Investigating (Im)politeness/(In)appropriateness in Saudis’

Twitter Disagreements: A Discursive Approach

Sarah Surur Almutairi

Submitted in accordance with the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

The University of Leeds
School of Languages, Cultures, and Societies

Department of Linguistics and Phonetics

December 2023



Declaration

The candidate confirms that the work submitted is his/her own and that appropriate credit

has been given where reference has been made to the work of others.

This copy has been supplied on the understanding that it is copyright material and that no

quotation from the thesis may be published without proper acknowledgement.

The right of Sarah Surur Almutairi to be identified as Author of this work has been
asserted by her in accordance with the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

© 2023 The University of Leeds and Sarah Surur Almutairi



iii
Acknowledgements

First and foremost, I have to thank Allah for all His blessings and for granting me the
opportunity to do my PhD at the University of Leeds.

This PhD research could not have been completed without the support of many people,
to whom I am deeply grateful. I wish to acknowledge my debt to my sponsor, Prince
Sattam bin Abdulaziz University, for granting me the opportunity to pursue my studies at
the University of Leeds.

My sincere gratitude goes to my supervisors, Dr Bethan Davies and Prof El Mustapha
Lahlali, for their support, guidance, encouragement, and valuable advice, which made
this long journey an enriching one. I am also grateful to Dr Chris Norton for his assistance
in extracting the Twitter data, and Karen Priestley for her outstanding administrative
assistance.

I would like to admit my indebtedness to my family for their infinite prayers; special
thanks to my grandmother for her comforting prayers and virtual hugs. To my mother for
being the safe and loving haven that prevented fear and doubt from concurring my
thoughts. To my father for his prayers and for being supportive throughout this journey.
To my amazing sister for giving me the strength to keep going, even when things get
tough. To my brothers for their efforts to be there for me and support me. To everyone
who checked on me and sent me a thoughtful message whenever I crossed their mind.

I am also deeply appreciative of the immense support my friends provided throughout
these long years; they were a family away from home. I will always remember our all-
nighters work sessions in the basement and the libraries, our coffee/lunch breaks,
research-free adventures, and anxiety-relief activities; all these precious moments are
forever engraved in my memory.

I would like to express my appreciation to all those who have participated in my study
and provided me with invaluable data. My thanks go to all the participants who gave up
their time to take part in this project and agreed to be audio-recorded. Without their kind
help, this study would not have been possible.

Lastly, to myself so that I never forget how it all felt. It was a long journey, sometimes
joyful and exciting and sometimes lonely and stressful. I learned, laughed, and cried
probably a lot, but I knew it would all be worthwhile. It would be a long chapter of my
life coloured by gratitude for all the experiences and the people I met, even the strangers
who smiled at me when I was walking with my head flooded with the research.



iv
Abstract

This study explores (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in naturally occurring
disagreements in Saudis’ Twitter replies (currently known as X posts) to 12 main tweets
posted about sociocultural and political topics in 6 trending hashtags between 2017-2018.
The analysis of the data draws on discursive approaches to (im)politeness, particularly
relational work (Locher and Watts, 2005) and rapport management (Spencer-Oatey,
2000). Also, the classification of disagreement strategies and the linguistic devices
employed to mitigate or aggravate these disagreements were inspired by different
taxonomies, including Harb (2016), Shum and Lee (2013), and Culpeper (1996; 2011a;
2016).

In addition to the corpus of tweets, metalinguistic data were collected through online
questionnaires. Also, follow-up interviews with 20 respondents were conducted to obtain
a clearer picture of lay observers’ emic perceptions of (im)politeness, particularly in the

context of Saudis’ Twitter disagreements.

The main results showed that the percentage of aggravated Twitter disagreements in the
corpus was higher than their mitigated and unmodified counterparts. This is likely to be
due to several factors: the relative anonymity of posters on Twitter and the nature of the
relationship between them, the poster’s orientation to the topic of interaction, the poster’s
association/dissociation from the target, and the poster’s personality, awareness and
considerations of consequences on self and others. Additionally, the analysis of
metalinguistic data also revealed that classifications of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness do not say much about how respondents evaluated Twitter
disagreements in themselves. Rather, the justifications they provided gave insight into
their emic views of the moral order at the societal level. The analysis suggests that the
choice of categorization seems to represent an individualistic conceptualisation of
(im)politeness, while the justification shows the argumentative attempt to link these

classifications to the assumed shared moral order between the members of the society.

Finally, the analysis presented in this study underscores the importance of integrating
perspectives from (im)politeness1 and (im)politeness> approaches, and argues that the
combination of different perspectives in these two approaches can help unpack different

layers of (im)politeness in social interactions.
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Phonetic Symbols for Transliteration of Arabic Sounds

In this thesis, I followed the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) symbols for the
transcription of Arabic. The table below provides the list of consonant symbols used,
including Arabic letters, IPA symbols, sound descriptions and approximate English

equivalents of Arabic to aid readers’ comprehension.

Consonant
Arabic IPA Sound Description English
Letter symbol Approximation

sl ? Voiceless glottal plosive Uh-/?/oh

- b Voiced bilabial plosive Bike

< t Voiceless dental-alveolar plosive Tall

< 0 Voiceless dental fricative Thin

d d3 Voiced post-alveolar affricate Joy

3 Voiced post-alveolar fricative Genre
C h Voiceless pharyngeal fricative No equivalent
¢ X Voiceless uvular fricative Loch (Scottish
English)

2 d Voiced dental-alveolar plosive Dog

3 0 Voiced dental fricative This

D) r Voiced alveolar trill Run

D) z Voiced alveolar fricative Zero

o S Voiceless alveolar fricative Sun

o J Voiceless post-alveolar fricative Ship
ua s Voiceless emphatic alveolar fricative No equivalent
ua ds Voiced emphatic dental-alveolar plosive | No equivalent
L t' Voiceless dental-alveolar plosive No equivalent
= o Voiced emphatic dental fricative No equivalent
¢ ¢ Voiced pharyngeal fricative No equivalent
¢ Y Voiced uvular fricative French ‘r’

- f Voiceless labiodental fricative Fan

S g Voiced velar plosive Gap

q Voiceless uvular plosive No equivalent

< k Voiceless velar plosive Car

J 1 Voiced alveolar lateral Lamp

? m Voiced bilabial nasal Man

O n Voiced alveolar nasal Net

- h Voiceless glottal fricative Hat

3 w Voiced labial-velar approximant Water

S ] Voiced palatal approximant Yes




Vowels

The table below includes a list of the vowel sounds using the IPA symbols, along with

Vi

sound descriptions and approximate English equivalents of Arabic.

IPA Symbol Sound Description English Approximation

a: Long open front unrounded Father

a Short open front unrounded Far (but shorter)
i: Long close front unrounded Need

1 Short close front unrounded Happy

u: Long close back rounded Food

u Short close back rounded To

9 Mid-central (schwa) About

el Diphthong Face
au Diphthong Mouth
ou Diphthong Goat




List of abbreviations
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Term Abbreviation
Mitigated disagreement Mit.Dis
Aggravated disagreement Agg.Dis
Unmodified disagreement Un.Dis
Sociocultural hashtag SOC
Political hashtag POL
Main Tweet MT
Initiation move [-move
Response/initiation move R/I-move
Response move R-move
First interactional turn Tl
Frist/second interactional turn T1/2
Second interactional turn T2
Masculine form M
Feminine form F
Second person 2
Third person 3
Singular SG
Plural PL
Vocative vVocC
Community of practice CoP
Initiation-Response-Follow up model IRF
Saudi Arabic Twitter corpus SAT
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Humans are naturally different; they differ in appearance, thoughts, languages, religions,
beliefs, tendencies, views, etc. These differences are inevitable and might sometimes lead
to disagreements. However, these disagreements should not always be regarded as
negative, nor necessarily be perceived as problematic. Rather, the potential problem lies
in the way these disagreements are managed within the discursive context. In classical
theories of politeness, disagreement was seen to pose a potential threat to a harmonious
existence between members of communities. Disagreement, despite its complications,
cannot be overlooked and avoided as it is essential to human communication. Koczogh
(2013) explains that the importance of studying disagreement comes from its versatile
nature and frequent occurrence in everyday interactions, which make the management of
disagreement complex. This complexity increases when disagreements are expressed
online, particularly on platforms such as Twitter (now referred to as X), where
interactions are fragmented, highly intertextual, and occur between different posters who

might not know each other.

In the present study, I aim to explore disagreement and (im)politeness in Twitter
communication in Saudi Arabia. Starting with this introductory chapter, I clarify the
rationale for the study in Section 1.1. In Section 1.2, I illustrate the purpose of the study
and present the research questions. In Section 1.3, I provide background on Saudi Arabia,
covering the Saudi 2030 Vision and some examples of how Saudis use Twitter. Lastly, I

show how the thesis is structured in Section 1.4.

1.1 The rationale for the study

The number of studies of disagreements in digitally-mediated communication (DMC)!
has grown in the last two decades. Online disagreements have been examined in different
online platforms; for instance, in a soap opera discussion group (Baym, 1996), ChurchList
emails (Graham, 2007), MailOnline news comments (Langlotz and Locher, 2012), in
personal/diary blogs (Bolander, 2012), in Chinese forums (Shum and Lee, 2013), in
Spanish YouTube comments (Bou-Franch and Blitvich, 2014), and in Arabic Facebook
discussions (Harb, 2016). However, disagreements on social media platforms like Twitter
remain under studied (Fernandez, 2013, p.20). Graham and Hardaker (2017) highlighted

that, despite the prominent role Twitter plays on political and social levels, pragmatic

1" Also known as computer-mediated communication (CMC).
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research into Twitter remains thin compared to other DMC contexts, such as e-mails and

blogs.

In addition, existing literature on Arabic speech acts and (im)politeness has paid little
attention to cultural-linguistic behaviours in DMC. Thus, being myself a Saudi Twitter
user and a researcher, one of the reasons behind the current study is my interest in
examining online disagreement among Saudis on Twitter. Based on observation, Twitter
in Saudi Arabia is a place where different opinions are expressed and negotiated hence
creating a public space where disagreements are inevitable. The launch of the Saudi 2030
vision, see Section 1.3.3, provided an opportunity to examine Saudis’ disagreements on
Twitter at a time where the country is going through a transition. Also, from an insider’s
perspective, there seems to be a general assumption that Saudis’ disagreements on Twitter
tend to be unmitigated disagreements and can be culturally inappropriate as they reflect
a little or complete disregard for sociocultural norms. Alghathami (2016, pp.19-20) points
out in his book about Twitter culture that one of the apparent practices among Saudi
Twitter users when disagreeing is the use of an unrestrained verbal exchange without
consideration or discretion — this practice is commonly known as dg=l caad /gas’f
a:lzabh/ literally translated as shooting the forehead. Therefore, the present study was
formed to further investigate this assumption about the pervasiveness of unmitigated

disagreements among Saudi Twitter users.

Moreover, when consulting the Arabic literature on disagreement and (im)politeness, it
appears clear that the topic needs further study, especially in Saudi Arabic, compared to
other speech acts such as requests, apologies, offers, and refusals. While there have been
some studies that focused on speech acts and (im)politeness from an intra-cultural/intra-
language perspective, such as Jordanian (Bataineh and Bataineh, 2006), Yemeni
(Almarrani and Sazalie, 2010), and Saudi (Qari, 2017), the literature on Arabic speech
acts has largely focused on cross-cultural investigations (e.g., Nelson et al., 2002;
Alkahtani, 2005; Aladaileh, 2007; Umale, 2011; Alzumor, 2011; Khamam, 2012; Jasim,
2017; Almusallam, 2018). To my knowledge, there are only four recent studies on Arabic
disagreement: Harb’s (2016) study investigates Arabic disagreements on Facebook, in
which he stresses the need for further research on disagreement in Arabic, especially in
online communication. The second study conducted by Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq
(2018) looks at disagreement strategies in Jordanian Arabic using data from a discourse
completion task (DCT). Then Alzahrani (2021) examined verbal disagreements in casual

conversations between groups of friends from a cross-cultural point of view. He compared
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the similarities and differences in disagreement and (im)politeness realisations between
Saudis and British participants. Alzahrani (2021) also suggested future research should
examine Saudi disagreements on Twitter, as this area remains unexplored. In addition,
following a cross-cultural approach to disagreements, another recent study focused on
comparing politeness strategies used in expressing disagreements by American and Saudi
teachers of English as a foreign language (EFL) on Twitter. In her study, Alghamdi (2023)
concentrated on investigating EFL teachers’ disagreements in English as the target
language. She was interested in the potential factors that influenced Saudi EFL teachers
when expressing their disagreements in English, such as the influence of their first
language, interaction with native speakers, and years of teaching experience. She
emphasised the need for further studies on disagreement, particularly in Arabic, to
enhance cultural understanding and enrich language textbooks with more adequate

pragmatic knowledge, see Section 2.4.3 for a detailed discussion of these studies.

Therefore, this study seeks to address this lack of research on Arabic disagreement and
(im)politeness, especially in DMC. It specifically aims to contribute to filling this gap in
Arabic language research by investigating Saudis’ production and evaluation of

disagreements and (im)politeness on Twitter.

1.2 Purpose of the study

The study’s main purpose is to provide a systematic account of Saudis’ expressions of
disagreement and (im)politeness on Twitter. This will be achieved by exploring the
lexical and pragmatic features of these disagreements. The study also aims to provide
insights into the discursive approach to disagreement and (im)politeness, particularly the
applicability of the relational work model (Locher and Watts, 2005; 2008) and rapport
management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000; 2002; 2005) within the context of Twitter interaction.
Theoretically speaking, the study intends to examine to what extent these frameworks
help in understanding what is going on when disagreement occurs in online interaction.
It also aims to explore the influence of the medium on the interactional order of
disagreement and identify its target in a multi-participant and multimodal platform. In
terms of the methodology, the study aims to examine the disagreement strategies and the
mitigation and aggravation devices used with disagreement expressions as found in the
corpus of tweets. Then, Saudi Twitter users were consulted to obtain their reactions and
evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in some of the identified disagreements
using online questionnaires and interviews. The study specifically attempts to answer the

following questions:
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1. What are the key features of Saudis’ Twitter disagreements identified in the

corpus?

a. What are the disagreement types and strategies identified in the corpus

of Saudis’ tweets?

b. What are the mitigation and aggravation devices Saudis used to modify

the structure of the disagreements?

2. How do Saudis conceptualise (im)politeness, particularly in relation to Twitter

communication?

3. What are the main resources that Saudis draw on when performing

(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements?

4. To what extent do the chosen frameworks (relational work and rapport
management) help understand the discursive nature of (im)politeness in

Twitter disagreements?

The first question seeks to identify the types of disagreements found on Twitter; whether
Saudis’ Twitter disagreements are more mitigated (softened), showing an attempt to
maintain social harmony; neither mitigated nor aggravated (unmodified); or aggravated
(strengthened), thus reflecting some level of impoliteness. Answering this question will
show whether observations such as Alghathami’s claim that Saudis tend to express heated
disagreements on Twitter are credible. By finding which type of disagreement is more
common in the corpus of tweets, I will not only provide evidence for or against such
observations but also seek to shed some light on why one type is more common than the
other. Furthermore, the question aims to find any -cultural-specific strategies of
disagreement, mitigation devices, and aggravation devices compared to other strategies
reported in the literature. The investigation of this question is based on analysing the
corpus of tweets collected for this study and consulting previous taxonomies of
disagreements and (im)politeness. It involves using qualitative and descriptive
quantitative analyses, principally frequencies, to further our understanding of

disagreement and (im)politeness in Saudi Arabic.

The second question aims to shed light on the influence of Twitter on Saudis’ realisation
and conceptualisation of disagreement and (im)politeness online. This question can be
answered by examining data collected through online questionnaires and follow-up

interviews to collect Saudis’ evaluations and metapragmatic assessments of disagreement
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and (im)politeness on Twitter. The analysis of the data here also involves using qualitative

and descriptive quantitative analyses, mostly frequencies.

The third question seeks to determine some of the key resources that Saudi Twitter posters
draw on when engaging in Twitter disagreements, particularly when performing
aggravated disagreements. Also, it aims to find out how respondents to the online
questionnaire evaluate the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of Twitter disagreements
with regard to these resources. This question sheds light on how individuals creatively
use the resources available to them when performing (im)politeness, and how the use of
these resources might be constrained by their assessment of societal norms. Discursive
approaches are concerned with analysing these resources to gain insight into the
variability of (im)politeness understandings (van der Bom and Mills, 2015). Therefore,
addressing this question will help unravel individuals’ creativity in utilising the available
resources to perform and evaluate (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements. This question
is answered qualitatively, using examples from the corpus and supported by respondents’

answers to the online questionnaire and the interviews.

