? 

because it is internal and personal and sometimes (…) 

 Excerpt (21) presents the most common pattern in giving explanations; that is the use of 

the question-answer pattern. Speakers often used an interrogative followed by its corresponding 

answer as an argumentative tactic to convince the hearer of their viewpoint.  

4.1.10. Humor, oralization strategies, emoticons and code-switching 

 

Only 5.9% of the turns could be considered humoristic despite the popular belief that humor is a 

common feature in the Egyptian culture. This may be due to the topics discussed of which 50% 

can be considered highly controversial and serious; and therefore, humor may not be welcomed 

in such cases. Example (22) provides an illustration of how humor is incorporated in order to 

mitigate disagreement. The speaker dislikes pink and expresses his preference for blue. In this 

case, the speaker makes a joke to create a bond with the hearer and to appeal to the hearer‟s 

positive face. 

(22) I am a blue man in a blue world with a blue sea and river and a blue sky with white 

clouds. What is pink :P  
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 Unlike strong disagreements, oralization strategies employed for mitigating purposes, are 

mainly onomatopoeia including “Hmm” and laughter “hahaha”. The extracts below portray an 

exemplification of how this strategy was employed.  

(23) Hmm.. I don't think that applies to dancers, but prostitutes and strippers. 

(24) hmmm .. you want an honest answer ? :D 

 Examples (23) and (24) support the findings in Vandergriff (2013: 8) in which she 

reported that the filled pauses together with turn-medial ellipsis soften disagreement by delay. 

These two oralization strategies have been employed in some extracts to indicate irony, while in 

the present excerpts they mitigate disagreement. As Vandergriff stated, these strategies are 

multifunctional. 

 Emoticons that aggravate the disagreement (3.9%) are less frequently used than 

emoticons with a mitigating intent (12.7%). In Example (25) the variation in spelling “bink” 

instead of “pink” acts as a humor cue owing to the fact that this variation in spelling is 

sometimes used to imitate Egyptian‟s mispronunciation of /p/. In addition, the emoticons 

employed may be regarded as both “non-emotional” along with “illocutionary force” indicators. 

The use of a grin and a “sticking out tongue” emoticon show a “non-emotional meaning”. As 

Dresner and Herring (2010: 261) pointed out, non-emotional meanings include joking intents.  

(25) no bink :D :P... miss u ya ruru! 

 On the other hand, it could also be considered an “illocutionary force indicator” 

whichemphasizes that the utterance is not a strong disagreement, but rather a humorous intent. 

As Dresner and Herring (2010: 255) mentioned, “in many cases emoticons are used not as signs 

of emotion, but rather as indications of the illocutionary force of the textual utterances that they 
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accompany”. Hence, it can be observed that the speakers are using emoticons as an act of 

endearment.  

 Ellipsis “(…)” seems to have two functions in this context. It could act as an equivalent 

to a pause in face to face conversation or a period in written language. The speaker might employ 

such a strategy in order to avoid the formality of using a “period” and to create a friendly and 

informal environment. Moreover, the speaker utilizes ellipsis to change the topic of the 

conversation which may serve as a mitigating device. 

 In several turns, the speakers used an Arabic term or code-switched (16.7 %). However, 

the analysis of the exchanges as well as the interviews that followed revealed thatthe 

interlocutors did notuse code switchingin order to compensate for a lack of linguistic knowledge 

in English. The most recurrent Egyptian Arabic term employed was the vocative “ya” that serves 

as a means to directly address a hearer. Other speakers used “yakhty” (sista) or “ya gama3a” 

(guys) to identify with the hearer(s). 

 Some of the participants interviewed stressed that they code-switched or used some 

Arabic terms like “ya” with people with a closer social distance, such as friends, and use English 

or Arabic exclusively with acquaintances.
8
 

(26) haha ana bel3ks ana ba7eb sa3at kteer a3rf el nhaya in advance msh btfr2 m3aya haha i 

guess i enjoy reading for reading's sake (haha I‟m the opposite sometimes I prefer 

knowing the ending in advance it doesn‟t matter to me haha I guess I enjoy reading for 

reading‟s sake).  

                                                           
8
It should be noted that all the participants used “Franco-Arabic” rather than “Arabic” when they code-switched, as 

Example (26) shows. Franco-Arabic is a transliteration of Arabic to the Latin script mainly used for chatting over 

the internet. The same speaker may use Arabic or Franco-Arabic interchangeably while chatting. 
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 Example (26) highlights how the speaker employs onomatopoeia and code-switching to 

soften the disagreement. Hence, it can be concluded that code-switching was invariably 

employed as a mitigating device that appeals to the speaker‟s positive face.  

 As has been observed from the brief analysis, strong and mitigated disagreements are 

highly complex. There are very few, if any, turns in which a single either aggravating or 

mitigating disagreement strategy is employed.  For each disagreement expression, respondents 

employednumerous strategies. In fact, “the sandwich pattern” (Kreutel, 2007) was found in 

several turns. Hence, the disagreement expressions are structurally longer as opposed to the few 

instances of agreement observed such as “yep... and that too :D ..totally agree !” Finally, it can 

be concluded that the speakers employed native-like expressions based on the literature.  