The fourth question seeks to examine the applicability of the relational work model and
rapport management to online data. This question primarily aims to determine what each
model can offer to better account for (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter
disagreements, especially given that the interactions on Twitter tend to be short,
fragmented, and involve multiple participants from various social networks. This question
is answered by providing a reflective discussion of how I used these models in analysing
Twitter disagreements, focusing mainly on identifying the points of strength and
weakness in each model, and what can be taken into consideration when using these

models to analyse disagreements in online interaction.

1.3 Overview of Twitter in Saudi Arabia

The sections below focus on four main areas: Section 1.3.1 briefly introduces Twitter as
one popular social media platform in Saudi Arabia. In Section 1.3.2, I present some
examples of how Saudis use Twitter to organise collective efforts, address issues and
discuss changes in the country. Then, in Section 1.3.3, I briefly explain the Saudi 2030

vision and its relevance to the study.
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1.3.1 Twitter as a communication channel

Twitter (www.twitter.com) was launched in 2006 as a microblogging and social

networking site available in more than 20 languages (Shapp, 2014).2 Twitter allows users
to publish short, primarily text-based messages known as tweets (Kaplan and Haenlein,
2010). Twitter messages were limited to 140 characters, but in 2017 the length of tweets
was doubled to 280 characters.® Twitter users have the option to make their accounts
public, giving access to everyone, even non-followers and non-users of Twitter.
Alternatively, users can make their accounts private, thus restricting access to their pages
to approved followers. Twitter provides its users with different communicative functions
such as replying to other tweets, mentioning others in a tweet or tagging others in a tweet,*
liking, tweeting (posting), and retweeting (reposting) another tweet as it is or with the
option of adding a comment to it. Moreover, users can attach a limited number of media
to their tweets, such as photos, GIFs, and short clips; users also can use hashtags anywhere

in a tweet.

In recent years, Twitter has attracted a lot of attention in linguistics, especially as a source
for collecting naturally occurring data. In the wider literature, there are many studies in
different linguistic subfields; for instance in political discourse analysis of tweets (e.g.,
Konnelly, 2015; Coesemans and De Cock, 2017), diffusion of linguistic innovations (e.g.,
Squires, 2014; Maybaum, 2013), gender and language in Twitter (e.g., Coats, 2017;
Bamman et al., 2014), and dialectal variations (e.g., Russ, 2012). While most studies
about Arabic social media are driven by non-linguistic interests and mostly focus on
investigating the role of social media in online journalism, marketing, activism, politics,
technology in education, and social change (e.g., Howard et al., 2011; Wolfsfeld et al.,
2013; Aman and Jayroe, 2013; Aljenaibi, 2014; Alsaggaf and Simmons, 2015; Alotaibi,
2017; Aladsani, 2018; Almankory, 2019; Almutarie, 2019), there are a few linguistic
Arabic studies that examined (im)politeness online. For instance, examining
disagreement and (im)politeness on Facebook (Harb, 2016), abusive language on Arabic
social media (Mubarak and Magdy, 2017), a comparative study of impoliteness strategies
in Arabic and English Facebook comments (Hammod and Abdul-Rassul, 2017),

impoliteness in Arabs negotiation of Islamic moral order on Twitter (Alzidjaly, 2019),

2 In July 2023, Twitter was rebranded and is now called X. Throughout this study, Twitter is used in
reference to the platform given the data collection phase occurred prior to this rebranding.

3 In late 2022, Twitter extended the characters limit to subscribers of Twitter Blue service up to 4000
characters.

4 Mentioning someone in a tweet is included in the characters count limit whereas tagging is not included.


http://www.twitter.com/

22

intertextuality and (im)politeness in online Arabic newspaper comments (Badarneh,
2020), and politeness strategies in Saudi EFL teachers’ Twitter disagreements (Alghamdi,
2023). This shows that examining (im)politeness in Twitter interaction, specifically in the

Saudi context, requires further attention.

1.3.2 Twitter in Saudi Arabia

New technology has indeed offered societies great opportunities for self-expression that
traditional media cannot accommodate. In the Arab world, although both new and
traditional media are widely censored, social media platforms are less controlled than
traditional media. In 2015, Major General Mansour Alturki said in a press conference that
the Saudi Ministry of Interior does not closely monitor all activities on social media as
these platforms are largely open spaces, can be used by anyone, and individuals can also
create multiple accounts (Alanbar, 2015). He stressed that the surveillance of social media
platforms focuses mainly on specific accounts that encourage hate crimes and publicise
activities that are illegal according to the legal system in Saudi Arabia (Alliban, 2015).
The difficulty in regulating and filtering social media platforms is claimed to be one of
the reasons why Saudis have adopted these platforms in large numbers (Alsaggaf and
Simmons, 2015). In the same way, Aljarallah (2017) states that Twitter allows users to

express themselves in a less restricted online forum.

Twitter, in particular, has gained considerable recognition in the Gulf region, specifically
among Saudis, making Saudi Arabia one of Twitter’s biggest markets (Sreberny, 2015).
Westall and McDowall (2016) report that in Saudi Arabia, Twitter is popular among
young people between the ages of 18 to 24, followed closely by users in their late 20s to
early 40s. They also state that around 55% of Saudis use Twitter and that Twitter usage
is split fairly evenly between Saudi men and women. The majority of Twitter users access

Twitter via mobile phones (Sreberny, 2015).

Twitter, more than any other social media platform, is the public platform used by many
members of the Saudi royal family, politicians, academics, and clerics, among other
influential individuals and groups. It is evident that Twitter hosts many world leaders,
influencers, and policymakers both nationally, like King Salman (@KingSalman) and the
previous minister of the Saudi Ministry of Foreign Affairs (@AdelAljubeir), and
internationally (e.g., @JoeBiden, @JustinTrudeau, @RishiSunak).

It is proposed by Alsaggaf and Simmons (2015) that authorities in Saudi Arabia appear

to be paying close attention to what is happening online, and in some cases, authorities’



23

responses can be prompt. For example, in 2018, a man travelling with his family
committed a traffic violation during Al-Hajj season. They were stopped by a police
officer; however, the man and his family began insulting the officer while their young
daughter recorded the incident. The officer issued the father with a traffic ticket and did
not escalate the situation. A few hours later, the recorded video went viral on Twitter
using the hashtag #dugi: ¢la_{matk, which means (#call your aunt), a phrase that the
father used when addressing his daughter in the video. The hashtag was trending in Saudi
Arabia, as many people were very supportive of the police officer and asked for the family
to be punished for not complying with the law, being disrespectful to the cooperative
officer, and causing a disturbance. It was not very long before authorities detained the

family for further investigation.

In addition, Twitter has also been used in many online movements like the campaign for
women’s rights to drive cars in 2013 and 2016. Moreover, in 2016, Twitter was the main
means of organising a boycott against the Saudi Telecom Company (STC) as the public
was furious because of the company’s restriction on internet data or what is also called
fair use. Similarly, in 2018, Saudis organised another boycott against Almarai, one of the
major dairy companies in the region. Saudis used the hashtag #muqa:t‘a$t almra:{i:
(#boycott Almarai) to express their disappointment and anger following the company’s
imposition of a sudden price increase. In 2016, Twitter was effectively used alongside
traditional media to introduce Deputy Crown Prince Muhammad bin Salman’s 2030
Vision reform plans and, according to the France-based social media monitor Semiocast
there were around 860,000 tweets, produced by 46% of Saudis discussing the Vision
programme on Twitter (Westall and McDowall, 2016). These examples demonstrate that
Twitter i1s certainly used for spreading awareness, sharing information, and having a
public dialogue on social and political matters (Konnelly, 2015). Hence, it is indeed a rich
source of naturally occurring data, and more importantly, it is a place where many

disagreements undoubtedly occur.

1.3.3 Saudi Vision 2030

The Saudi 2030 Vision was launched in 2016; it generally represents a transformative and
ambitious plan to create a diversified, innovative, and world-leading nation for the
advantage of future generations. The 2030 Saudi Vision programme is considered a
turning point for Saudi society; it is at a stage at which people’s abilities to accept, adapt
and even reject social changes have been tested, specifically in its initial stages. The data

in this study were collected from the early years of this period, particularly between 2017
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and 2018, shedding light on Saudis’ different perspectives on sociocultural and political
matters relevant to the changes happening in the country; see Section 4.2.1 for the
hashtags covered in the corpus. This section provides a general summary of the Saudi

2030 Vision obtained from the official website at (https://www.vision2030.gov.sa/).

The vision is built around three overarching themes: (1) a vibrant society, (2) a thriving
economy and (3) an ambitious nation. The first theme focuses on three aspects of
enriching society through (1.1) celebrating cultural and Islamic heritage and
strengthening the Saudi national identity. Different projects are devised to achieve this,
including increasing the capacity for welcoming and accommodating Umrah visitors from
8 million to 30 million every year, and registering more heritage sites with UNESCO.
(1.2) Promoting the physical, psychological, and social well-being of citizens and
residents; this is seen in the projects that aim to improve the quality of life in cities,
preserve the environment, and develop sustainable resources. (1.3) Reinvigorate social
development to build a strong and more productive society; projects serving the
achievement of this goal aim to focus on improving and reshaping educational and health

systems and providing families with all the necessary support to thrive.

The second theme primarily focuses on enriching the country’s economy by creating an
environment that increases business opportunities, expands economic sources, and
creates jobs for all Saudis. Some of the main goals, for instance, are increasing women’s
participation in the workforce from 22% to 30% and lowering the rate of unemployment
from 11.6% to 7%. The last theme is essentially about increasing the standard of
performance, management, and accountability for the government and all organisations
(private and public). It aims to empower citizens and organisations to take the initiative
and participate in recognising opportunities for improvement. One of the significant goals
of this theme is paying attention to the quality of government electronic services (e-

government).

1.4 Thesis structure

Each chapter in this thesis starts with a brief overview describing the aim of the chapter
and ends with a summary of what the chapter covered. The thesis is organised as follows:
Chapter 1 has provided an overview of the study, establishing the rationale behind the
study, the research questions, and the purpose of doing the study. It also offered a general
background on Twitter in Saudi Arabia. Chapter 2 covers the literature on disagreement,

how it is defined, and how it is treated within traditional literature, specifically in relation
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to speech act theory and traditional Arabic literature. It also addresses previous studies
on disagreement in online and offline communication and the status quo of disagreement
studies in recent Arabic literature. The last section of the chapter outlines some of the key
taxonomies of disagreement strategies reported in previous research. Chapter 3 is
dedicated to the literature on (im)politeness approaches, covering classical politeness
theories and postmodern theories of (im)politeness. The chapter offers a detailed account
of the relational work model (Watts, 2003; Locher and Watts, 2005) and rapport
management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000; 2002; [2000] 2008). In addition, it provides
background about mitigation and aggravation devices and Culpeper’s work on
impoliteness (e.g., Culpeper, 1996; 2011a). Overall, the chapter provides the theoretical
framework for this study and the last sections were used along the disagreements

taxonomies in building the coding framework followed in the current study.

Chapter 4 is designed to cover the process of the data collection and preparation. It also
explains the coding framework and the analytical approach followed in this study.
Chapter 5 contains the quantitative analysis of the corpus of Twitter disagreements,
online questionnaires and interviews. The qualitative analysis in the study is presented in
two chapters; Chapter 6 presents the qualitative analysis of disagreement types and
strategies identified in the corpus. Chapter 7 presents the qualitative analysis of
(im)politeness evaluations of disagreements collected from respondents and interviewees.
The discussion of the findings is then presented in Chapter 8, and lastly, Chapter 9
provides the conclusion of the study, pointing out its contributions, limitations, and

recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 2 Overview of Disagreement Research

The focus of this chapter is to present an overview of the literature on disagreement.
Section 2.1 shows how disagreement is related to other relevant terms, such as argument
and conflict. Section 2.2 illustrates how disagreement is treated within speech act theory.
Section 2.3 offers a summary of how disagreement has been approached in the broad
Arabic literature; looking at how disagreement is generally defined and classified and the
etiquette of disagreement. Then, Section 2.4 presents a focused discussion of the literature
on disagreement studies; the first half of the section is divided into two subsections.
Section 2.4.1 offers an overview of some disagreement studies in offline interaction,
while Section 2.4.2 covers studies that examine disagreement in online interaction. Then,
in Section 2.4.3, I review the status quo of disagreement in the recent studies in Arabic
linguistics. Finally, in Section 2.4.4, I present a list of taxonomies derived from previous
studies that inspired my analysis and coding of disagreement types and strategies, as will

be clarified in Chapter 4.

2.1 Disagreement and other related concepts

When scrutinising the extensive literature on disagreement, it appears that disagreement
has been approached from different angles. For example, disagreement has been studied
in the area of conversation analysis (e.g., Pomerantz, 1984; Pearson, 1986), social
psychological pragmatics (e.g., Muntigl and Turnbull, 1998), speech act theory (e.g.,
Sornig, 1977), early politeness theories (e.g., Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, [1978]
1987), second language learning (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury, 2004), and in
digitally-mediated communication (DMC) (e.g., Baym, 1996; Bou-Franch and Blitvich,
2014). It was noted by Koczogh (2013, p.211) that the literature on disagreement rather
reveals a “terminological turmoil” as different terms are used to describe it, for instance,
contradiction (e.g., Sornig, 1977), confrontation (e.g., Hutchby, 1992), argument (e.g.,
Schiffrin, 1984; 1985), conflict talk (e.g., Honda, 2002), and opposition (e.g., Kakava,
2002; Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury, 2004). The abundance of definitions for the term
disagreement found in the literature highlights “a lack of a uniform definition and
conceptualization of the notion” (Koczogh, 2013, p.211). Therefore, for clarity, my aim
in the next sections (from 2.1.1 to 2.1.3) is to provide a brief account of some of the
strongly interconnected concepts usually found in the literature of disagreement. This is
followed by a more focused discussion of the term disagreement in Section 2.1.4 along

with a justification of the definition of Twitter disagreement employed in this study.
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2.1.1 Opposition or oppositional talk

One of the closely related notions to disagreement is opposition, which, according to
Kakava (2002), refers to “an oppositional stance (verbal or non-verbal) issued to an
antecedent verbal (or non-verbal) action” (p.1538). She also notes that opposition can be
expressed in silence, which can function as a means of opposition (i.e. withholding
approval) in certain situations. Kakava (2002) considers disagreement to fall under the
wider category of opposition. Similarly, Bardovi-Harlig and Salsbury (2004) state that
the term oppositional talk is usually used in a broad sense as it includes “disagreements,
challenges, denials, accusations, threats, and insults” (p.200). Therefore, disagreement
here is understood to be one way of opposing a previous claim or proposition. Moreover,
Kakava (2002) asserts that disagreement always occupies the second conversational turn
and that a long stretch of oppositional turns are no longer disagreement but rather a

dispute or argument as will be explained below.

2.1.2 Conflict (talk) and confrontation

Another notion highly connected to disagreement is conflict. Honda (2002) refers to
conflict as “a speech activity in which two parties attempt to maintain their own positions
by means of opposition, that is, the manifestation of negativity against the other party’s
position that is opposed to one’s own” (p.575) [emphasis added]. Conflict talk, according
to Honda, includes not only a display of opposition but also “the whole process of
inducement, initiations, development, and management of opposition” (p.575). Thus, it
seems that in Honda’s view, conflict talk is not just about the oppositional moment but
also includes what comes before and after it. This is similar to Bousfield’s (2008, p.183)
argument that impoliteness does not occur “out of the blue”, but there are three essential
components: beginnings (i.e. triggers), middles (i.e. a set of options available to the
interlocutors in interaction) and ends (i.e. resolutions) (p.218-220). Hutchby (1992) also
notes that negative attitudes towards the others’ position are also a key component in
confrontations that are also described as aggravated oppositions. Both conflict and

confrontation share the elements of negativity and strong opposition.
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2.1.3 Dispute and argument

Unlike the terms mentioned above, Koczogh (2013) argues that the term ‘argument’ is
complex as it has different distinct meanings based on the context. However, she
identifies two significant meanings that are of relevance to the discussion here: (1) a
methodological process of logical reasoning; and (2) a dispute involving strong
disagreement. That is to say, in the first sense, argument is an illocutionary verb with the
perlocutionary effect of convincing (Eemeren and Grootendorst, [1984]2010). This effect
of convincing is lost in the second sense. Kakava (2002) describes dispute or argument
as “the exchange of more than two oppositional turns” (p.1539). It is an activity where
participants engage in an exchange of oppositional moves to challenge and/or offer
support for a position. This definition is in accordance with Schiffrin’s (1987) definition;
she defines an argument as “discourse through which speakers support disputable
positions” (p.18). She asserts that the three key components of an argument are position,
dispute, and support. An argument is an interaction which consists of persistent

disagreement and competitive negotiation (Schiffrin, 1984).