4.2. Disagreement strategies employed depending on the method of data 

collection 
 

A t-test was carried out to examine the possible differences between the strategies employed 

depending on the method of data collection. The t-test was performed after norming the figures 

to ensure that the number of times a certain strategy was used is equivalent in both the naturally 

occurring data, with a total of 102 turns and the DCT, with a total of 138. Although the 

quantitative analysis of the data did not provide statistically significant differences between the 

two methods of data collection, the qualitative analysis highlights a number of significant 

differences. 
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4.2.1. Strong disagreement 

 

Table 5 represents the strong disagreement strategies used by Egyptian speakers of English in 

both the naturally occurring data and in DCTs. As has been previously mentioned, the t-test 

revealed that the differences between them are not statistically significant (0,69). Nevertheless, 

the table below portrays a number of indicative rather than conclusive results. 

Table 5. Strong disagreement strategies in Facebook vs. DCT 

Strategy % in Natural Data % in DCT 

Use of bare negative forms  11.8 % 13.8% 

Use of performatives  3.9% 5.1% 

Blunt statement of the opposite 11.8% 17.4% 

Use of insults and negative judgments  7.8% 18.1% 

Use of rhetorical questions   12.7% 10.1% 

Sarcasm 4.9% 5.1% 

 

Oralization 

strategies 

 

Use of capitalization 11.8% 6.5% 

Onomatopoeia 2.9% 3.6% 

Creative use of punctuation 29.4% 9.4% 

Phonematic repetition 7.8% 5.1% 

Emoticons 3.9% 3.6% 

 

From the table above, it can be seen that some strong disagreement strategies, such as the use of 

the bare negative, the performative and sarcasm were slightly more frequent in the DCT. The use 

of blunt statements appeared more often and to a greater extent in the DCT, particularly insults 

and negative judgments were more than twice as likely to be used in the DCT. Interestingly, it 

seems that speakers are more reluctant to use insults or negative judgments that might threaten  
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their friends‟ positive face in real interaction. Hence, there is a tendency to use strong 

disagreements more frequently when the participants are not addressing an actual “friend”.  But 

at the same time, other strategies like rhetorical questions and emoticons were somewhat more 

recurrent in the natural data. A possible explanation is that the speakers would be more 

determined to use questions, even rhetorical ones, when engaging in real conversation. 

 Another striking finding is the fact that oralization strategies that aggravate 

disagreements were twice as often used in the natural data as Table 5 shows. Even though the 

participants were instructed to use the same kind of response as they would on a Facebook status, 

they were only given “emoticons and repetition of letters” as examples, but the other oralization 

strategies like capitalization, creative use of punctuation and onomatopoeia were not referred to. 

Thus, the number of emoticons employed is similar, but the oralization strategies are less likely 

to be used in the DCT. Had the other oralization strategies been explicitly listed, the gap between 

the percentages might have probably been reduced. 

4.2.2. Mitigated disagreement 

The percentage of mitigated disagreement strategies found in the natural data versus the DCT is 

shown in Table 6. In common with the previous results, there are a number of interesting 

findings although they are not statistically significant (0.87). 
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Table 6. Mitigated disagreement strategies in Facebook vs. DCT 

Strategy % in Natural Data % in DCT 

Token agreement  10.8% 10.9% 

Use of hedges  34.3% 39.1% 

Requests for clarification  9.8% 3.6% 

Expressions of regret  2.0% 0.7% 

Positive remarks  4.9% 0.7% 

Suggestions  2.9% 8.0% 

Giving explanations   45.1% 39.9% 

Onomatopoeia 6.9% 3.6% 

Humor 5.9% 6.5% 

Emoticons 12.7% 24.6% 

Code-switching 16.7% 2.2% 

 

The table above presents a number of significant differences. Although token agreement, hedges 

and humor were more or less equally utilized, the other strategies show a number of meaningful 

variations. First, requests for clarification were more often found in the natural data. This finding 

aligns with the previous interpretation regarding the use of rhetorical questions; that is, speakers 

pose more questions in actual exchanges. Similarly, speakers gave more positive remarks and 

expressed regret more often in the naturalistic data. It is only plausible to expect speakers to be 

more inclined to express their regret or give positive remarks to enhance the positive face of an 

actual friend. Third, there were a considerably larger number of suggestions found in the DCT. 

Suggestions may be seen as an imposition on the part of the speaker; and thus, they were less 

frequently used in the natural data. However, a more reasonable explanation could be related to 

the topic under discussion, which will be discussed in section 4, taking into consideration that 



45 

 

more participants commented on the topic related to food preferences, that is the topic that 

yielded more suggestions, in the DCT than the naturalistic data. Besides, there was an 

unexpected finding concerning the use of emoticons which were used almost twice as often in 

the DCT. This may be due to the fact that the less controversial topics, such as food and movie 

preferences were largely mitigated through emoticons; and there were fewer participants that 

disagreed in these topics in the natural data.  

 Finally, code-switching was scarcely identified in the DCT. This supports the 

interpretation, reported in the previous section; concerning the fact that code-switching was 

employed as a mitigating device amongst Egyptians, and not due to a lack of linguistic 

knowledge. However, when asked to disagree with a friend, without specifying their nationality, 

participants resorted to other strategies instead. They employed more frequently some of the 

abovementioned strategies like hedges, emoticons, suggestions and others.  

4.3. Disagreement strategies employed by Egyptian speakers of English and 

Americans in a DCT 

 

(A) Strong Disagreement  

 

Strong unmitigated disagreement strategies have been associated with non-native speakers 

(NNSs) as the previous literature indicated. However, as Figure 1 shows, the distribution of 

strong disagreement strategies employed by Egyptians and Americans in a DCT refutes such 

findings. Interestingly, disagreement strategies like “blunt statement of the opposite” and “bare 

negatives” such as no, which have been considered features used by non-native speakers who 

lack pragmatic competence, appear to be more widely used by native speakers (NSs). The most  
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common expressions employed by native-speakers are the use of insults and negative judgments, 

followed by the blunt statement of the opposite, oralization strategies and the bare negative form 

no. Even though the data shows a similar frequency in the NNSs‟ data, there appears to be a 

significant discrepancy with regards to oralization strategies.  

Figure 1. Distribution of Strong Disagreement Strategies 

 

These strategies are tackled in more detail in the following subsection. The frequency of 

occurrence of these strong disagreements completed by both Egyptian participants as well as 

native speakers of American English is presented in Table 7.  
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Table 7. Strong disagreement strategies in DCTs 

 

4.3.1. Use of bare negative forms 

 

Bell (1998: 35) reported that ESL learners tended to use direct and unmitigated disagreements. 

He claimed that their lack of linguistic proficiency is owed to the fact that the speech act of 

disagreement is acquired at a later stage in the learning process.  However, non-native speakers 

were also found to use “rude and impolite features” such as the bare exclamation nosignificantly 

more often than native speakers (Kreutel, 2007: 19). In contrast with these findings, the number 

of instances in which bare negative forms like no were employed by the two groups that is, 

Egyptians and Americans, were very close as Table 6 shows. In fact, the latter group utilized this 

strategy slightly more often than the former. These results support more recent research in which 

NSs were also found to use unmitigated and aggravated disagreements (Lawson, 2009: 33).  

Strategy Egyptians 

(out of 138) 

% Americans 

(out of 141) 

% 

Use of bare negative forms  

 

19 13.8% 21 14.9% 

Use of performatives  7 5.1% 1 0.7% 

Blunt statement of the opposite 24 17.4% 26 18.4% 

Use of insults and negative judgments  25 18.1% 28 19.2% 

Use of Rhetorical Questions 14 10.1% 11 7.8% 

Sarcasm 7 5.1% 15 10.6% 

Use of capitalization 9 6.5% 3 2.1% 

Onomatopoeia  5 3.6% 12 8.5% 

Creative use of punctuation 13 9.4% 7 5% 

Phonematic repetition 7 5.1% 0 0% 

Emoticons 5 3.6% 2 1.4% 
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Nevertheless, this is not necessarily dispreferred as it has been reported that Americans use a 

negative token to affiliate (Jefferson, 2002: 1375). Likewise, Egyptians seem to use this strategy 

to show closeness. Moreover, the qualitative analysis showed that there are a number of 

similarities (Examples 1-2), but also some differences in usage (Examples 3-4). 

(1) (NS) No way jose! Red is simply the best color 

(2) (NNS) No way! El Ahly is the best 

 From Examples (1) and (2), it can be concluded that both groups employ the same 

strategy. This strategy has been utilized by other participants from both groups. NNSs have 

managed to employ the same pattern found in NSs data. However, unlike NNSs, three (out of 26) 

NSs made use of the expression “No way jose!”. This has important teaching implications. ESL 

learners should be explicitly made aware of these conventionalized expressions to avoid a 

possible linguistic or even pragmatic misunderstanding.  

(3) (NS) Hell no 

(4) (NNS) Noooooooooooooooo, I hate to know the ending in advance it kills all the joy  

 As Kreutel (2007: 16) argued, non-native speakers tend to use two frequent patterns; that 

is, “no+blunt opposite+mitigation” or “blunt opposite+mitigation”. Yet, the present data shows 

that these patterns are not necessarily associated with NNSs. In fact, NSs utilized such patterns 

more frequently than NNSs. Furthermore, there was a third pattern identified in NSs responses 

exclusively. This pattern involves an “intensifier + no” like “Hell no” and “Fuck no” as shown in 

Example (3). On the other hand, a common disagreement strategy, that NNSs and some NSs as 

well employed, was the use of the bare exclamation no with either spelling variations like “nah” 

or “nope” or phonematic repetition as Example (4) demonstrates. In most cases, these bare 

negative forms were followed by explanations or other strategies. For instance, Example (4) 
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shows how the sad emoticon at the end of the utterance serves to express an emotional feeling, 

but it also acts as a mitigating device. Hence, it can be concluded that NNSs tend to use more 

mitigated disagreement expressions.  

4.3.2. Use of performatives 

 

The results for the performatives, such as I don‟t agree and I disagree stand in opposition with 

recent research (Kreutel, 2007: 10; Lawson, 2009: 33), but they corroborate the results found in 

earlier research (Pearson, 1989; Beebe & Takahashi, 1989) in which native speakers seldom use 

this strategy. This strategy only occurred once in the NS data, while NNSs used it on seven 

occasions. However, it should be noted that this strategy was in all cases either proceeding or 

preceding a long explanation as Example (5) illustrates. 

(5) (NNS) I don‟t agree. When people first elected morsi they hoped for a better and 

democratic president. What they got was a joke of an islamist who cant speak an ounce 

of English, not even Arabic, goes to countries and humiliates Egypt, cannot even get 

money in the country, caused more power and water shortages and even caused 

Ethiopia to build a dam! With all of this he still believes the people are with him and 

that whos against him is from the old regime. His people on the other hand call 

everyone one against him islamophobic.  