Likewise, Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) propose that an argument is an interactive
conversation that includes claims that cause disagreements that raise countering
disagreements, and these disagreements are dealt with and resolved. Koczogh (2013)
suggests that “argument is defined formally as an expansion of the speech act of
disagreement, and functionally as a means of managing disagreement in interaction”. She
also states that out of all the above terms, it seems that argument and disagreement are
the most commonly used. However, the term argument is seen to be broader in scope than

disagreement.

Therefore, based on the aforementioned accounts, the relationship between these concepts
can be visualised in Figure 2-1. These notions are indeed interconnected but are neither
interchangeable nor synonymous. Koczogh (2013) clarifies that the distinction between
these notions can be drawn along the lines of attitudes (negative or positive) and
dimensions (local or interactional). The focal point here is that disagreement appears to

be the seed or at the core of these other terms.
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Figure 2-1: The relationship between disagreement and other related terms

2.1.4 On defining disagreement

The pervasive trend in examining disagreement has been more attentive to verbal
disagreement in offline communication. Drawing upon the theory of speech acts, Sornig
(1977) defines disagreement as “any utterance that comments upon a pre-text by
questioning part of its semantic or pragmatic information (sometimes its formal structure
as well), correcting or negating it (semantically or formally)” (p.363). This definition
clearly shows that disagreement depends on a prior act, and thus, it must be analysed
within its particular context (Koczogh, 2013). The act of disagreement has the basic
characteristic of reflecting, perhaps implicitly, on a prior (speech) act, and this is why it
is regarded as a reactive act (Sornig, 1977). Although Sornig’s definition of disagreement

is detailed, it still neglects non-verbal disagreements (Koczogh, 2013; Harb, 2016).

Like Sornig’s (1977) view, Rees-Miller (2000) also considers disagreement a reactive act.
She offers a more technical definition of disagreement by stating that “[a] speaker S
disagrees when s/he considers untrue some Proposition P uttered or presumed to be
espoused by an Addressee A and reacts with an utterance the propositional content or
implicature of which is Not P” (p. 1088) [original italics]. The definition of disagreement
provided by Rees-Miller (2000) clearly shows that disagreement can be expressed
directly or indirectly as well as implicitly or explicitly (p.1089). She points out that her
definition focuses only on verbal disagreement, excluding non-verbal disagreement. Also,
the definition rules out non-serious verbal disagreements. For example, disagreeing for
the purpose of joking or teasing. Moreover, her definition appears to be more concerned

with the proposition’s truth value; however, disagreement does not occur only when a
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previous proposition is considered untrue. For instance, one might disagree with a

previous proposition because of the tone it was used or the wording of it.

Disagreement was also defined by Edstrom (2004) as the “communication of an opinion
or belief contrary to the view expressed by another speaker, may involve actively
defending one’s opinion, attacking another’s position, or quietly withholding approval”
(p.1499). She also adds that “[e]xpressions of disagreement are not always statements;
they can be voiced as questions, exclamations, or even narratives and at times are
communicated more by tone of voice than lexical choice” (p.1505). Edstrom’s definition
(2004) does not clearly address non-verbal disagreement as well as implicit
disagreements, which are indeed difficult to analyse as they prevent access to the
speaker’s beliefs and opinions alike. Her definition has been criticised by both Koczogh
(2013) and Harb (2016) in two aspects. First, they state that analysing the speaker’s belief
is usually hard, problematic, and even impossible to access. The second part of the
criticism is that disagreement “does not always have to mirror the speaker’s belief, as it
can be a joke or teasing the other and still count as an act of disagreement” (Koczogh,
2013, p.219). Edstrom’s (2004) definition of disagreement aligns with that of Rees-Miller
(2000) in discounting non-serious disagreements from the definition because the social

function of non-serious disagreement is different.

Furthermore, Sifianou (2012) defines disagreement as “the expression of a view that
differs from that expressed by another speaker” (p.1554). Koczogh (2013) notes that
Sifianou considers disagreement as a “different” view instead of an “opposite”; this use
of “different” actually lessens the negative element that is usually attached to
disagreement. Although it is possible to say that Sifianou’s definition generally allows
for both verbal and non-verbal ways of expressing disagreement, Harb (2016) argues that
her definition remains insufficient as she does not clearly acknowledge the indirectness
and implicitness of disagreement. Inspired by Sifianou’s work on disagreement, which
was focused on defining disagreement outside speech act theory, Koczogh (2013, p.220)
proposes the following definition of disagreement:
A situated activity whose function is to express an opinion (or belief) the

propositional content or illocutionary force of which is — or is intended to be
— partly or fully inconsistent with that of a prior (non-verbal) utterance

Koczogh’s definition appears to be inclusive of both verbal and non-verbal utterances,

and it also highlights that disagreement is an activity that involves having inconsistent
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positions rather than necessarily opposing or conflicting, thus reducing the negativity

surrounding disagreement.

From the above accounts, I here summarise key features of disagreement in (a) and forms

of disagreement reported in the literature (e.g., Pomerantz, 1984; Garcia, 1989) are stated

in (b).

(a)
1. Itisareactive act because it is strongly connected to a prior (speech) act
(Sornig, 1977; Rees-Miller, 2000).
2. TItis a situated activity (Koczogh, 2013).
3. Disagreement per se is not considered a negative act (Tannen, 2002;
Angouri and Tseliga, 2010).
4. Disagreements are not always statements. They can be expressed as
questions, exclamations, or even narratives and can be communicated
by tone rather than lexical choice (Edstrom, 2004) as well as silence, i.e.
withholding approval (Kakava, 2002).
(b)

1. Direct vs. indirect

2. Explicit vs. implicit

3. Full vs. partial

4. Mitigated vs. unmitigated
5. Verbal vs. non-verbal

6. Personal vs. impersonal

In this study, I propose the following definition for Twitter disagreement:

A textual post’ that is responding to the main tweet — either to the tweet as a
whole or some parts of it, for instance, the shared media or the poster
her/himself; or it could be a response to a prior reply or other posts in the
main thread. This disagreeing post states or expresses a position that is
incompatible with the main tweet or the previous tweet, but it does not
necessarily need to express a direct contradiction or opposition.

The identification of disagreement on Twitter is focused on directly expressed written
disagreement, thus eliminating disagreement expressed by images, videos, or GIFs. The

main reason behind this decision is that even though the internet has enriched people’s

5 Twitter is a multimodal platform, thus disagreements can be expressed multimodally, however, I am

primarily interested in the written form of Twitter disagreements.
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means of communication, text-based communication remains the most popular in DMC

(Herring, 2015).

2.2 Disagreement in speech acts theory

The following two sections briefly shed light on how disagreement was approached and
classified in speech act theory, mainly focusing on Austin’s (1962) and Searle’s (1976)

classifications of speech acts.

2.2.1 Austin’s speech act theory

Although the notion of speech acts was foreshadowed in Wittgenstein’s philosophical
concept of language games, the theory of speech acts is usually attributed to John L.
Austin. Speech acts theory was first introduced in Austin’s (1962) pioneering work How
to do things with Words. Austin initially proposed a two-way dichotomy of
utterances/sentences known as performatives/constatives. The first refers to sentences
with a performative function, such as promising, apologising, requesting, etc., as seen in
Example 2.1. These sentences cannot be assessed in terms of the truth and falsity
conditions. The latter refers to statements or assertions about the world, sentences like
those in Example 2.2; these sentences are strongly linked to truth and falsity conditions,

thus called truth-bearing.

Example 2.1: performatives

a. [ promise to call you tonight. (explicit performative of promise)
b. TI’ll call you tonight. (implicit performative of promise)

Example 2.2: constatives
a. Itis raining outside.

b. She is a law student.

Not long after, Austin discarded his earlier distinction of performatives/constatives
utterances in favour of a broader theory of speech acts. He explains that it is not the
syntactic or semantic properties of the sentence that makes it performative, but rather the

specific communicative force of the utterance. The general theory he presented offers a
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threefold distinction among speech acts, as shown in the figure below (see Huang, 2007,

p.102):

. The act of producing a meaningful linguistic
locutionary act .
expression.

The intended communicative function or action

the speaker wants to fulfil or accomplish; it is an

Speech
Acts

illocutionary act act defined within a system of social conventions

and which has a certain force.

The effect or the consequence caused by the

perlocutionary act speaker’s utterance on the addressee.

Figure 2-2: Austin's distinction of Speech Acts (1962)

For example, if A said to B, “Don 't you think it is very warm in here?” (locutionary act)
with the intention of requesting B to open the window (illocutionary force), if B actually
opens the window, then the effect of the utterance has been achieved (perlocutionary
effect). Huang (2007) notes that the same locutionary act can have different illocutionary
forces in different contexts. He also states that in a narrow sense, a speech act, according
to Austin, usually refers to the illocutionary act (p.103). Austin classifies speech acts into
five groups based on their illocutionary force, which are: verdictives, excertives,

commissives, behabitives, and expositives, see Figure 2-3.

Verdictives Excertives Commissives
(giving a verdict, itis a (exercisin%power, right, (commitment to do
judical act ) or influence ) something)
e.g. judge, convict, e.g. appoint, dismiss, e.g. promise, plan, oppose,
estimate, ... irect, ...
Behabitives Expositives
(showing attitudes and social (calrifying of reasons, arguments,
behaviour) and communications)
e.g. apologize, congratulate, ... e.g. agree, deny, identify, ...

Figure 2-3: Austin's Classification of Illocutionary Acts (1962)
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Austin (1962) states that “supporting, agreeing, disagreeing, maintaining, and defending,
form another group of illocutions which seems to be both expositive and commissive”
(p.158). However, the way Austin described the behabitives as a “reaction to other
people’s behaviour and fortunes and of attitudes and expressions of attitudes to someone
else’s past conduct or imminent conduct” (p.159) [emphasis added] can also include
disagreement within this group with other acts such as approve, challenge, criticise, etc.
This cross-classification might reflect why this taxonomy is far from perfect, as Austin
himself acknowledged, stating that “there are still wide possibilities of marginal and

awkward cases, or of overlap” (p.151).

2.2.2 Searle’s Speech Acts Theory

There were several attempts to improve, extend and systemise Austin’s theory of speech
acts; however, Searle’s contribution to refining Austin’s taxonomy of speech acts remains
the most influential (Huang, 2007). Searle (1976) notes that Austin’s classification forms
an excellent basis for analysing speech acts, but it is not a definitive one. Searle’s criticism
of Austin’s theory of speech acts can be summarised in two key points. First, Austin’s
taxonomy is a classification of English illocutionary verbs rather than illocutionary acts.
It seems clear that “there is a persistent confusion between illocutionary acts and
illocutionary verbs” (Searle, 1976, p.8). Second, the principles behind Austin’s
categorisation of speech acts are ambiguous, thus leading to this evident overlap between
the five categories as well as “a great deal of heterogeneity within some of the categories”
(Searle, 1976, p.8). A detailed account of Searle’s argument can be found in (Searle, 1976;
1969; 1968; 1965).

A speech act, according to Searle (1969), consists of utterance act, propositional act,
illocutionary act, and perlocutionary act, as shown in Figure 2-4. Utterance acts refer to
the process of producing a string of words. I[llocutionary and propositional acts refer to
uttering words in sentences in a particular context, under particular conditions, and with
particular intentions. Finally, perlocutionary acts refer to the effects or the consequences

particular speech acts have on others.

speech acts

Utterance act

uttering words

Propositional act

Referring and
predicating

lllocutionary act

e.g. stating, ordering,
promising,etc.

Perlocutionary act

consequence or effects
these acts have on others

Figure 2-4: Searle's categories of Speech Acts
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As for classifying illocutionary acts, Searle proposed five categories organised along
three significant dimensions: the illocutionary point (i.e. purpose), the direction of fit, and

the expressed psychological state. Table 2-1 displays Searle’s classification.

Table 2-1: Searle’s categorisation of illocutionary acts

Class of
illocutionary act

Dimensions

Illocutionary point
(purpose of the act)

Direction of fit

Psychological state
(sincerity condition)

Representatives
(or assertives)

S commits to the truth of the

expressed P

word-to-world ()

Belief (that p)

Directives S attempts to get Htodo A world-to-word (1) Want (or Wish or
desire)
Commissives Cominits S to some future A world-to-word (1) Intention
Expressives S expresses attitudes, No direction of fit (@) | Variable (depending
emotions, or states to H on the propositional
content)
Declaratives S’s utterance affects change word-to-world world- No sincerity

in some current state of affairs to-word (J) condition (@)

[Where is S = Speaker, H = Hearer, P = Proposition, and A = Act]

The speech act of disagreement can be counted as a member of the representatives (or
assertives) class of illocutionary acts (Sornig, 1977; Koczogh, 2013). This is mainly
because disagreement was described as a reaction act to a prior act, and through which
the speaker represents what s/he believes to be the case (Sornig, 1977; Rees-Miller, 2000;
Harb, 2016). Thus, in some cases, the speaker can express that a prior proposition is false
by stating that it is Not P (Koczogh, 2013). However, it can be argued that disagreement
could also be regarded as an expressive act where the speaker expresses emotions or

attitudes towards a previous (speech) act.

The challenges in classifying disagreements in these classifications show why
disagreement is considered a complex and polysemous speech act (e.g., Tannen, 2002;
Sifianou, 2012). It also seems clear that the traditional literature of speech acts has given
little attention to disagreement as a speech act (LoCastro, 1986), unlike other acts, for

example, apology and request.

2.3 Disagreement in Arabic Literature

When consulting the Arabic literature, there appears to be limited research on
disagreement in linguistics and (im)politeness studies. Instead, disagreement has been
primarily approached from within the fields of Quranic and Islamic jurisprudence —
particularly comparative jurisprudence. Scholars’ disagreements on interpretations of

specific verses or Islamic rulings were discussed in their work. However, these
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discussions of and about disagreements were generally from an Islamic point of view.
Overall, scholars seem to agree that disagreement is sometimes unavoidable given the
fact that human beings naturally differ religiously, intellectually, emotionally, etc.
Nevertheless, they all discourage disagreements that lead to dissent and division,

affecting the unity and harmony of society (Alalwani, 1993 [2011]).

The Islamic Arabic literature contains numerous publications (i.e. sermons, articles, and
books) on disagreement; for example, Alalwani (1993 [2011]) published his book Ethics
of Disagreement in Islam around 1984, translated into English in 1993. Zidan (1988) also
addressed the issue of disagreement from an Islamic perspective. Similarly, Awamah
(1991) discussed disagreement between Islamic scholars on religious topics. There are
other publications on disagreement, Islamic etiquette in disagreements, and disagreement
in Islamic history and how the Prophet (Peace be upon Him) and his companions dealt
with disagreements, to mention a few (Humaid, 1992), (Alsadlan, 1996), (Bazmul, 2004),
and (Kamel, 2010).

The aforementioned confirms that disagreement was certainly discussed in the literature;
however, these studies were heavily focused on accounting for disagreement mainly from
a religious and historical point of view. Although these studies did not address
disagreement and (im)politeness in the context of daily communication, they remain
highly significant to further our understanding of the cultural conceptualisation of

disagreement and (im)politeness in Islamic Arabic culture.

2.3.1 Definition of disagreement

The close Arabic equivalents of the word disagreement are Zixtila:f and xila:f. A few
scholars have attempted to distinguish between the two terms. For instance, Alabara
(2017) stated that one of the ways that scholars used to differentiate between Zixtila:f and
xila:f is that the former is used to refer to the difference in means while the goal is the
same, whereas the latter is used to refer to the difference in both means and the goal.
Another proposed difference between the terms is that Zixtila.f refers to differences based
on evidence, while xila:f refers to differences that are not based on evidence. However,
the majority of scholars have agreed that the two terms are not different in their general
meaning (e.g., Zidan, 1988; Alabara, 2017). Generally, disagreement is defined as taking
or adopting a different view or position than the other (Zidan, 1988; Alalwani, 1993
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[2011]). It is argued that not every disagreement is an opposition, but every opposition is

a disagreement (Alalwani, 1993 [2011]).°

2.3.2 Classification of disagreement

Islamic scholars (e.g., Alalwani, 1993 [2011]; Kamel, 2010; Bazmul, 2004) tend to
differentiate between two major types of disagreement; Zixtila:f mahmu:d
(positive/preferred disagreement), and Zixtila:f madmu:m (negative/dispreferred
disagreement). The former term is used to refer to disagreement originating from diversity
and the existence of many different views, thoughts, methods, etc. This disagreement
usually occurs in secondary matters rather than fundamental ones. This type is described
as natural as it is seen to be caused by the general heterogeneity in religions, languages,
human traits, etc. The second type of disagreement, Zixtila:f madmu:m, originates from
opposition and it is triggered by several reasons and motives such as self-centeredness,
pride in one’s opinion, cynicism and accusation without evidence, pursuing a desire, a
position or recognition, lack of knowledge, prejudice and ideologies be they tribal,

national, religious, political, etc. (Kamel, 2010).