 

4.3.3. Blunt statement of the opposite 

 

Both groups used this strategy rather frequently. However, Americans displayed a slightly higher 

usage (18.4% versus 17.4%). When employing this strategy, NNSs as well as NSs used similar 

patterns. They were both rather direct as can be seen from Examples (6) and (7), but again NNSs 

had the tendency to use more mitigating devices in a single turn as shown in Example (8): 

(6) (NS) Cheeseburgers are delicious, you‟re nuts.  

(7) (NNS) I hate it 
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 While the NS employs a blunt statement of the opposite followed by a negative judgment 

that strengthens the disagreement, the NNS utilizes a smiling emoticon that mitigates it. In 

addition, the participant stated in the DCT that she would only use such a direct disagreement 

with a “close friend”.  

(8) (NNS) C'mon! It wastes the book. I will reach a certain point that I abandon the book 

before I reach the end. Besides, you will lose the entire thrill ;) 

 

 Example (8) presents a more common disagreement strategy amongst NNSs. The 

respondent carefully mitigates the blunt statement of the opposite by using “the sandwich 

pattern”. The hedging at the beginning of the utterance as well as the personalized explanation 

and the winking emoticon at the end wrap the strengthened disagreement “It wastes the book”.  

4.3.4. Use of insults and negative judgments 

 

Surprisingly, among strong disagreements, insults and negative judgments appear to be the most 

frequently used by the two groups (NNSs 18.1%, versus 19.2% NSs).  Nevertheless, there seems 

to be a difference in usage. Americans were in most, if not all, cases rather explicit and used 

direct personal insults, while Egyptians‟ responses varied from the rather implicit to the explicit 

and direct personal insults. Examples (9) and (10) highlight these differences. 

(9) (NS) You‟re tasteless  

(10)  (NNS) Tasteless is your taste of wara2 3enab :D Wara2 3enab is the bomb. (“wara2 

3nab” grape leaves) 

 

 On the one hand, several NSs used the same explicit insult towards the hearer stating that 

they are “tasteless” or their face is; while NNSs, on the other hand, did not employ such a 

strategy, but rather criticized their taste, ideas or preferences as Example (10) shows. 
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 Another common pattern found in the NNSs data was the use of several other aggravated 

disagreements along with insults or negative judgments, while NSs tended to use one or two 

strategies at most as Examples (11) – (14) demonstrate. 

(11) (NS) Are you crazy ?!  

(12)  (NS) you‟re insane 

(13) (NNS) zamalek football team is smiply the best !! LOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOL 

You're Definitely Ikhwan !!! (“Ikhwan” Muslim Brotherhood)9 

(14)  (NNS) GO KILL URSELF !! (SLOWLY) !!  

Examples (11) and (12) present a sample of the NSs responses. The first speaker used 

two strategies to strengthen the disagreement, that is, the creative use of punctuation “?!” along 

with a rhetorical question with offensive implications. In the second example, the respondent 

clearly directs an insult to the hearer through a single strategy. Yet, NNSs‟ responses included 

avariety of strategies as Examples (13) and (14) present. They made use of blunt statement of the 

opposite, onomatopoeia, phonematic repetition, creative use of punctuation (Example 13) and 

capitalization to express an aggravated negative judgment as well as insult. However, it should 

be noted that there were few exceptions in both groups in which Americans employed 

severalstrategies, and Egyptians only used one. Moreover, the creative use of exclamation marks 

“!!” may not necessarily be considered an aggravating device. As Vandergriff (2013: 8) stated, 

“participants can use multiple exclamation marks to do aggravated disagreement or friendly 

closings” that act as humor cues. 

                                                           
9
 With the current conflicts between the Muslim Brotherhood and their opposition, the word “Ikhwan” 

(Brotherhood) referring to the Muslim Brotherhood started to be extensively used by the opposition to mean 

“brainless sheep”.   
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 The most recurrent negative judgment and insult in both groups dealt with “color 

choices”. They both related pink to being a “girly” choice for “idiotic blondes”. Strangely 

enough both men and women used these expressions. However, as the example below shows the 

choice of disagreement strategy might differ according to the gender of the addressee.
10

 

(15)  (NNS) :P, just like every other girl 

(16)  (NNS) its not unnatural for a guy to love pink.. 

 Interestingly, Examples (15) and (16) were uttered by the same participant who provided 

two distinct replies for the same Facebook status. He stated that the former would be directed to 

a female, whereas the latter is intended for males. Although in both cases the respondent resorts 

to stereotypes, he employs a more mitigated response for females through the use of a “sticking 

out tongue” emoticon. Yet, when addressing males the speaker does not employ any emoticons. 

This might reflect upon Dresner and Herring (2010: 252) who listed a number of studies (Witmer 

and Katzman, 1997; Wolf, 2000; Baron, 2004) in which women were found to employ 

emoticons more frequently than men. Moreover, the utterance directed to a male hearer carries a 

sarcastic tone stressed by the turn-final ellipsis.  

4.3.5. Use of rhetorical questions and sarcasm 

 

Rhetorical questions were utilized with a 10.1% by Egyptians and 7.8% by Americans as shown 

in Table 7 (at the beginning of section 4.3.). There does not seem to be any qualitative 

differences in the application of such strategies. On the other hand, sarcastic remarks were twice 

as often found in the American DCTs.  Hence, it would be advisable that ESL learners are 

cautioned about the likelihood of encountering more sarcastic comments when dealing with NSs.  

                                                           
10

 This paper did not tackle gender differences due to the limited number of male participants in both groups. 