Moreover, disagreement has been classified based on motives. The first type is
disagreement driven by desire or inclination and thus perceived negatively. Here,
disagreement is usually based on achieving a personal outcome, like showing off
knowledge or superiority. The second type is disagreement that stems from holding
different beliefs, where people seek to prove the righteousness of their beliefs. From an
Islamic standpoint, this type of disagreement can be negative, depending on the situation.
The third type of disagreement is driven by different views, and this type can be either
positive or negative based on the circumstances and the matter of disagreement (Alalwani,

1993 [2011]; Alsadlan, 1996).

Alalwani (1993 [2011]) distinguishes between disagreement, dispute, argument, and
discord, which I present in Figure 2-5 below to demonstrate the connection between these
concepts. He states that disagreement might provoke and escalate to an argument or a
dispute; this occurs when disagreement is not expressed with manners and etiquette. He

emphasises that when disagreement is expressed with manners, it can be positive and

6 All definitions in this paragraph are my translation of the Arabic texts.
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beneficial. The benefits of positive disagreement, as accounted for by Alalwani (1993

[2011]), can be summed up in two key points:

1.

Positive disagreement is an exercise for the mind as it enriches one’s knowledge
and broadens his/her intellectual horizon (i.e. learning).

Positive disagreement could lead to discovering various options and solutions to
the same matter (i.e. creativity).

Undesired

results

Figure 2-5: Disagreement relationship to other concepts in Arabic Literature

2.3.3 Etiquette in disagreements

Although Islamic scholars did not formulate theoretical frameworks for (im)politeness in

disagreements, one can still recognise that they acknowledged the importance of

politeness and etiquette in communication, particularly when disagreements arise. Islamic

scholars discouraged disagreements that lead to division, as they can detrimentally impact

harmony in both relationships and societies. They also stressed the crucial role of the

language used in conversations, mainly when there are different or contrasting views. For

example, Kamel (2010) provided a short summary of the manners interlocutors should

abide by during disagreement:’

1.
2.

Start with shared agreements (establishing common ground).
Select the right words and avoid provoking or hurting the other.

Indirectness is preferred; avoid direct language such as “You are wrong!’ and ‘I
will prove how ignorant you are!’

Praise the other.

7 My translation.
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5. Avoid mockery.

6. Avoid vagueness.
Overall, the rules or guidelines about dealing with disagreements with others found in the
Arabic literature generally bear some resemblance to early politeness theories covered in
Section 3.1.1. These rules show that social harmony is emphasised and that damage to

the other should be minimised.

2.4 Reflexive account of previous research on disagreement

In the previous sections, I provided a general background on how traditional literature
defines and handles disagreements. The following sections aim to provide a more focused
review of studies on disagreement, which I divided into two general categories; Section
2.4.1 includes studies that examined disagreement in offline communication (e.g., Sornig,
1977; Pomerantz, 1984; Rees-Miller, 2000; Kakava, 2002; Netz, 2014). Then, Section
2.4.2 covers studies that looked at disagreement in online communication (e.g., Baym,
1996; Graham, 2007; Angouri and Tseliga, 2010; Shum and Lee, 2013). Section 2.4.3
provides insight into the status quo of Arabic studies on disagreement in both online and
offline communication. The last section outlines the different taxonomies of disagreement
types and strategies derived from previous studies; these taxonomies inspired the coding

framework of my data presented in Chapter 4.

2.4.1 Disagreement in offline communication

Early studies on disagreement were concerned with identifying linguistic features of
disagreements to demonstrate why disagreements are considered negative or dispreferred
acts. For instance, Pomerantz (1984) looked at agreement and disagreement in what is
referred to as second assessments: subsequent assessments referring to the same referent
in the prior assessment (p.62). She stated that initial assessments could be structured in a
way to invite one of the two next actions: a preferred-action turn shape that is mostly
agreement or a dispreferred-action turn shape that is mostly disagreement.® In her analysis
of disagreement, she differentiates between weak disagreement and strong disagreement;

weak disagreement is usually prefaced with an agreement token (i.e. partial agreement +

8 The concept of preference refers to a range of non-equivalent conversational structures/actions available
to the participants; in certain contexts, some specific structures are preferred based on the expectations
of that context. It is pointed out by Levinson (1984) that the notion of preference corresponds with the
notion of linguistic markedness; see Kotthoff (1993).
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partial disagreement). Weak disagreements can also be prefaced by delay devices such as
hesitation/no talk gap (i.e. silence), requests for clarification, and hesitation markers like
well and uh (p.75). On the other hand, strong disagreement is a direct contrastive

evaluation; it includes only disagreement components.

Pomerantz (1984) further explained that the dispreferredness of disagreement in most
situations comes from the likelihood it will make conversations uncomfortable,
unpleasant, threatening, offensive, etc., thus making agreement more preferred to achieve
solidarity and sociability. However, she asserts that in limited situations, support and
sociability are accomplished by disagreement, focusing on the example of disagreement
after a self-deprecating assessment is usually preferred over agreement (p.64, p.77). It
seems that Pomerantz’s (1984) view of disagreement is similar to the one found in the
classical account of politeness theories (Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987);
see Section 3.1.1. Early politeness theories consider disagreement unfavourable and
better avoided to maintain harmonious interactions with others. Given that Pomerantz’s
(1984) study used conversation analysis as the main analytical approach, the effect of the

situational context on disagreements was not at the core of the disagreement analysis.

Kotthoff (1993) examined disagreement in Anglo-American and German disputes taken
from long stretches of dyadic discussions produced by 16 participants (students and
professors). She stressed the importance of context in determining what is preferred or
dispreferred; later studies like the ones covered below support this argument. She reported
that in this academic context, disagreements become more preferred when an argument
has been established than agreements, mainly because the expectation in this context is
for one to defend their position (p.193). Therefore, concession or giving up one’s position
in these arguments might be interpreted as one being unable to develop an argument or
being submissive (p.213). She acknowledged that disagreements are influenced by

cultural and contextual expectations evoked in the interaction (p.201, p.203).

Kotthoff explained that interlocutors typically indicate how they orient themselves in the
interaction so others can adjust their expectations. The signalling of disagreements shows
the degree of these disagreements (strong or weak). These signals and cues can be
interpreted differently, even within the same culture (p.199). Her study showed that
disagreement could be aggravated by different devices such as word repetition, laughter,
intonation, reluctance markers, and downgrading the topical relevance. On the other hand,
disagreement can be mitigated by devices such as hesitation, downplaying, and partial

agreement tokens. Kotthoff’s study encourages the departure from taking the unmarked
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structure as the preferred structure in interaction, especially considering cultural and
contextual differences (p.196). Interestingly, she found that most of the disagreements in

her data were not resolved but merely suspended (p.213).

Furthermore, one of the first studies that looked at the structural order of disagreement
was that of Muntigl and Turnbull (1998). They looked at both the structure and the
strategies of conversational disagreements — termed “arguing exchanges” (p.227) — as
an interactional activity, which was proposed from the social-psychological pragmatics
point of view. The structure of the disagreements they proposed is shown in the figure

below (Muntigl and Turnbull, 1998, p.227).

a claim/proposition

disagrees with the claim/proposition in Turn 1
(Turn 2)

disagrees with B's
claim/proposition in T2
either by supporting T1
or opposing T2

(Turn 3)
Speaker A

Speaker B

Figure 2-6: Conversational order of disagreement derived from Muntigl and Turnbull
(1998)

Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) proposed five types of disagreement acts occurring in these
turns. The types of disagreement they identified can occur with varying degrees of

gravity:

1. Irrelevancy claim (IC): the prior claim is irrelevant to the discussion at hand.

2. Challenge (CH): questioning the prior claim and demanding more supportive
evidence.

3. Contradiction (CT): contradicting the prior claim by expressing an opposite claim
(the negated proposition of the prior claim).

4. Counterclaim (CC): proposing an alternative claim that does not necessarily
contradict nor challenge the prior claim.

5. Act combination (AC): the use of two disagreement strategies and most frequently

CT and CC

Although Muntigl and Turnbull’s account of the conversational turns of disagreement

was based on dyadic face-to-face data, it was adapted to analyse online disagreement
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(e.g., Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Harb, 2016). Langlotz and Locher (2012, p.1598)
described Muntigl and Turnbull’s (1998) tripartite turn-structure of disagreement as a
sophisticated and helpful basis for systemising the discursive structure of disagreement;
however, it requires a careful adjustment when applied to online disagreement; their study

is presented in Section 2.4.2.

One of the studies that looked at the influence of specific contexts on disagreement
strategies is Rees-Miller (2000). She examined disagreement in an American university
setting. She focused on disagreement and its relation to the factors of power, severity (i.e.
rank of imposition) and context. She observed the occurrences of verbal disagreements in
classes and colloquia in three different directions: professors-students disagreements (P
— S), students-professors disagreements (S — P), and peer disagreements. Her
classification for disagreement is detailed in Table 2-2. Interestingly, she found that 72%
of professors’ disagreements with students were softened, while only 53% of students’
disagreements with professors were softened. For instance, professors exclusively used
positive comments when disagreeing with students, and they used humour and inclusive
pronouns in their disagreements more than the students. This indicates that, at least in the
academic context, the power parameter is not as significant as proposed by Brown and
Levinson ([1978] 1987). Professors’ softened disagreement with the students is an
effective and supportive teaching strategy mainly utilised to encourage participation and
self-expression in class. Students’ disagreements are taken as evidence of “an inquiring
mind” reflecting active participation in the learning process; their disagreements are

claimed to enhance the professors’ positive face (p.1096).

Moreover, in Rees-Miller’s (2000) study, aggravated disagreement has a low occurrence
in the data, with one occurrence in professors’ disagreements with students (P — S) and
six occurrences in students’ disagreement with professors (S — P). Aggravated
disagreement mainly occurred between peers/those of equal status (P — P) or (S — S).
Two-thirds (66%) of the instances of aggravated disagreement occurred in the history
class when topics like cultural identity and racism were discussed — topics that affected
participants personally. It is noteworthy, however, that she added that the low occurrence
of professors’ aggravated disagreements is difficult to generalise to other university
professors due to their awareness of the study and its parameters. She concluded that
certain factors like educational context, relationships between interlocutors, and topics
are more influential than general factors such as power, rank of imposition, and gender.

She stated that “a model of variables and patterns of politeness predicated from those
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variables without reference to context does not adequately account for how disagreement

is expressed” (Rees-Miller, 2000, p.1088).

Rees-Miller’s comment on the significance of context in disagreement goes in line with
Sornig’s (1977) statement that “disagreement is not only sensitive to its co-text, but also
to its whole (situational) context” (p.364). In the academic context, although the
professors are relatively more powerful than students, they produced more mitigated
disagreements and used more positive politeness. This is better explained by Locher’s
statement (2004, p.31) that “high status is not always co-extensive with power”, meaning
that in some contexts, “people with higher status can refrain from exercising power” while
“Iinteractants with lower status can decide to exercise power over people with relatively
greater status”. Therefore, it can be said that the professors in the study likely deliberately
exercised less power when disagreeing with students, probably mainly for educational

purposes.

Some studies of disagreement took a cross-cultural approach for educational and
pedagogical purposes, such as (Kreutel, 2007; Habib, 2008). Habib (2008) investigated
the use of disagreement and humour, particularly teasing, as educational tools to
strengthen relationships, raise cultural awareness, and assist the display of personal
identity in cross-cultural communication. Habib’s (2008) study was based on three hours
of audio-taped interactions among four female friends from different countries: Syria,
Portugal, the United States, and Greece. In her data, she found that unmitigated
disagreements among second language learners have high frequency, for instance, not, no
and its repeated variants no, no, no. This high frequency of unmitigated disagreements
might be the result of the close relationship between the participants (friends). Habib’s
study shows that unmitigated disagreements are not straightforwardly labelled impolite
or rude without consulting the whole context. It also shows that disagreement is an
essential component of language learners’ pragmatic competence; as Kreutel (2007, p.19)
argued, “lexico-grammatical proficiency does not imply pragmatic competence”; and that
explicit pragmatic instruction is essential to for developing second language learners

pragmatic competence.

Considering the discussion in Section 2.1, it is important to note that studies (e.g.,
Kotthoff, 1993; Habib, 2008) focused on examining disagreement over several
conversational turns (i.e. long stretches of talk). Other studies (e.g., Muntigl and Turnbull,
1998; Kakava, 2002) argued that disagreements usually occur in two or three interaction

turns. Disagreement over a long stretch of oppositional turns is a dispute or argument
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(Kakava, 2002); this distinction is essential for the identification of disagreement in

online interaction, as clarified in Section 2.4.2.

2.4.2 Disagreement in online communication

Online communication has facilitated exposure to opinions beyond the confines of
persons’ immediate social networks. In the last two decades, disagreement online has
attracted significant attention; for instance, Graham (2007) examined disagreement and
(im)politeness in conflict talk in close-knit email discussions in a ChurchList. Angouri
and Tseliga (2010) analysed disagreement and (im)politeness drawn from two online
communities of practice: Greek students and professional academics. Bolander (2012)
looked at disagreements and agreements in personal/diary blogs, Shum and Lee (2013)
investigated disagreement and (im)politeness in forum discussions in Hong Kong, and
Harb (2016) looked at disagreement and (im)politeness among Arabic speakers on

Facebook.

One of the earliest systematic studies of disagreement online was conducted by Baym
(1996). She looked at disagreement and agreement in a predominantly female discussion
group where participants talked about soap operas. She described online disagreement as
a post that is “explicitly responsive” to other messages, stating an incompatible position
with the previous message, not necessarily to be directly contradictory (p.14). She
analysed disagreement and agreement in 524 messages, collected responses to two sets
of open-ended surveys posted in the discussion group, and conducted interviews with the
members of the discussion group. Out of the 524 messages, only 70 messages were coded
as agreement and 51 as disagreement. She found that both agreement and disagreement
were linked to a prior message mostly through the use of quotations followed by

referencing others’ posts.

In addition, Baym (1996) found that agreement and disagreement in written online
communication have some shared strategic features like elaboration and reasoning. Also,
some agreement instances contained mitigation markers, especially qualifiers like ‘I think
that’ and ‘that’s only my opinion’; another feature commonly associated with

disagreements.®” Moreover, she explained that disagreements in her data were expressed

9 Baym proposed that most of the differences between online agreement and disagreement and their offline
counterparts are mainly due to the influence of the medium. For example, the use of elaboration in
both agreement and disagreement was not previously reported as a common strategy in offline
communication. Nonetheless, Baym (1996, p.33) revealed that elaboration is very pervasive in both
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explicitly through the use of ‘disagree’ and its synonyms, disagreement tokens as ‘but’,
and assessments which contradict the claim in the previous post. Also, disagreements
were expressed implicitly in 18% of the instances; this implicitness was achieved through
the utilisation of these strategies: (1) providing counter-examples as a way of elaborating
one’s view, (2) contradicting the previous claim by reasoning, and (3) challenging the
previous claim by posing questions. In addition, she noted that participants used different
strategies to show affiliation as a way of mitigating disagreement; these strategies include
partial agreement, acknowledging the other’s perspective, qualifiers, and naming (i.e.
address terms) such as ‘my buddy’. However, Baym (1996, p.27) observed that naming
is less frequent in disagreement than in agreement, and she suggested that using this
strategy in disagreements “might create negative recognition, thus doing more of a

disservice than service.”