However, some findings seem suggestive of possible gender variations. 
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4.3.6. Oralization strategies and emoticons 

 

Oralization strategies and emoticons were more likely to be used by the Egyptian participants 

(24.6% versus 15.6%).  However, a deeper look into the different oralization strategies shows 

that capitalization, creative use of punctuation and phonematic repetition were more recurrent in 

the NNSs‟ data, while onomatopoeia was more than twice as often used by NSs. A possible 

explanation might be owed to the fact that the Egyptian participants were administered the DCT 

via the Internet, while the American ones completed a soft copy of the DCT. Accordingly, the 

use of such strategies might require more effort in writing.  

(B) Mitigated Disagreement 

 

Figure 2. Distribution of Mitigated Disagreement Strategies 

 

From the graph, it can be observed that the most common strategies that mitigate disagreements 

are explanations followed by hedges. Even though previous studies had reported the high 

frequency of mitigated disagreement strategies by NSs as opposed to NNSs, the findings in the 

DCTs confirmed that non-native speakers employ a greater number of mitigating strategies. 

Table 8 shows the total number and percentage of each mitigated disagreement strategy as 

employed by Egyptians as well as native speakers of American English. 
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Table 8. Mitigated disagreement strategies in DCTs 

 

4.3.7. Token agreement and hedges 

 

In contrast with previous research (Pomerantz, 1984; Pearson 1986; LoCastro 1986; Locher 

2004; among others), token agreement was more frequently used by NNSs. Nevertheless, the 

findings are in accordance with more recent research (Kreutel, 2007 and Lawson, 2009) that 

reported the scarce use of this strategy by native speakers. Interestingly, only three NSs 

employed this strategy, and one of them used the prefaced agreement at the end of the utterance 

as Example (17) shows, even though this pattern had been associated with non-native speakers 

(Kreutel, 2007: 19).  

Strategy Egyptians 

(out of 138) 

% Americans 

(out of 141) 

% 

Token agreement  15 10.9% 3 2.1% 

Use of hedges  54 39.1% 24 17.0% 

Requests for clarification 5 3.6% 1 0.7% 

Expressions of regret  1 0.7% 1 0.7% 

Positive remarks  1 0.7% 0 0 % 

Suggestions  11 8% 7 5% 

Giving explanations   55 39.8% 52 36.9% 

Humor 9 6.5% 0 0% 

Use of capitalization 1 0.7% 1 0.7% 

Onomatopoeia (e.g. hmmm) 5 3.6% 2 1.4% 

Creative use of punctuation 8 5.8% 0 0% 

Phonematic repetition 3 2.2% 0 0% 

Emoticons 34 24.6% 2 1.4% 
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*Other hedges refers to utterances that have only been used once or twice like “appear”, “perhaps”, “definitely”, “I‟m sure”, 

“must”, “just”, “I bet” and many others. 

 

(17) (NS) Not the best, but I like it 2. <3 

(18) (NNS) :D it is, but I prefer black and blue  

 

 In Example (18), the Egyptian participant uses a grin emoticon “:D” that mitigates the 

disagreement expression which is further softened through the use of partial agreement “it is”. 

However, it should be noted that the pattern represented in Example (17) has also been employed 

by some NNSs.    

 Turning to the results for hedges, they were more regularly used by NNSs (39.1% against 

17.0%). As Lawson (2009: 24) observed, both NSs and NNSs utilize hedges to a large extent.  

However, the present data stands in opposition with previous research (Kreutel, 2007: 19) 

whichreported that NSs tend to use this strategy more often than NNSs.  

Table 9. Hedges employed in the DCTs 

 

Hedges Egyptians  
 

%  (138 turns) Americans % (141 turns) 

maybe 5 3.6% 1 0.7% 

should 5 3.6% 5 3.5% 

I believe  4 2.9% 0 0% 

I think/I don‟t think 4 2.9% 10 7.1% 

I guess 3 2.2% 0 0% 

well 3 2.2% 2 1.4% 

some 3 2.2% 1 0.7% 

I don‟t really know 1 0.7% 2 1.4% 

Other hedges*  15 10.9% 3 2.1% 
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Table 9 shows the most recurrent hedges found in the data. The percentage of occurrenceswas 

calculated considering the total number of turns in each group; that is, 138 turns in the Egyptian 

data and 141 in the American one.  

 A further striking finding is that while the mental process “think” appeared ten times in 

the NSs‟ data, as Table 8 portrays, NNSs made use of a variety of verbs such as “believe”, 

“guess”, “appear”, among many others. These results contrast markedly with Lawson (2009: 24) 

who reported a high frequency of NNS usage of “I don‟t think so”. 

4.3.8. Requests for clarification, expressions of regret, positive remarks and suggestions 

All these strategies were almost equally employed by both groups. The former three were rarely 

found in the data; and were more frequently used by NNSs, except for expressions of regret that 

occurred only once in both groups. These results are somewhat similar to the findings in Lawson 

(2009) and Kreutel (2007) who found that none of the NSs employed this strategy. However, 

regarding the use of the two former strategies, the present data stands in opposition with 

Kreutel‟s findings that showed the remarkably higher usage of requests for clarification and 

positive remarks by NSs. On the other hand, suggestions were more often used by both groups in 

an almost identical manner as Examples (19) and (20) illustrate 

(19)  (NS) Try them with different ingredients! Put bacon on them  

(20)  (NNS) try it with yogurt and U will love it  

 NSs as well NNSs ended the utterance with a smiling emoticon to indicate solidarity and 

to mitigate the possible imposition on the hearer. In addition, both used a directive instead of an 

indirect directive like “How about trying it with yogurt?”, for example. As Leech (1983: 126-7) 
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discussed, the greater the cost and the greater the social distance between speakers, the greater 

will the necessity of using optionality and indirectness be. Hence, the speakers who are 

maximizing the benefit to the hearer and engaging in an equal power relation have no need to be 

indirect.   