Overall, Baym (1996, p.35) pointed out that online communication is often seen as
encouraging competitive and hostile discourse — a phenomenon widely referred to as
“flaming” (p.11). It has been postulated that flaming occurs due to a “lack of shared
etiquette, by computer culture norms, or by the impersonal and text-only form of
communication” (Kiesler et al., 1984, p.1130). However, she noted that the disagreements
in the discussion group are “remarkably civil” since the members are focused on
“differences in positions, rather than shifting to personal attacks”. The discussion group
generally aims to create an emotionally welcoming space where members feel less
threatened when expressing their thoughts. She suggested that the fact that the majority
of the participants are females might have played a major role in the low occurrences of
confrontation and hostility. Baym (1996) argued that although the influence of the
medium on the expressions of agreements and disagreements is clear, other interrelated
factors should not be ignored as they seem to affect the expression of agreement and

disagreement online.

Furthermore, Langlotz and Locher (2012) investigated the links between disagreement,
emotional stance and relational work in the online comment section of MailOnline. They
used Muntigl and Turnbull’s (1998) framework in their approach; however, they modified
the framework to match the nature of online communication, especially in terms of who

is the target of disagreement (i.e. to whom the disagreement is oriented). They pointed

online agreement and disagreement, suggesting that it is used as “a way to increase a message’s
interest value for a mass audience, meeting a wide readership’s needs while demonstrating one’s
own competence at doing so.”
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out that in online communication, the precise identification of the direction of
disagreement and its target can be challenging and probably impossible in some cases.
This difficulty is raised by the platform affordances and the nature of online
communication, which is highly multimodal and intertextual with a multiparty frame of
participation. They found that commenters use different linguistic and graphic means to
index their emotions in disagreements, such as exclamations, sarcasm, irony, word play,
name-calling, emotion words (e.g., pathetic), interjections and emoticons. They argue that
examining emotional expressions is vital as they signal the commenter’s orientation to
the communication and their worldview; and that disagreements constitute an interesting

testing ground to explore the use of various forms to index emotional stances (p.1604).

The relational work model was also used to analyse disagreement and (im)politeness in
two online forums in Hong Kong (Shum and Lee, 2013). They used a triangulated
methodology in investigating online disagreement involving a corpus analysis of 317
posts, two-part questionnaires given to 30 browsers (i.e. lurkers, which refers to
individuals who browse the forums but do not often respond to the posted messages) of
the forums, and follow-up interviews with 15 of the browsers. In the process of
identifying disagreement strategies, they followed the taxonomy provided by Locher
(2004) and the impoliteness strategies proposed by Culpeper (1996) and Bousfield
(2008), adjusting them when necessary to suit the online data. They identified 99
instances of disagreement in which 11 disagreement strategies were used, such as giving
opposite opinions, negative comments, clarifying personal stances, etc. (see Table 2-2
below for a complete list of strategies). The respondents to the questionnaires were
requested to complete a S-point Likert scale to judge the identified disagreement
strategies according to three parameters: politeness/impoliteness,

appropriate/inappropriate, and positively/negatively marked.

In general, Shum and Lee (2013) found that the communicators in the two forums tend to
disagree directly with no mitigation using strategies like negative comments, using short
vulgar phrases, cursing, giving opposite opinions, and reprimanding. They found that
most of the disagreement instances were politic, thus showing that disagreement is not
always a face-threatening act (FTA). Regarding how respondents evaluated the strategies
used to express disagreements, they reported that most respondents classified cursing and
short vulgar phrases as impolite, inappropriate, and negatively marked. On the other hand,
giving personal experiences and facts and making ironic statements are considered polite

mainly because these strategies facilitate discussion and provide supporting ideas.
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2.4.3 Disagreement in recent Arabic studies

The existing literature on speech acts and (im)politeness in Arabic reflects a lack of
studies in the area of disagreement. To the best of my knowledge, there are four studies
on disagreement in Arabic. Two studies examined disagreement in offline interaction
(Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq, 2018; Alzahrani, 2021), while the other two examined
disagreement in online interaction (Harb, 2016; Alghamdi, 2023).

Harb (2016) took an intralingual approach to examine disagreement and (im)politeness
in Arabic speakers’ Facebook communication. He also investigated the influence of topic
and gender on disagreement strategies. The Facebook corpus he compiled contains
50,964 words collected from 19 Facebook pages/groups from 19 Arabic-speaking
countries; however, the Gulf region altogether contributed only 3% of the data. In his
study, Harb (2016) adopted the relational work model by Locher and Watts (2005). Based
on this, he reported that 45% of disagreements in his data were unmarked
(politic/appropriate), like the use of contradiction and supplication strategies. On the other
hand, marked disagreement strategies were divided into two groups: 29% of those were
negatively marked (impolite), such as the use of verbal attack or verbal irony, and 26%
were positively marked (polite), including strategies like counterclaim and argument

avoidance.

Harb (2016) showed that Arabic speakers tend to use ten strategies to express their
disagreement online, some of which are found in other languages and cultures, but two
were more culture-specific: supplication and mild-scolding. He argued that both
strategies are classified as non-rude politic strategies based on the relational work model
(Locher and Watts, 2005). Supplication, which occurred 5% in the corpus, refers to the
exclusive use of religious language to indirectly express disagreement or disapproval of
the prior claim. For example, the use of (al-hawqalah) ALY s 639 Jo=> Y /la: hawla wa
la: quwata i?lla: bialla:h/ which could be translated in English as ‘There is no power or
might except by Allah’. The other strategy 1s mild-scolding was defined by Harb (2016)
as the explicit use of (shame) e /fajb/ to indicate that what someone is saying or doing
contains a fault or a violation of common social or religious norms. The purpose of mild-
scolding is to make the person who is seen as crossing the lines feel disgraced and
embarrassed and push the individual to reconsider and correct his/her actions. Despite his
claim that mild-scolding is culturally specific, Shum and Lee (2013) identified a similar

disagreement strategy in Chinese online forums, which were referred to as reprimands
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used when one points out the wrongdoing of the other mostly through stressing the feeling

of shame.

With regard to mitigation devices, Harb (2016) showed that 1158 (82.7%) disagreements
were unmitigated, while 242 (17.3%) were mitigated. More than half of the mitigated
disagreement occurred in political topics, and 24.8% occurred in religious topics, with
fewer occurrences in social topics. Harb (2016) suggested that mitigation is associated
with the sensitivity and the controversy of the topics. He asserted that topic is a crucial
factor in the way disagreement is expressed and evaluated. In his study, 44% of
disagreements occurred in political topics, 31% in religious topics, and the lowest
occurrences of disagreement were found in social topics, 25%. He stresses the strong
correlation between the number of disagreements and the relative controversy of the topic.
In a similar way, Rees-Miller (2000) agreed that topic is indeed an influential factor in
how disagreement is expressed and assessed. She found that in the academic context, in
particular, topic has a greater influence on disagreement than other factors such as power

and gender; see 2.4.1 for an account of Rees-Miller’s (2000) study.

Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq (2018) seek to account for the ‘preferred’ disagreement
strategies in Jordanian Arabic, focusing on disagreement among students at Yarmouk
University. The researchers were particularly interested in finding how the production of
disagreement is influenced by Islamic and Arabic culture, particularly Jordanian culture.
They claim that disagreement is not only about expressing contrasting ideas and opinions,
but also revealing one’s cultural background (p.423). Data were collected through the use
of a discourse completion task (DCT), which was designed to include ten fictional
situations focusing on two factors: social status and social distance. The respondents were
asked to write what they would say in these situations to show their disagreements. The
217 respondents were asked to complete the DCT questionnaires, thus generating a total

of 2,322 instances of disagreement.

Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq (2018) adopted the disagreement taxonomy proposed by
Maiz-Arévalo (2014), dividing disagreement into strong (unmitigated) disagreement and
weak (softened/mitigated) disagreement. Weak disagreement includes strategies such as
partial disagreement, giving explanations, expressing regret, and expressions of
uncertainty; these are usually used to minimise the face-threatening effect of
disagreement. Strong disagreement can be expressed through strategies like bare negative
forms, blunt statements of the opposite, insults, etc. Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq (2018)

found that Jordanian students utilised 11 strategies when expressing disagreement. The
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most frequently used strategies are giving explanations, bare negative forms, blunt
statements of the opposite, and partial agreement/disagreement. Other strategies that are
found in their study include expression of uncertainty, insults, negative judgment, request

for information/clarification, and swearing.

In their study, swearing, also known as a “conversational oath” (Abdel-Jawad, 2000,
p.218), refers to the use of God’s name (Allah) (Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq, 2018).
According to Abdel-Jawad (2000), swearing has several functions; for instance, it is used
to confirm a claim, emphasise a promise, intensify a threat or warning, deny an
accusation, decline an offer, etc. (p.218). Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq (2018, p.433) claim
that of the 11 strategies identified, swearing and giving advice are cultural-specific
strategies that have not been reported in previous disagreement studies. Moreover, they
state that Jordanians have a general tendency to mitigate their disagreement, and this
predisposition is apparent in the frequent use of giving explanations and partial
agreement. They explain that the frequency of these mitigated strategies is due to the face-
threatening element of disagreements. However, the findings in their study do not
necessarily reflect authentic disagreements in the 10 situations they included in their
DCT. As Schneider (2018, p.67) highlighted, DCTs have been subject to extended
criticism for many reasons; among these is that DCTs collect written data to gain insight
into spoken discourse. Participants take their time to think about the situations, and their
understanding of the instruction provided in these situations might vary. Also, they
usually feel obliged to write something even though they might prefer to be silent in real
situations. Overall, DCTs have been criticised for eliciting data that may not correspond

to actual language use in the presented situations.

In the third study, Alzahrani (2021) took a cross-cultural approach, examining the
similarities and differences in the realization of disagreement and (im)politeness in casual
conversations in two groups of friends: Saudi Arabian and British. The conversation
groups for each cultural set were divided into ten small groups of three participants; in
each set, there were four groups of all males, four groups of all females, and two mixed.
Participants were asked to discuss two topics: (1) planning a future trip, and (2) the
advantages and disadvantages of the increased use of technology and social media. The
study was mainly based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theoretical framework of
politeness. The identification of disagreement strategies was data-driven; however,
Alzahrani stated that he also referred to Rees-Miller’s (2000) and Walkinshaw’s (2009)

disagreement taxonomies. In this study, Alzahrani focused on examining the influence of
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three variables on the expression of verbal disagreement: cultural background, topic of
discussion, and gender. The study revealed that 11 strategies were used to express

disagreements, such as explanations, suggestions, and irony.

Alzahrani reported that the frequency of disagreement in the Saudi sample was higher
than in the British sample. Some cultural similarities between the two samples were
found; for instance, there were no disagreements expressed by personal attacks in the two
groups. The two samples used strategies like giving reasons (i.e. explanations) and
suggestions with relatively similar frequency. Overall, the majority of disagreements in
the two samples were modified by politeness strategies. This finding goes in line with the
traditional view that in the context of disagreement, politeness strategies should be used
to minimise face-threat (Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987). In terms of cultural
differences, Saudis appear to employ irony more than their British counterparts, and they
tend to use religious expressions to intensify their disagreements. Moreover, Saudis used
humour and solidarity markers as positive politeness strategies more than the British

participants.

Regarding the influence of the topic, it was found that disagreements on the second topic
(opinions on technology and social media) were more frequent, which shows that
disagreements can be influenced by the degree to which a topic is based on personal
opinion. It was suggested that the hypothetical nature of the first topic (planning a trip)
might have some effect on the participants’ discussion. Furthermore, Alzahrani reported
no significant difference in disagreement strategies between the all-female and all-male
groups in both sets. However, unlike the British sample, Saudi mixed groups seem to
produce fewer disagreements than the same-gender groups. Saudi males in the mixed
groups produced more disagreements than the female participants. Therefore, it seems
that gender in the mixed groups in the Saudi sample influences the frequency of
disagreements, and the participants used more negative politeness strategies such as

hedges and downtoners, indirect questions and apologies.

Overall, there were no instances of impolite disagreements in the study since the
identified disagreements were judged as either very polite, polite, or appropriate. The
study shows the importance of examining the local context when analysing
disagreements. The study provided useful insight into disagreement and politeness in
Saudi Arabia; however, the results are limited in applicability. The study was focused on
examining disagreement among members of an intimate social network (friends), unlike,

for example, Harb’s (2016) study.
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More recently, Alghamdi (2023) conducted a comparative study examining politeness
strategies used by American and Saudi EFL teachers when expressing disagreement in
English. The study essentially examined the disagreements of 20 EFL teachers (10 Saudis
and 10 Americans) on Twitter. Alghamdi used multiple instruments in her study; she
compiled a corpus of naturally occurring tweets extracted from the participants’ accounts
between 2018-2022, mainly observing their tweets when expressing disagreements,
refusals, conflicts, or arguments. This step was taken to understand the participants’ style
and identify topics that might generate more disagreements. Alghamdi then initiated a
hashtag (#ExpressYourOpinion) to elicit disagreements from the participants, regularly
adding a different topic (16 in total) to the hashtag to ensure it remained active and
produced enough data (pp.72-73). In addition, online questionnaires and follow-up
interviews with the Saudi participants were employed to gain more information about the
potential factors that influenced their choices of politeness strategies when expressing
disagreements, such as teaching background, exposure to the target culture, English

language proficiency, and the effect of communicating with native speakers.

Alghamdi’s analytical framework was primarily built on Brown and Levinson’s model
([1978] 1987), mainly focusing on analysing politeness strategies in disagreements, as
well as referring to Rees-Miller’s (2000) taxonomy of disagreements strategies and
Locher and Watts’ (2005) relational work. Alghamdi reported that Saudi EFL teachers
employed 12 disagreement strategies, including act combination, raising rhetorical
questions, challenges, complaints, and giving suggestions (p.91). One of the key findings
in her study is that both Saudi and American EFL teachers employed mostly aggravated
disagreements in the corpus of Tweets, and used neither mitigated nor aggravated
disagreements when they participated in the hashtag #ExpressYourOpinion (p.231). This
shows that the participants’ naturally occurring disagreements in the compiled corpus
tend to be more aggravated than the disagreements they posted while participating in the
study (observation effect). Also, she found that when using mitigated disagreements,
Saudi teachers employed positive and negative politeness strategies, while American
teachers rarely used negative politeness strategies. Moreover, she found that the
participants’ professional identity and relationship with the other person had some
influence on the participants’ choices, leading them to use more positive politeness
strategies. Overall, although Alghamdi’s study stems from the need for more research

into the role of pragmatic knowledge and its impact on the expression of disagreement
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within the educational context, her study does provide some insight into the cultural

aspects of politeness and disagreements performed by Saudis on Twitter.

2.4.4 Disagreement taxonomies in previous work

The literature offers different taxonomies for classifying disagreement types and
strategies. Although these taxonomies share some similarities, they still lack uniformity,
thus making comparing frequencies between studies very challenging (Netz, 2014). Table
2-2 lists some disagreement types and strategies reported in the literature, which provided
a base for the data analysis in the current study. The list in the table is not exhaustive;
some taxonomies have been proposed in the literature but are not presented here, such as
those (Beebe and Takahashi, 1989; Maiz-Arévalo, 2014). There are other taxonomies
used to build other classifications of disagreements but not included in the table, such as
(Muntigl and Turnbull, 1998; Dogancay-Aktuna and Kamisli, 1996; Locher, 2004;
Kreutel, 2007). The selection of the taxonomies in Table 2-2 below is based on: (1) the
clear classification of the types of disagreements as in Rees-Miller’s (2000) taxonomy,
(2) the applicability of the classification to examining disagreement and (im)politeness in
online communication as in (Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016), and (3) the description

of online Arabic disagreement strategies as in (Harb, 2016).
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Table 2-2: Disagreement taxonomies

Researcher(s) | Data collection Approach & Disagreement categorisation
language(s)

Rees-Miller Observations ina | Intralingual Softened disagreement divided into:

(2000) university setting. | approach looking 1. Positive politeness

50 participants are
students &
professors

at American
English native
speakers and fluent
non-native
speakers

- positive comment

- humour

- inclusive of 1% person

- partial agreement
2. Negative politeness

- Questions

- Ithink/ I don’t know

- Downtoners (maybe, sort of)

- Verbs of uncertainty (seems)
Disagreement not softened or strengthened:

- Contradictory statements

- Verbal shadowing

- Aggravated disagreement

- Rhetorical questions

- Intensifiers

- Personal, accusatory you

- Judgmental vocabulary

Shum and Lee

Online data taken

Intralingual and

- Opposite Opinions

(2013) from fora intracultural - Negative Comments
Based on communication approach looking - Clarifying Personal Stance
(Locher, at Cantonese - Giving Personal Experience
2004; disagreement in - Reprimands
Bousfield, Hong Kong - Rhetorical Questions
2008) - Curse

- Irony

- Rewording

- Factual Response

- Short Vulgar Phrase
Harb (2016) Corpus of Intralingual Positively marked (polite)
Based on Facebook posts approach to Arabic - Argument avoidance
(Muntigl and disagreement - Counterclaim
Turnbull, online - Act combination
1998) Unmarked (politic)

- Contradiction

- Challenges

- Supplication

- Exclamation

- Mild scolding

- Irrelevancy claim

- Argument avoidance

- Act combination
Negatively marked (impolite)

- Verbal attack

- Verbal irony
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2.5 Summary

In this chapter, I have reviewed the literature on disagreement, starting with addressing
the terminological debate on how disagreement is defined and its relation to other
concepts, such as opposition and argument. After that, attention was paid to defining
disagreement and presenting my definition of Twitter disagreement. I then briefly covered
the position of disagreement in classical literature, mainly speech act theory, and then
presented how disagreement was defined in classical Arabic literature, which dealt with
disagreement mostly from an Islamic point of view. After that, I provided an overview of
disagreement studies in the literature, dividing these studies into two sections: studies on
verbal (offline) disagreement and studies that examined disagreement in online
communication. Most of these studies found that disagreements are not always negative.
Disagreements can be expressed through various strategies, and there are at least three
types of disagreement: mitigated, aggravated, and neither mitigated nor aggravated. The
expressions and evaluations of disagreement were found to be influenced by several
factors, such as topic, culture and medium of communication. Finally, I discussed some
studies that examined disagreements and (im)politeness in Arabic. These studies revealed

some cultural-specific strategies, like supplication, used by Arabic speakers.

The next chapter discusses the relevant (im)politeness theories and how disagreement has
been approached in these theories. (Im)politeness theories can help explain the linguistic
choices found in the collected corpus of Twitter disagreements and the respondents’

evaluations of disagreement examples in this study.
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Chapter 3 Overview of (Im)politeness Research

The main purpose of this chapter is to review previous research on (im)politeness in order
to build a contextual background against which the present study stands. In Section 3.1, I
start by briefly illustrating how politeness has been defined in the literature. This section
is divided into two subsections; in Section 3.1.1 I cover the classical models of politeness
(i.e. first-wave theories), such as Brown and Levinson’s model ([1978] 1987). The
following subsection covers the postmodern or discursive politeness theories (i.e. second-
wave approaches), focusing mainly on relational work (Locher and Watts, 2005) and
rapport management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000). Then, I focus on providing an overview of
Culpeper’s (1996; 2011a; 2016) approach to impoliteness, highlighting the impoliteness
triggers, which are divided into conventional and implicational. This section is followed
by an overview of the literature on mitigation and aggravation devices; these are linguistic
devices used to modify the structure of the disagreements, either through softening or

intensifying these disagreements.

3.1 Politeness theories

The broad literature on linguistic politeness offers a wealth of conceptual and empirical
research. However, researchers seem inconsistent when defining and discussing
politeness (e.g., Fraser, 1990). Watts ([1992] 2005) highlight the lack of agreement
among researchers on how politeness is defined and analysed, given the complex nature
of the phenomenon, despite an abundance of research on politeness. Similarly, Eelen
(2001) points out that politeness has been given many different definitions and
interpretations ranging from general principles of language use governing interactions, to
the use of smaller, more specific linguistic forms. He notes that, in a general sense,
politeness is not confined to language as it also includes non-verbal, non-linguistic
behaviour, and what is important is how these forms of communication are evaluated
(p.1v). One of the broad definitions that attempts to capture the phenomena was proposed
by Culpeper (2011b, p.428):

Politeness involves (a) an attitude comprised of particular positive evaluative

beliefs about particular behaviours in particular social contexts, (b) the

activation of that attitude by those particular in-context-behaviours, and (c)

the actual or potential description of those in-context-behaviours and/or the

person who produced them as polite, courteous, considerate, etc. Linguistic

politeness refers to linguistic or behavioural material that is used to trigger

politeness attitudes. Politeness strategies (plans of action for achieving
politeness effects) and formulae (linguistic/behavioural forms for achieving
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politeness effects) are conventionally associated to some degree with contexts

in which politeness attitudes are activated.
The definition captures some of the key aspects of what constitutes politeness, such as:
(1) politeness can be manifested both linguistically and non-linguistically; (2) politeness
is seen as an interpersonal attitude (as also seen in Haugh, 2007a); thus, accommodating
the subjective as well as the evaluative nature of the phenomenon; (3) social context plays
a significant role in the evaluation process of politeness. Overall, Culpeper (2011b)
asserts that although the state of affairs in politeness literature reveals a lack of agreement
in defining politeness, which might not be conducive to the advancement of some aspects
of the field, all the work carried out to define and explore politeness can at least deepen

one’s appreciation of the notion.

Kadar and Haugh (2013) further comment on the issue of inconsistency and the variation
in politeness definitions; they argue that these “multiple understandings of politeness”
offer different insights, which are complementary at times. Politeness is therefore
described by Kéadar and Haugh (2013) as well as Mills (2011b) as a naturally contested
phenomenon, or as Eelen (2001) puts it, “inherently argumentative” (p.37). Kadar and
Haugh (2013) insist on the importance of a multidisciplinary approach to politeness,
surpassing the boundaries of linguistic pragmatics and sociolinguistics. They agree with
Eelen (2001) that politeness “does not reside in particular behaviours or linguistic forms,
but rather in evaluations of behaviours and linguistic forms™ [original italics]. For
instance, multimodal forms of online communication (e.g., emojis, GIFs, etc.) show that
(im)politeness can manifest itself without the use of linguistic forms. In fact,
(im)politeness is also incorporated in other non-linguistic aspects of communication, such
as tone, gestures, facial expressions, etc. Therefore, it seems accurate to say that

(im)politeness is very often multimodal in nature (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.60).

The two subsections below show how politeness has been approached and dealt with in
earlier studies (Section 3.1.1), and how the approach to the phenomenon has changed in

the later discursive approaches (Section 3.1.2).
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3.1.1 Classical approaches to politeness

In an attempt to define the structure of politeness theories in the literature, Fraser (1990)
distinguished between four general views of politeness under which most of the

traditional theories of politeness fall. These are the social-norm view, conversational-

maxim view, face-saving view, and conversational contract view (see Table 3-1).

Table 3-1: Fraser’s (1990) organisation of politeness views

advocates (e.g., Hill et
al., 1985; Ide, 1989;
and Ide et al., 1992).

Social-norm view Conversational- Face-saving view Conversational
maxim view contract view

This view suggests that | Theories under this Brown and Levinson’s | This view is introduced
each society has a set view are largely based | (1987) theory is the by Fraser (1975) and
of specific social norms | on Grice's (1975) most popular theory Fraser and Nolen
consisting of more or cooperative principle. | adopting this view. (1981). They state that
less explicit rules that | The most notable Their theory focuses participants’ rights and
prescribe social examples are those of | more on the concept of | obligations in any
behaviour. Watts et al. | Lakoff (1973) and face inspired by interaction vary
(1992) state that this Leech (1983). Goffman’s work greatly. Interactions are
view has some (1967). influenced by: general

conventions, social and
institutional
conventions, and

previous encounters or
specific situations.

Yet, when talking about classical theories of politeness, what particularly comes to mind
are the theories of Lakoftf (1973), Leech (1983), and Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987).
These three theories are at the core of traditional accounts of politeness (Eelen, 2001). As
Table 3-1 shows, Leech’s theory (1983) is a maxim-based theory analogous to Lakoff’s
theory (1973), whereas Brown and Levinson’s theory ([1978] 1987) is under the face-
saving view of politeness. Fraser (1990) noted that out of these classical theories, the
more influential as well as the most criticised theory is that of Brown and Levinson

([1978] 1987), which remains in use in some recent research.

Despite their epistemological differences, these early politeness theories unanimously see
politeness as a conflict-avoidance strategy (Kasper, 1990, p.194). Eelen (2001) points out
that this notion of conflict-avoidance is evident in the work of Lakoff (1973) as well as
others, but it has a more dominant presence in Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987) as will
become evident in the discussion in the following sections. The next sections are arranged
as follows: Section 3.1.1.1 offers a short account of Lakoff’s model (1973), Section
3.1.1.2 an overview of Leech’s model and the key issues with the model, and Section

3.1.1.3 focuses on the model offered by Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987).



58

3.1.1.1 Lakoff’s model (1973)

Lakoff was one of the first to examine politeness from a pragmatic perspective through
her pioneering work Logic of Politeness: Or, Minding Your P’s and Q’s (1973). She
defined politeness as “a system of interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction
by minimizing the potential for conflict and confrontation inherent in all human
interchange” (Lakoff, 1990, p.34)[emphasis added]. Lakoff based her theory on Grice’s
cooperative principle (CP), enhancing it by adding the politeness principle (PP).!° She
argued that the CP is more geared to the information content of the communication, while
the politeness rule attends to the social aspect of interaction (Eelen, 2001). In her model

of politeness, Lakoff (1973) posits two rules of pragmatic competence in interaction:

1. Beclear.
2. Be polite.
a. Don’t impose.
b. Give options.
c. Make 4 feel good.
The first of the two is essentially considered to be Grice’s CP (Fraser, 1990; Watts, [1992]
2005). The second rule, the rule of politeness, is where Lakoff’s contribution is situated.
The second rule includes three sub-maxims, which involve different notions of politeness:
“Don’t impose” is based on formal/impersonal politeness (distance style), “Give options”
on non-formal politeness (deference style), and “Make A4 feel good” is based on intimate
politeness (camaraderie style) (Watts, [1992] 2005; Eelen, 2001). Watts (2003, p.60)
argues that all the politeness models grounded on Grice’s CP, most particularly Lakoff’s
model, have some flaws. As for Lakoff’s model, it seems difficult for a speaker to be
polite unless s/he violates at least one of the rules of conversation. He adds that Lakoff’s
model hardly constitutes a model of second-order politeness, or politenessz,!' and
although it has inspired many politeness researchers, Lakoff’s model is rarely applied to
data (Watts, 2003, p.63). Therefore, I will not elaborate on her model and rather focus on
reviewing Leech’s (1983) and Brown and Levinson’s ([1978] 1987) models in the

10 The cooperative principle, also referred to as rules of conversation by Lakoff, consists of four maxims:
(1) Quantity maxim which requires interlocutors to be appropriately informative, (2) Quality maxim
requires interlocutors to be truthful, (3) Relevance maxim requires interlocutors to make their
contributions relevant, and (4) Manner maxim requires interlocutors to be clear (Grice, 1975).

1 Second-order politeness (politeness,) is taken to refer to “a theoretical construct” that falls within a theory
of social behaviour and languages use. It is an abstract theoretical term which refers to “a wide
variety of social strategies for constructing and reproducing cooperative social interaction across
cultures” (Watts, 2003, p.47), the term is discussed in Section 3.1.2.
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following sections, as these two are the only traditional models that offer extensive

examples of the linguistic forms realised as politeness strategies (Watts, 2003, p.63).

3.1.1.2 Leech’s model (1983)

Leech’s theory is another maxim-based view of politeness, similar to Lakoff's (1973), as
it is also built on Grice’s (1975) CP. In fact, Leech’s model has been considered a grand
elaborative adoption of the CP (Fraser, 1990, p.224; Watts, 2003, p.64). Leech proposes
his model of politeness under what he calls “general pragmatics”, which accounts for the
general conditions of how language is used in communication (Leech, 1983). General
pragmatics has two components, which are interpersonal rhetoric'? and textual rhetoric. '
Leech approaches politeness from the basis of interpersonal rhetoric (Eelen, 2001), as

shown in Figure 3-1.

Leech’s model of politeness is not rule-governed but rather principle-controlled as it falls
within the area of pragmatics — more precisely, rhetorical pragmatics'* (Fraser, 1990,
p.224). Moreover, the model is generally described as regulative rather than constitutive,
and arguably the PP has a higher regulative role than the CP (Leech, 1983, p.82). As
displayed in Figure 3-1, Leech incorporates the CP in his schema of pragmatics on par
with his two important principles: PP and irony principle (IP). He states that the PP, in
particular, is a necessary complement for the CP, as it “rescues” the CP, which alone
cannot properly account for real conversational data (Leech, 1983, p.80). For example,
CP cannot explain why a speaker violates the maxims of Quantity and Manner when using
an indirect question to make a request. In such cases, the PP can provide adequate

explanations.

12 Interpersonal rhetoric refers to the use of language to express one’s attitudes and of one’s relationship
with the hearer — it has the function of coding and decoding the utterance ensuring that it is well-
behaved in context (Eelen, 2001).

13 Textual rhetoric refers to the use of language as means of constructing a text (both spoken and written)
— it has the function of coding and decoding the utterance in terms of purely linguistic aspects such
as syntactic clarity (Eelen, 2001).

14 The study of effective use of language in communication (Leech, 1983, p.15).
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- Maxim of Quantity

Cooperative Principle CP -

= Maxim of Quality
Interpersonal thetoric \ Maxim of Relation
- Maxim of Manner

Politeness principle PP M FTact
Maxim of Tac

Maxim of Generosity

Prapgmatics Maxim of Approbation

Utterance Maxim of Modesty

Maxmm ot Apreement
Maxim of Sympathy

Irony Principle IP - .......
Textual thetoric

Figure 3-1 Leech’s (1983) theoretical schema (minus the textual rhetoric maxims)

Leech (1983, pp.81-82) defines the PP as | minimising the expression of impolite beliefs
(which is unfavourable) and, less importantly, 1 maximising the expression of polite
beliefs (which is favourable). The PP’s role is “to maintain the social equilibrium and the
friendly relations which enable us to assume that our interlocutors are being cooperative
in the first place” (pp.81-82). The PP is divided into six maxims; each has two sub-
maxims, the first to denote negative politeness and the second to positive politeness.
Leech’s definition of positive politeness (seeking concord) and negative politeness
(avoiding discord) differs from that of Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987), illustrated in

the next subsection. The maxims are as follows (Leech, 1983, pp.132-138):

1. Tact Maxim: (a) minimize cost to other, (b) maximize benefit to other.
2. Generosity Maxim: (a) minimize benefit to self, (b) maximize cost to self.

3. Approbation Maxim: (a) minimize dispraise of other, (b) maximize praise of
other.

4. Modesty Maxim: (a) minimize praise of self, (b) maximizes dispraise of self.

5. Agreement Maxim: (a) minimize disagreement between self and other, (b)
maximize agreement between self and other.

6. Sympathy Maxim: (a) minimize antipathy between self and other, (b) maximize
sympathy between self and other.

The first two maxims address politeness based on a bipolar scale (cost-benefit), and the
third and fourth maxims are based on a different bipolar scale (praise and dispraise). The
last two are based on unipolar scales: agreement and sympathy, respectively (Leech,
1983). Leech (1983) explains that these maxims and their sub-maxims are not equally

important, and they also vary across cultures, societies, and situations. Furthermore, he
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clarifies that his model of politeness is “focused more strongly on other than on self’
[original italics], maintaining, therefore, that his model is more focused on the hearer than

the speaker (p.133).