4.3.9. Explanations 

Explanations were the most common disagreement strategy used. The results in previous 

findings revealed that explanations were more frequent in NSs‟ responses (Kreutel, 2007: 1; 

Lawson, 2009: 29). Yet, the data showed that Egyptians are more predisposed to use 

explanations. In fact, they provided rather long explanations in comparison with the NSs‟ data. 

This corroborates previous research that investigated the usage of multiple speech acts by Arabic 

speakers and highlighted their tendency toward verbosity.  

 There were two patterns detected in the DCTs. Example (21) presents the first pattern in 

which participants explained their reasons for disagreeing with an initial “but…”. This cannot be 

considered a dispreferred disagreement taking into account that it was equally used by both 

groups. 

(21) (NS) but it takes all the suspense away!  

The second pattern was not as widely used. Some participants explained their reasons for 

disagreeing through the use of a metaphor. Interestingly two participants, a NS and a NNS, 

employed the same metaphor comparing books to life and the end of the book represented death 

as Examples (22) and (23) indicate: 
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(22) (NS) This makes no sense. It‟s like knowing when your going to die  

 

(23)  (NNS) Spoiler alert: You‟re gonna die next week. Does that make your life any better??? 

 

 From the examples above, it can be observed that disagreement expressions involve two 

or more strategies in the majority of the cases. In Example (22), the speaker uses a rather 

negative judgment followed by the explanation, while Example (23) includes an explanation 

accompanied with a rhetorical question and creative punctuation “???” that strengthen the 

disagreement.  

4.3.10. Humor, oralization strategies and emoticons 

Despite the fact that Americans are well-known for their sense of humor (Mintz, 1999), 

surprisingly, they did not use humor in the DCT. On the other hand, Egyptians used humor as a 

disagreement strategy as seen in Examples (24) and (25). Mintz (1999: 237) asserted that humor 

was considered a “unique and invaluable” trait in the American culture and added that 

Americans used humor to deal with unpleasant circumstances to turn them into a “source of 

strength and pleasure”. Thus, it was expected that Americans, like Egyptians, would employ 

such a strategy. A possible reason for the absence of humor in the American data may be the 

influence of the DCT. As the previous section has proved, DCTs do not necessarily correspond 

with natural data. However, Egyptians may have used humor owing to the fact that the majority 

of the Egyptian participants are known to the distributor of the DCT. Nevertheless, a more 

exhaustive analysis on the use of humor would provide insight into the extent that humor is used 

in both cultures.  

(24) (NNS) Try to cook it before you eat. Hhh, just kidding. It has an amazing light sour taste 

like no other food :D I <3 it :D 
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(25) (NNS) Noooo. Nooo. I never knew you were a vampire! You never told me that :D The 

movie could be good to a vampire but not a human :D That could be good for teenagers 

too. I watched it once and always changed the channel when it was on. Science fiction 

makes sense and feeds the mind with writers' imaginations but that one is not either a sci 

fi or even up to a magic realism work. 

 As can be observed from Examples (24) and (25) above, NNSs tend to use multiple 

strategies to disagree with a friend. In Example (24), the seemingly suggestive utterance “Try to 

cook it before you eat” can be clearly understood as a joke. Nevertheless, laughter “hhh” as well 

as the explicit remark “just kidding” mitigate the disagreement expression. A possible reason for 

the use of mitigation even though humor is not considered a strong disagreement strategy could 

be that the hearer might take offense and consider it a mocking remark. This is further illustrated 

in Example (25) in which the respondent utilizes a grin emoticon after the humoristic comment.   

 As for oralization strategies and emoticons that mitigate disagreement, they were more 

frequently employed in the NNSs‟ data. This may be related to the type of DCT administered, a 

soft copy to Egyptians and a hard one to Americans.  

4.4. Topic and disagreement strategies 
 

The following subsection will investigate the role of topic in the employment of disagreement 

strategies. The present study examined the strategies used in eight topics ranging from highly 

controversial like politics, human rights and cultural beliefs to less contentious topics, such as 

free-time activities and personal preferences (see the Appendix section). The analysis of the 

naturally elicited data as well as the DCTs manifested that topic plays an important role in 

determining the type of strategy employed. In the following subsections, topic is examined 

briefly with reference to the disagreement strategies used.  
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4.4.1. Highly controversial topics 

 

These topics involve politics; human rights like abortion, gay marriage, among others; and 

culture. They are characterized by a more serious nature reflected through the kind of strategies 

used. The differences within these controversial topics will be briefly discussed. 

Table 10. The most recurrent strategies employed in highly controversial topics 

 DCT 1 (Egyptians) DCT 2 (Americans) 

Hedges 24.6% 11.3% 

Token agreement 3.6% 0% 

Giving explanations 22.5% 21.3% 

Emoticons 4.3% 0.7% 

 

As Table 10 shows, both groups employed a high frequency of hedges and explanations. 

However, the other mitigating devices such as positive remarks, clarification requests, 

suggestions, oralization strategies and emoticons were barely used. This is supported by the fact 

that a large number of participants refrained from commenting stating that they were highly 

confrontational and sensitive topics and they preferred not to argue about certain topics.  

Interestingly, while some Egyptian participants claimed that they only commented on topics they 

disagreed with, other participants stated that they would never comment unless they agreed with 

the initial statement.  

4.4.2. Less controversial topics 

 

The less controversial topics involve personal preferences related to football, movies, food, 

colors and reading. Contrary to the highly controversial topics, the less contentious topics are 
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mainly characterized by a high frequency in strong disagreement usage. These include blunt 

statement of the opposite, bare negatives, insults and negative judgments. However, the use of 

explanations remains constant in less controversial topics, but with a lower frequency rate. The 

only difference with regards to the NNS and the NS groups is that the former employed a higher 

number of emoticons and oralization strategies. In addition, suggestions were widely used by 

both groups in the topic related to food preferences.  

 Although these results may not be statistically significant, they provide a deeper insight 

into the pragmatic use of disagreement strategies according to the topics discussed. Hence, EFL 

learners should not be taught how to employ mitigated disagreements and avoid strong 

disagreements, but rather, they would reach pragmatic competence through explicit instruction 

on the types of disagreement strategies that NSs employ according to the topic discussed and all 

the other contextual features involved. One of these features may deal with gender differences. 

As Herring (1994) argued, females tend to use certain strategies like hedging, apologizing, 

asking questions and giving suggestions to show solidarity and appreciation.  Hence, in a 

friendly setting, if a NNS employs a mitigated disagreement to argue about food preferences, for 

example, it might be considered rather distant by NSs. NNSs should be aware of the fact that 

strong disagreements are not necessarily dispreferred acts. When engaging in certain topics, it 

appears that strong disagreements are the norm. 

 In summary, it appears that the polemic topics were more mitigated and the less polemic 

ones included several strong disagreement strategies. Notwithstanding these results, some of the 

interviewed participants noted that they felt irritated and displeased when discussing the former 

topics, but not the latter. This suggests that disagreement expressions may be considered 
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dispreferred or preferred according to the topic under discussion rather than the disagreement 

strategies employed. However, there is also a possibility that the highly controversial topics may 

have yielded even less desirable feelings had they been less mitigated. 

4.4.3. Message abandonment 

 

Message abandonment refers to the instances in which the participants refrained from 

commenting, used agreement expressions or did not express an explicit disagreement. 

Participants who refrained from commenting stated that they would never disagree or argue with 

either personal preferences or controversial topics. A large number of participants used 

agreement expressions, after being explicitly requested to disagree to each status in the DCT, 

even if their views were in accordance with the status. The third case of message abandonment 

involves the avoidance of disagreement expressions as the following example illustrates: 

(S1) Los Angeles Lakers ROCK! They‟re simply the best! 

(S2)Go Celtics! 

          In these examples, (S1) represents the status in the DCT.Instead of disagreeing, the 

speaker (S2) simply referred to his favorite team. This could be an example of a “pre-

disagreement” (Sacks, 1973). The speaker clearly does not believe that “Los Angeles Lackers 

Rock”. However, he did not express this explicitly. In fact he utilized a pre-disagreement, and 

the hearer is given the choice to either “stop” the disagreementby not commenting or to give the 

“heads up” by requesting an explicit disagreement through a clarification request, for example.  

 Regarding the role of topic in message abandonment, there appears to be some striking 

findings. Message abandonment was more often identified in polemic topics as opposed to the 

less polemic topics (Figure 3) with a percentage of 43.3% and 22.4%, respectively.  
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Figure 3. Distribution of Message Abandonment in the DCTs 

 

From Figure 3, it can be observed that both the Egyptian and American participants refrained, 

more frequently, from disagreeing in the highly polemic topics. As the figure shows, both groups 

had a relatively similar percentage of message abandonment regarding the less polemic topics. 

However, a possible reason for the lower frequency of message abandonment by Egyptians in 

the more polemic topics is reflected in the topic related to politics. Because of the conflictive 

political situation in Egypt, the participants may have felt a greater need to express their political 

stance. As Kreutel (2007: 12) noted, native speakers are less likely to mitigate their disagreement 

expressions when “more is at stake”. Using a similar line of reasoning, it could be said that 

Egyptian participants in this case are more likely to disagree because “more is at stake”. In light 

of the above, the high number of message abandonment, particularly in relation to highly 

controversial topics, seems to shed light on the apparent dispreference for disagreements and 

arguments as opposed to Greeks, who do not seem to regard disagreements as a dispreferred 

action (Sifianou, 2012: 1556). In fact, one of the participants interviewed asserted that she 

enjoyed debates and arguments, but she acknowledged that most people would prefer it when 

others agree with them. 
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5. Conclusion 

This paper has attempted to investigate disagreement strategies in different contexts. These 

strategies have been examined in a four-fold way. First, the disagreement strategies employed by 

Egyptian speakers of English in the social network site Facebook have been explored. Second, 

the paper has looked into the type of strategies used depending on the method of data collection. 

Third, the study has scrutinized the kind of strategies displayed by Egyptian speakers of English 

and Americans in a DCT. Finally, the paper has briefly identified the role of topic in the 

employment of disagreement strategies.  