Leech’s model has been subject to both praise and criticism; one of the positive aspects
of Leech’s model is its usefulness in explaining culture-specific notions and motivations
for politeness, particularly in British and American culture (Locher, 2004, p.66).
However, the model has been criticised on many grounds, chief among which is that his
definition of PP, which indicates (im)politeness in Leech’s model, is defined in terms of
(un)favourableness to the hearer (Eelen, 2001, p.8). It seems clear that Leech’s PP is more
focused on cooperative interaction; more precisely, it privileges politeness and considers
impoliteness as ‘“always socially aberrant”, ignoring the fact that impoliteness is
ubiquitous in human communication and can be “quite-prevalent-to-centrally-important
in many discourses” (Bousfield, 2008, p.51). Moreover, it is evident that Leech
conceptualises politeness as analogous to cooperation; in this way, his approach appears
to deem any non-cooperative interaction as impolite (Bousfield, 2008, pp.50-51).
Therefore, as Bousfield (2008, p.52) asserts, Leech’s model is predominantly a social
cooperation model rather than a model of linguistic (im)politeness. Additionally, some
researchers have raised issues around the methodological stability of the model as the
number of the maxims seems to be arbitrary and unrestricted (Brown and Levinson,
[1978] 1987; Jucker, 1988; Thomas, 1995). The model has been criticised for being too
theoretical and abstract to apply to actual data (Watts, [1992] 2005). This criticism has
been recognised in Leech’ updated model (2014), in which he presents a developed
version of his maxims of politeness model; the new model is named the General Strategy
of Politeness (GSP), which includes ten maxims instead of the six found in his earlier
model (pp.90-98). Leech notes that these maxims are of different degrees of importance,

have variable constraining power and are likely to be culturally variable (p.98).
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3.1.1.3 Brown and Levinson’s model ([1978] 1987)

Brown and Levinson’s model ([1978] 1987) is the most influential model under the face-
saving view (Watts, [1992] 2005; Thomas, 1995). Bousfield (2008) argues that Brown
and Levinson’s model ([1978] 1987) is the “most academically popular of all the
approaches to politeness” (p.44), and it is the “most investigated, commented upon, and
critiqued of all the approaches” (p.55). Brown and Levinson’s model (1987) is built on
the notion of a universal Model Person — a fluent speaker with two qualities: rationality
and face (Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987, p.58). Rationality refers to the speaker’s
ability to reason and logically assess the nature of communication in a given situation.
On the other hand, face,'> which is a modified adoption of Goffman’s (1967) concept of
face, refers to “the public self-image every member wants to claim for [her/him-self]”
(Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987, p.61). Brown and Levinson subdivide face into
“positive face” and “negative face”. The former refers to one’s desire (i.e. want) to be
liked, approved of, appreciated, and respected by others; the latter refers to one’s desire
to be free and not imposed upon by others. They claim that face is dynamic as it can be
“lost, maintained, or enhanced”; hence, it “must be constantly attended to in interaction”
(p.61). Based on this view, face is considered to be naturally vulnerable, and it is in the
interest of all interlocutors to minimise threat or damage to face (Watts, 2003, p.86). Such
claims about the universality of these face wants have, however, been challenged in many
studies that focused on Eastern cultures such as the Chinese, Japanese, and Persian. In
these collectivistic cultures, it is argued that face operates on different values and has
different meanings and functions (Haugh, 2007b; Mills, 2011b). Similarly, the
conceptualisation of face in Arab cultures (e.g., Tunisian Arabic and Saudi Arabic) is
usually included in the set of collectivistic cultures. It is argued that the conceptualisation
of face in these Arab cultures is generally seen as personal and as an in-group property;
however, the fulfilment of culture-specific values tends to override individualism

(Labben, 2018, p.80; Almusallam, 2022, p.1).

Elaborating on the dynamism and vulnerability of face, Brown and Levinson ([1978]
1987), like Leech (1983), claim that most speech acts have the potential to be face-
threatening acts (FTA) as they threaten either the hearer’s and/or the speaker’s face-

wants. For instance, requests threaten the addressee’s negative face. Therefore, at the

15 Goffman defines face as the self-image of an individual obtained from and influenced by society, whereas
Brown and Levinson’s definition of face is based on individualistic psychological wants (Watts,
2003).
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centre of their model, politeness is seen as a “redressive action taken to counterbalance
the disruptive effect of face-threatening acts (FTAs)” (Kasper, 1990, p.194). Undeniably,
Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987) regard politeness as a conflict-avoidance strategy
(Eelen, 2001). Their model offers five possible strategies for the speaker when performing
a potential FTA; see Figure 3-2. These strategies range from the most potentially
threatening (i.e. worst case), “do the FTA baldly”, to the least threatening (i.e. best case),
“don’t do the FTA” (Watts, 2003).

1. Baldly, without redressive
/ action
On record

Do the FTA <
/ 4. Off record
With redressive action

2. Positive politeness 3. Negative politeness

5. Don’t do the FTA

Figure 3-2: Brown and Levinson's politeness strategies (taken from Bousfield, 2008)

If the speaker decides to do the FTA and go on record but not baldly, then s/he can soften
the effect of the FTA through two types of redressive action (two types of politeness
strategies). Considering the addressee’s positive face is referred to as positive politeness,
itself comprised of fifteen strategies. Of these strategies, and the most important to this
study, are two strategies used to claim common ground: seeking agreement and avoiding
disagreement; the first includes using safe topics and repetition as means to achieve
agreement while the second includes agreement token, pseudo-agreement, white lies, and
hedging opinions as means to appear more in agreement with the addressee. The second
option is considering the addressee’s negative face, referred to as negative politeness,
which includes ten strategies such as: being indirect, minimising imposition, and being
pessimistic (Bousfield, 2008, pp.57-58). In Brown and Levinson’s model, the amount and
type of politeness applied to a certain speech act is calculated by the speaker depending
on the weightiness of three social variables: power difference between the speaker and
the hearer, social distance, and rank, which is the cultural ranking of the speech act

imposition (i.e. how threatening it is within a specific culture) (Eelen, 2001).
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Furthermore, Brown and Levinson’s model ([1978] 1987), as well as Leech’s model
(1983)16, assumes a unidirectional association between indirectness and politeness, which
many researchers have criticised (see: Blum-Kulka, 1987, p.131; Mills, 2009, p.1054;
Grainger, 2011, p.178; Culpeper and Terkourafi, 2017, p.28). It is argued in such criticism
that indirectness is not always positively perceived, nor is directness always negatively
perceived; (in)directness is rather a scaled concept and multifunctional (Culpeper and
Terkourafi, 2017, p.28). Several cross-cultural studies revealed that, at least in some
cultures, directness is perceived more positively, such as Jewish (Blum-Kulka, 1990) and
Greek (Tannen and Kakava, 1992). While the relationship between (in)directness and
(im)politeness in Arabic needs to be further researched, the results reported in some
studies are inconsistent, as noted by Labben (2018, p.74). For example, directness was
observed more in refusals expressed by Iraqis (Abdul Sattar et al., 2010) and Yemenis
(Alghamdi and Alrefaee, 2020), while Jordanians tend to express more indirect refusals

(Alissa, 1998).

3.1.1.4 Disagreement in Leech’s and Brown and Levinson’s models

Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987) consider disagreement as having a strong potential to
be a FTA because it negatively affects and weakens solidarity among interlocutors. In
their model, disagreement belongs to those FTAs that threaten the addressee’s positive
face-wants, showing that the speaker is not considering or ignoring the addressee’s
feelings and wants, and that the speaker has a negative evaluation of some aspect of the
addressee’s positive face (Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987, p.66). Similarly, Leech
(1983, pp.104-105) classifies politeness into four categories depending on the
illocutionary speech act used. In this classification, disagreement, like reprimanding and
threatening, belongs to the conflictive category of illocutions, where the social goal
(comity or equilibrium) conflicts with the illocutionary goal (disagreement). In this
scenario, “politeness is out of the question, because conflictive illocutions are, by their
nature, designed to cause offence” (Leech, 1983, p.105). This classification evidently
shows that Leech considers politeness as “strategic conflict avoidance”, with emphasis
on consideration of others (Watts, 2003, p.50). Leech (1983) observes that “there is a
tendency to exaggerate agreement with other people, and to mitigate disagreement by
expressing regret, partial agreement, etc.”’; hence, he argued for the need for a Maxim of

Agreement (p.138). Leech clearly indicates a general view of disagreement as

16 This said, Leech (1983, p.171) did note that indirectness can be sometimes impolite.
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unfavourable in assigning agreement a whole maxim. Thomas (1995, p.165), supporting
Leech, states that people tend to be more direct in expressing agreement and indirect when
expressing disagreement; she considers direct disagreement as a failure or perhaps a
refusal to consider others. However, she emphasises the vital role of the nature of the
situation and the relationship between interlocutors when analysing disagreement. Almost
two decades later, Leech (2007) still maintains that disagreement is dispreferred; he
explains that in cases where a speaker has to disagree, this disagreement is unlikely to
occur without mitigation devices such as indirectness or hedging — taking these

mitigation strategies as a sign of the unfavourableness of disagreement.

3.1.2 Discursive approaches to politeness: a critique

The ground-breaking work of Eelen (2001) has advanced the move from the traditional
approaches to politeness to the postmodern, better known as discursive approaches to
(im)politeness.!” Discursive approaches such as relational work (Watts, 2003; Locher and
Watts, 2005; Locher, 2004) can be characterised as a reaction to the limitations of the
traditional models, primarily aiming to offer more discursive and dynamic approaches to
both politeness and impoliteness (Grainger, 2011, p.171; Mills, 2011b, p.21). This
postmodern view of (im)politeness, informed by social theory, has paved the way for
more theoretical and analytical models of (im)politeness to emerge, such as rapport
management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, 2002, 2005), the frame-based approach (Terkourafi,
2001, 2005), and the interactional approach (Arundale, 1999, 2006; Haugh, 2007a).
While not all these researchers would categorise their work as discursive or postmodern,
their models have some similarities. For instance, these models are unified in their critical
view of classical speech act theory and Grice’s framework (Mills, 2011b). Their
approaches have also shifted the attention from politeness to (im)politeness, thus

broadening the scope of the discipline.

One significant contribution of the discursive approaches is the distinction between what
is referred to as politeness; (first-order politeness) and politeness, (second-order
politeness). The distinction was first proposed in the introduction of Politeness in
Language: Studies in its History, Theory and Practice by Watts ([1992] 2005), and it was

later emphasised in Eelen’s (2001) critique of politeness theories; after which the terms

17 Grainger (2011) divided the approaches to politeness into three waves: classical (Gricean), discursive,
and sociological/interactional. The interactional approaches seem to take the best of the approaches
in the first two waves aiming to bridge the gap between them.



66

started to gain more attention in the field of (im)politeness. Politeness; refers to
laypersons’ understandings of the phenomena, while politeness; is seen as the “scientific
conceptualisation of the social phenomenon of politeness in the form of politeness;”
(Eelen, 2001, p.43). Politeness> is a scientific assessment after the event (Watts, 1991,
p.257); it aims to assess and explain the functionality of politeness; as an evaluative
activity (Eelen, 2001, p.44). Politeness, should represent the struggle over reality as
observed in politeness; but not be entangled in this struggle (Eelen, 2001, p.46).
Discursive approaches, particularly the relational work model, advocate for the
importance of politeness; as they are more concerned with laypersons’ negotiations and
evaluations of (im)politeness. Locher and Watts (2008, p.79) clearly state that their
framework strongly focuses on politeness;, setting their work apart from others, especially
classical theories of politeness, which were more concerned with developing a theory of

politeness: thus prioritising the researcher’s view of politeness.

The rationale behind making this distinction in the discursive approaches of politeness
was motivated by the rare correspondence between laypersons’ assessments of politeness
for certain social behaviours and the definitions of politeness proposed in most of the
established theories of politeness (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.15). To illustrate the
problems of focusing solely on politeness, consider the two responses (B1) and (B2) in

the example below:

A: It is nice weather.
B1l: No, it is not. It is very windy.
B2: Mm, it is sunny, but I think it is quite windy.

Politeness> models assume that (B2) would be perceived by native speakers as more polite
than (B1). Such an assumption is totally oblivious to the fact that the social context will
significantly influence the perceptions of politeness. For instance, if the two interlocutors
have a close relationship, then (B1) might not be perceived as impolite but merely
appropriate given the social context. Also, it is more likely that many native speakers
would evaluate (B1) as direct but not necessarily impolite or rude. In a different social
context, interlocutors might not find (B2) more polite than (B1) but rather find both
responses equally appropriate. This brief example shows the weakness of associating
indirectness with politeness, a claim persistently made in politeness; approaches such as
Brown and Levinson’s model. It also clarifies that (im)politeness evaluations are more
likely to fluctuate over the various options within the relational work spectrum given in

Figure 3-3. In addition, the example shows that there is no intrinsic/direct link between
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(im)politeness and linguistic expression; rather, it is contingent on the interpretation of a

given behaviour in the overall social interaction (Watts, 2003, p.8).

Another relevant contribution of the discursive approaches is the strong position they take
in seeing (im)politeness as flexible, subject to discursive struggle in interaction, and the
inability to represent it by single isolated utterances, but rather negotiated in longer
stretches of discourse (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78; van der Bom and Mills, 2015,
p.187). Discursive researchers argue against the notion that (im)politeness is naturally
intrinsic in linguistic forms and realised merely in lexical and grammatical features, as
assumed by traditional approaches (Eelen, 2001; Locher, 2006; Locher and Watts, 2008).
Rather, it is strongly argued that “[t]here is ...no linguistic behaviour that is inherently
polite or impolite (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78). (Im)politeness is “more than mere
linguistic surface structures and deserves to be studied in their historical, social, and local
context” (Locher, 2015, p.8); therefore, (im)politeness theory cannot be predictive. In
their view, (im)politeness resides in participants’ situated and dynamic evaluations of
(im)politeness in interaction, not shared or conventionalised (im)politeness forms or

strategies (Culpeper, 2011a, p.122).

In discursive approaches, context plays a significant role in evaluating the discursive
struggle over (im)politeness; it is the interlocutors’ judgements of utterances in context
rather than the form of the utterances that is important (Locher, 2006). Therefore, the
analyst’s role is to assess whether certain utterances might be considered polite, impolite,
etc., depending on the identified norms of the community in question; there is no
guarantee that a specific utterance will be evaluated the same way by all members of that
community (Mills, 2011b, pp.45-46). Some researchers have criticised and questioned
this over-reliance on (im)politeness: (e.g., Terkourafi, 2005; Haugh, 2007b; Grainger,
2011). Although they acknowledge the importance of context, these researchers (e.g.,
Terkourafi, 2005; Culpeper and Terkourafi, 2017) propose a different take on the role of
the utterance form, arguing for differentiation between conventionalised and non-
conventionalised forms. It can be seen that this view of (im)politeness is driven by the
focus on politeness; in context as the ultimate object of (im)politeness research and the
social struggle over it (Terkourafi, 2005, pp.241-242). Indeed, the distinction between
(im)politeness; and (im)politeness: “has given a pivotal boost to the field”, but the
simplistic opposition between the two is deemed unproductive and ignores the fact any

approach to politeness necessitates the examination of multiple ways of understanding
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politeness (lay and scientific) (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.42)!8. It is argued that searching
for a theory of one without the other is “destined to fail” because it fails to acknowledge
the intimate intertwined relationship between the two notions (Terkourafi, 2011, p.180).
Therefore, combining these notions can contribute to a holistic comprehension and rich

analysis of (im)politeness (Grainger, 2011, p.184; Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.3).

Regarding this point, I do not claim that (im)politeness is predictive or inherent in
utterance forms, nor do I undermine the role of context in the analysis of (im)politeness;
however, in my Twitter data, my role as an analyst was focused on the linguistic forms
of the disagreements due to the limited access to more contextual data. Therefore, my
analytical approach carefully takes linguistic structure as a potential indicator of
(im)politeness in the context of each thread where the disagreement was expressed.
Moreover, the emphasis on examining (im)politeness in long stretches of discourse
appears to be somewhat restrictive. For instance, in examining Twitter data, analysts are
more often faced with short and fragmented stretches of discourse; disagreements in my
data have a beginning but rarely have a middle or even an end, as I will show in Chapter
4. Twitter is one of those platforms where the context of discourse is rapidly de- and re-

contextualised, affecting the interpretation of the tweets (Terkourafi et al., 2018).

Furthermore, discursive approaches consider (im)politeness as a social phenomenon and
that evaluations and perceptions of (im)politeness are subject to variability among
individuals, communities of practice, and broader culture (Mills and Kéadar, 2011; van der
Bom and Mills, 2015). This variability is caused by the various norms and expectations
held by individuals and groups. Also, the different interactional positions (i.e. footings)!®

held by participants in the interaction have some influence on how they relate to others

18 K4adar and Haugh (2013) argue that the distinction between politeness; and politeness, can be approached
differently, they proposed 4 key loci for understanding politeness. The first two are first-order
understandings and the last two are second-order understandings:

1. participant/metaparticipant understandings,
2. emic/etic conceptualisations,

3. analyst/lay-observer understandings,

4. theoretical/folk-theoretic conceptualisations.

19 The notion of footing was first introduced by Goffman (1979). Footing usually refers to the stance
participants adopt towards other participants in the interaction (Watts, 2003, p.274). It models the
different roles and responsibilities participants have in interaction through which they position
themselves and relate to the other, thus affecting how they interpret what is said. Generally, footing
is divided into production and reception footings, each involving a range of roles. Within the
reception footing, the recipient’s footing involves an array of ratified and unratified recipients;
ratified recipients are those expected to directly participate in the interaction and can be held
accountable, while unratified recipients are those not expected to participate in the interaction. For
an elaborated account, see Kadar and Haugh (2013, pp.125-129).
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and how they interpret and evaluate the interaction. Therefore, in order to provide a rich
and contextualised analysis of (im)politeness, discursive approaches advocate the
incorporation of social theoretical notions such as Bourdieu’s habitus (1991) and Eckert
and McConnell-Ginet’s community of practice (CoP) (1992). These notions assist the
description of the dynamic ways through which individuals socialise and configure their
relations in social group(s) (Mills, 2011b, p.31). Habitus is defined as “the set of
dispositions to act in certain ways, which generates cognitive and bodily practices in the
individual”, and this set of predispositions is acquired through socialisation (Watts, 2003,
p.149). Through socialisation, norms and expectations of what is (im)polite and
(in)appropriate in societies are gained, ratified, and updated. It is suggested that “what is
interpretable as (im)polite depends on the habitus of the individual and the linguistic

capital that s/he is able to manipulate” (Watts, 2003, p.160).