          The findings have shown that, contrary to previous studies, non-native speakers of English 

do not necessarily employ simplistic and unmitigated disagreement strategies. The differences 

between the methods of data collection shed light on the fact that DCTs may not exactly 

correspond to naturally occurring data owing to the number of differences found, such as the 

significantly higher frequency of blunt opposites, bare negative forms, insults and negative 

judgments in the DCTs. This may indicate that informants consider strong disagreements a 

“dispreferred act” and mitigated ones “preferred” as reported in the literature; and thus employ it 

less frequently with their actual peers.  

Regarding the differences between Egyptians and Americans, they both employed similar 

strategies. However, Egyptians utilized mitigated disagreement expressions, like token 

agreement and hedges, more often. Their disagreements tended to be structured in the form of a 

“sandwich pattern”. This form had been referred to in the literature as a native-speaker 

characteristic (Kreutel, 2007). Finally, topic has proved to play a crucial role in determining the 

kind of strategies participants use. Both Egyptians and Americans resorted to more mitigated 
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disagreements in highly controversial topics. Yet, the less polemic ones included stronger 

disagreement strategies. 

A justification for the abovementioned findings is the fact that the speech act of disagreement 

has received little attention, particularly in relation to Egyptian participants as well as social 

network sites like Facebook. Despite the limited number of participants, however, the 

quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data have revealed a systematic number of patterns. 

Another limitation of the study may be the different ways of gathering the data. Naturally 

occurring as well as DCT data were collected from the Egyptian participants, while the 

American participants only used a DCT. However, this was intended to portray a clearer picture 

and a more thorough analysis of the strategies employed by NNSs as opposed to NSs, rather than 

simply relying on previous literature. In addition, the data from the natural occurrences by 

Egyptians were not compared to the American data or to the role of topic to ensure the 

comparability and equivalence of the methods of data collection. 

Hence, it would be valuable to pursue further research of these findings using additional 

participants; and taking gender differences as well as age and different proficiency levels into 

account. Furthermore, an investigation of the disagreement strategies used when Americans and 

Egyptians interact with each other would provide a thorough insight into possible pragmatic 

failures.   
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Appendix 1Discourse completion task (DCT) for Americans 

 

    Age:                                Gender: (Male  -  Female)                                     Nationality: 

 

 

Different friends have updated their facebook statuses. You disagree with all of them. Please 

read each status, and then write what you would say in each situation. If you would not say 

anything, leave it blank. Feel free to express your natural response as you would on a facebook 

status (i.e. you can use informal language, emoticons, repeat letters, etc). 
 

 

1.   People are being too harsh on Barack Obama! I don’t think anyone should protest against him. 

 

 
 

 

 

2. Don’t like gay marriages? Don’t get one. 

                 Don’t like abortions? Don’t get one. 

                 Don’t like sex? Don’t have it. 

                 Don’t like drugs? Don’t do them. 

                 Don’t like porn? Don’t watch it. 

                 Don’t like alcohol? Don’t drink it. 

                 Don’t like your rights taken away? Don’t take away someone else’s. 

   

 

 

 

 

3. I love pink. It’s simply the best color! 

 

 

 

 

 

4.   “Dancers are like women in Burka. They both see their bodies as sexual products. Dancers want 

to expose and trade with their body, while women in Burka hide it. A real woman does not see herself as 

a sexual product…she sees herself as a normal human being. This is why she does not expose it or hide 

it…She acts like a normal person.” 
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5. I hate cheese burgers. They’re tasteless! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.           Knowing the ending in advance of reading a book actually enhances the enjoyment of reading. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

7. I love Twilight! It’s one of the best movies in history 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.  Los Angeles Lakers ROCK! They’re simply the best! 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU!  
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Appendix 2Discourse completion task (DCT) for Egyptians 

 

 

 

Different friends have updated their facebook statuses. You disagree with all of them. Please 

read each status, then write inEnglishwhat you would say in each situation. If you would not say 

anything, leave it blank, but state why. Feel free to express your natural response as you would 

on a facebook status (i.e. you can use informal language, emoticons, repeat letters, etc) 
 

1.   People are being too harsh on Morsi! I don’t think people should protest on 30-6. 

 
 
 

 

 

2. Don’t like gay marriages? Don’t get one. 

Don’t like abortions? Don’t get one. 

Don’t like sex? Don’t have it. 

Don’t like drugs? Don’t do them. 

Don’t like porn? Don’t watch it. 

Don’t like alcohol? Don’t drink it. 

Don’t like your rights taken away? Don’t take away someone else’s. 

 

 

 

 

 

3. I love pink. It’s simply the best color! 

 

 

 

 

 

4.   “Dancers are like women in Burka. They both see their bodies as sexual products. Dancers want 

to expose and trade with their body, while women in Burka hide it. A real woman does not see herself as 

a sexual product…she sees herself as a normal human being. This is why she does not expose it or hide 

it…She acts like a normal person.” 
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5. I hate war2 3enab. It’s tasteless 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.  

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

7. I love Twilight! It’s one of the best movies in history 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.  El Zamalek Football team ROCKS! It’s simply the best! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU!  
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Appendix 3 Questionnaire 
Personal Questionnaire 

 
 
Age: 
 
Gender: 
 

Nationality: 
 

I have lived in Egypt for: 
 
 
My mother tongue is:   

 
My qualifications in English are (list any studies/courses/training/other in English): 
 

 
 
 
 

I have spent                             years in an English speaking country. 

 

My level of English is (elementary – intermediate – advanced)  
 
 
I have a certificate to verify my level of English (Yes  -  No ) 
 
 
 

 

 

 


	