Alternatively, Kédar and Haugh (2013) argue that (im)politeness evaluations appeal to
the moral order, which they define as “a set of expectancies through which social actions
and meanings are recognisable as such, and consequently are inevitably open to moral
evaluation” (p.6). It is stated that evaluations of (im)politeness always appeal to a moral
order perceived to be in common amongst two or more interlocutors by at least one of
those interlocutors (Kédar and Haugh, 2013, p.67). This moral order is closely related to
sociocultural groups and networks; they argue there are three reflexive layers of the moral
order: localised norms, CoPs/organisation/group norms, and societal/cultural norms.
Localised norms are embedded and interpreted relative to the set of expectations of the
CoPs/organisation/group, which are themselves embedded relative to the more extensive
societal/cultural set of expectations (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.95). They emphasise the

relevance of all these layers of the moral order to understanding (im)politeness (p.95).

The notion of the CoP, on the other hand, refers to “an aggregate of people who come
together around mutual engagement in an endeavour. Ways of doing things, ways of
talking, beliefs, values, power relations — in short, practices — emerge in the course of
this mutual endeavor” (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 1992, p.464). The incorporation of
this notion in (im)politeness studies is seen as a move away from the universal view of
Brown and Levinson ([1978], 1987); it prevents making generalised statements about
languages and cultures (Mills, 2009). The focus on the CoP makes it possible for the
analysts to examine how different communities follow different norms regarding what is
(im)polite and (in)appropriate (Mills, 2011b, p.31). However, as noted by Davies (2005)
and Kadar and Haugh (2013, p.46), while the notion of CoP has indeed created new
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insights when examining how language and other behaviours index social identity and
patterns of variation, there remain some practical challenges and limitations to applying
the concepts in certain setting, such as identifying the nature of the shared practice and
how much is shared. It is also argued that these CoPs do not operate in isolation since
social forces such as class and institutional status have general and various effects on the
norms of these CoPs; this general social influence is often ignored in (im)politeness
research focused on CoPs (Mills, 2009; 2011a). In this sense, it is difficult to describe my
Twitter data as representative of a specific CoP since the posters of the tweets are not
jointly engaged in any specific identifiable activity or practice except their use of the

platform.20

In this respect, the notion of emergent/latent networks proposed by Watts (1991, 2003) is
more accommodating for interactions where no apparent joint endeavour or task is
involved (Haugh et al., 2011, p.10). Social networks?! can be close-knit, loose-knit, ego-
centred or multiplex; they are divided into two related types of networks: emergent and
latent. Emergent networks refer to the dynamic process in which interlocutors form social
links during an interaction; these emergent relational networks are maintained,
reactivated, or changed during interaction (Locher, 2004, p.49). Emergent networks are
only observable during ongoing interaction; in these networks, “interactants can contest
and negotiate their respective positions.” (Locher, 2004, p.28). On the other hand, latent
networks refer to social links between interlocutors that have already been established in
previous interactions (Locher, 2004, p.3). Latent networks constitute a social network that
is treated as an objectified structure and mode of behaviour because it is not 7eal’ but
rather an ‘imagined’ network, which may influence the construction of emergent
networks (Watts, 2003, p.154). Locher (2004, p.29) clarifies that in the case of first
encounters, interlocutors cannot refer back to any particular latent network between them,;
their first interaction constitutes both an emergent network, where interaction takes place,
and a latent network to be referred to in future interaction. However, she argues that even

interlocutors who do not know each other and interact for the first time will nevertheless

20 Gruzd et al. (2011) argue that the notion of “imagined community” can be useful when thinking of
Twitter. It is claimed that an individual has a need to belong to a community that includes other
people who share sociability, support, and a sense of identity; even when people are in loosely
bounded networks, they will often identify themselves as part of a more defined group or
community.

21 K4dar and Haugh (2013, p.95) suggest using the term relational network. They argue this notion allows
examining (im)politeness in more contextualised settings compared to CoP, and it helps in studying
cultural practices.
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have certain expectations about the other; these expectations are usually based on

knowledge of the world and social experience.

To sum up, the discursive approaches to (im)politeness emphasise the heterogeneity of
norms, practices, and perceptions within groups and cultures. The analyst’s role is to
examine the diverse interlocutors’ perceptions and the social struggle over (im)politeness
in the localised context rather than provide a universal theoretical view of (im)politeness.
Although the discursive approaches have advanced the research in the field, some aspects
of these approaches have attracted criticism, as illustrated above. In particular, the
overemphasis on (im)politeness; appears to privilege the hearer’s evaluations of the
speaker’s intention in the discursive approaches (Terkourafi, 2005, p.241; Haugh, 2007b,
p.301). This shift is as problematic as the perceived overemphasis on the speakers’
intention in traditional approaches; it is argued that the notion of “participant’s uptake’ is
important as it recognises the role of the hearer and acknowledges that meaning evolves
as a result of the interplay between participants (Grainger, 2013, p.30; Haugh, 2007b,
p.306). Also, Culpeper (2011a) argues that participants in communication very often use
their understandings of intention as an explanatory and evaluative tool; see Section 8.6.4
on perceptions of intentions in (im)politeness evaluations. In addition, Haugh (2007b,
pp-302-304; 2011, p.257) questions the analysts’ role in discursive approaches, raising
concerns about the validity of their interpretations of interactions. He highlights the issue
of whether analysts adequately warrant their analyses of the participants’ evaluations and
to what extent the distinction between the analysts’ and participants’ perspectives can be
distinctly drawn in the process of interpreting these evaluations. Haugh also contends that
discursive approaches are often not discursive in the strict sense of the word, as analysts
tend to draw from second-order concepts such as ‘politic behaviour’ in their analyses.
Indeed, many discursive analyses make use of concepts such as face threat and mitigation
as analytical tools (e.g., Locher, 2006; Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Chan et al., 2018). In
this regard, Grainger (2011) argues for maintaining the technical terms of (im)politeness:
while recognising the significance of (im)politeness; concepts in the analysis of
(im)politeness; for further discussion of the criticism of discursive approaches see:
Terkourafi (2005); Haugh (2007b, 2011); Mills (2011b); Grainger (2011; 2013); and van
der Bom and Mills (2015).

In the following sections, I only review Locher and Watt’s (2005) relational work model
and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000, 2002, 2005) rapport management in the following sub-

sections, mainly because these two models form the basis for the analytical framework
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followed in this study. At the end of Section 3.1.2.2, I outline the motivation behind using

these two frameworks in my investigation of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements.

3.1.2.1 Relational Work model by Locher and Watts

One of the comprehensive discursive approaches to (im)politeness in the field was
proposed by Locher and Watts (2005), who consider relational work a regular part of any
communicative act (Culpeper, 2008, p.21). Locher and Watts claim that the relational
work model belongs to the interpersonal level of communication, and accordingly,
politeness must be seen as constituting a small part of relational work, coexisting with
other types of interpersonal meaning (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.10). Relational work
was defined as “the work people invest in negotiating their relationships in interaction”
(Locher and Watts, 2005, p.10). One of the main contributions of the model is refusing a
dichotomous classification of politeness and impoliteness and considering the two terms
as components in the relational work spectrum. In this view, relational work covers “the
entire continuum of verbal behaviour from direct, impolite, rude or aggressive interaction
to polite interaction, encompassing both appropriate and inappropriate forms of social
behaviour” (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.11). It seems clear that Locher and Watts paid
more attention to verbal aspects of communication. However, their definition was revised
later to make it more open and inclusive of “multi-modal strategies of relationship
negotiations” (Locher, 2015, p.8). They now define relational work as ““all aspects of the
work invested by individuals in the construction, maintenance, reproduction and
transformation of interpersonal relationships among those engaged in social practice”
(Locher and Watts, 2008, p.96). Indeed, the updated version of the definition is more
appropriate for examining relational work in both verbal and non-verbal communication

and, more importantly, it accommodates the multimodal nature of online communication.

In explaining why individuals behave a certain way in a certain situation, Locher and
Watts, invoke the notion of frame?®? as well as Bourdieu’s concept of habitus. Essentially,
both concepts are utilised to account for the construction and the existence of social norms
that guide human interaction (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.11). They argue that whether an
individual intends or perceives a message as polite, impolite, rude (among other labels)

depends on their judgments during the ongoing interaction. These judgments are based

22 Frame refers to an organised set of specific knowledge that individuals construct through their own
histories of social interaction over time, and these frames are constantly subject to change and
variation (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78).
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on norms and expectations acquired and constructed through socialising over time or
drawn from others’ experiences (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78). They claim that
interlocutors’ relational work does not always aim to maintain cooperation, harmony, and

social equilibrium (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.11).

Relational work is also referred to as facework since interlocutors are seen to be involved
in a negotiation of face. However, Locher and Watts (2005) express their preference for
the term relational work to show that any relational work involves at least two
interlocutors (Locher, 2004) and to avoid confusion with Brown and Levinson’s ([1978]
1987) model, which they consider to be a theory of facework. The concept of face is
evidently central in the relational work model. Locher and Watts (2005) follow
Goffman’s (1967, p.5) definition of face, but not the modified version found in Brown
and Levinson’s ([1978] 1987) work. Thus, their conception of face refers to “the positive
social value a person effectively claims [her/him-self] by the line others assume [s/he]
has taken during a particular contact”. In their view, face is like a mask given to an
individual during a particular interaction, implying that individuals can have an infinite
number of different faces (i.e. masks) negotiated when they are constructing their
identities in any interaction (Locher, 2004, p.52; Locher and Watts, 2005, p.12). Face is,
therefore, not fixed but negotiated in the social practices that interlocutors engage in, and
it is crucially dependent on the perceptions and the acceptance of others in the given

interaction (Locher, 2011, p.188).

Watts ([1992] 2005, xliii) offers a diagram that fully maps the whole spectrum of
relational work, reproduced below in Figure 3-3 (see also: Locher, 2004, p.90; Locher
and Watts, 2005, p.12). In this perspective, relational work embraces the notion of
markedness, focusing on whether behaviours in an interaction are marked or not.
Markedness here is associated with the notion of appropriateness, and it implies that there
are some shared social or cultural norms against which behaviours are judged (Locher,
2004, pp.85-86). Behaviours can be marked either positively or negatively. On the one
hand, politeness is a positively marked behaviour corresponding with the perception of
being polite/politic/appropriate. Based on this, polite behaviour is always
politic/appropriate, while politic/appropriate behaviour can be non-polite (i.e. unmarked)
but never impolite (i.e. negatively marked) (Locher, 2006, pp.255-256; Locher and Watts,
2005, p.12). Locher (2006, p.256) further clarifies that “politic behaviour entails
politeness but cannot be equalled to it”. On the other hand, negatively marked behaviours

can be judged in two ways, either impolite/non-politic/inappropriate or over-polite/non-
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politic/inappropriate, showing that over-politeness will roughly create a similar judgment
to impoliteness (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.12) mainly because it often surpasses the

boundaries between appropriateness and inappropriateness (Locher, 2004, p.90).

Conversely, as Locher and Watts (2005, p.11) argue, unmarked behaviour covers a great
deal of the relational work performed; this unmarked behaviour (i.e. appropriate/politic)
goes largely unnoticed. Politic behaviour is defined as a “behaviour which is perceived
to be appropriate to the social constraints of the ongoing interaction, i.e. as non-salient,
should be called politic behaviour” (Watts, 2003, p.19), and it is neither polite nor
impolite (Locher, 2006, p.255), the example below is provided in (Watts, 2003, p.186) as
an illustration of politic behaviour. The response provided to the posed question bears no

salient features that mark it as polite or impolite in that given context.
A: would you like some coffee?

B: yes, please.

politic/appropriate behavior s

‘non-polite”’

unmarked -
behavior _-“positively marked

behavior

negatively marked behavior

‘impolite’

‘over-polite’

| non-politic/inappropriate behavior I

Figure 3-3: Relational work model (Watts, 2005, xliii)

Lastly, it is crucial to keep in mind that the distinction between markedness and
unmarkedness is not rigid, allowing for individualistic variation in perceptions and
understandings of norms, hence the different evaluations of (im)politeness. In fact, the
boundaries between all the categories in the relational work spectrum are somewhat fuzzy
— the dotted lines between the categories in Figure 3-3 represent the negotiable
discursive nature of assessments within the relational work (Locher and Watts, 2005,

p.12; Locher, 2006, pp.256-258).
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3.1.2.2 Rapport management by Spencer-QOatey

Spencer-Oatey (2000) introduced the rapport management approach as an attempt to
present a model that overcomes the weaknesses in the traditional approaches, particularly
Brown and Levinson’s model. Rapport refers to “the relative harmony and smoothness of
relations between people, and rapport management refers to the management (or
mismanagement) of relations between people” (Spencer-Oatey, 2005a, p.96). Rapport
management has three main components (i.e. factors): the management of face, social

rights and obligations, and interactional goals (or wants).

The management of face involves the management of face sensitivities (needs), Spencer-
Oatey (2002, p.540; 2008, p.13) states that she follows Goffman’s (1967) notion of face,
which is the definition accepted by Locher and Watts in their relational work model.
Spencer-Oatey underlines the significance of face in social relations primarily due to its
associations with personal, social, and relational values. Face is concerned with “people’s
sense of worth, dignity, honour, reputation, competence and so on” (Spencer-Oatey,
[2000] 2008, p.14). She proposes three interconnected aspects of face?: (1) quality face,
which is associated with a person’s self-esteem (related to the person as an individual)
and the value he/she claims for him/herself based on personal qualities like competence
and abilities (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, p.540). (2) social identity face (related to the person
as a group member) refers to the “fundamental desire [that people have] for [others] to
acknowledge and uphold [their] social identities or roles, e.g. as group leader” (Spencer-
Oatey, 2002, p.540). This aspect of face is associated with people’s sense of public worth
and the value that they effectively claim for themselves in the community. Lastly, (3)
relational face (related to the self in relationship with others) which refers to the
“fundamental desire [that people have] for others to evaluate them positively, and so they
typically want others to acknowledge (explicitly or implicitly) their positive qualities”
such as competence and abilities (Spencer-Oatey, [2000] 2008, p.14). This relational
aspect of face is associated with a person’s sense of self in relation to others in the group

or community.

Culpeper (2011a, pp.29-30) observes that there seems to be an overlap between social

identity face and relational face. This overlap is caused by the relational nature of all

23 Spencer-Oatey (2007, p.644, 2008, p.14) argues that in cognitive terms, face and identity are similar in
that both relate to the notion of self-image including: individual, relational, and collective
interpretations of self (see Spencer-Oatey, 2007 for a detailed discussion of the interrelation between
face and identity).
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social phenomena in general. Inspired by the work of Chen et al. (2006), Culpeper
clarifies that these two aspects of face can be differentiated in that the collective-self
associated with social identity face generally involves shared features amongst in-group
members; individuals’ identities here might not be necessarily known. On the other hand,
the relational-self associated with relational face is more concerned with the unique
relations between individuals’ whose identities are identifiable. Furthermore, he notes
that Brown and Levinson’s notions of positive and negative aspects of face are subsumed
in rapport management: positive face overlaps with quality face, and negative face

overlaps with equity rights (Culpeper, 2016, p.428).

Sociality rights and obligations refer to the “fundamental social entitlements that a person
effectively claims for him/herself in his/her interactions with others” (Spencer-Oatey,
[2000] 2008, p.13). Sociality rights and obligations are concerned with social
expectations and reflect people’s concerns over fairness, considerations, and behavioural
appropriateness. If these expectations are not satisfied, this dissatisfaction might affect
interpersonal rapport (Spencer-Oatey, [2000] 2008, p.15). Sociality rights and obligations
may stem from legal/contractual requirements, but more commonly they arise from
normative or conventionalised behavior (Spencer-Oatey, 2015). There are two essential
components of social rights: equity and association. The former refers to people’s belief
that they are entitled to personal consideration from others such that they are treated fairly,
not to be disadvantaged or imposed upon. Equity rights can be linked to the independent
perspective of self. There are two key elements of this aspect: first is the element of cost-
benefit which means that people should not be exploited or disadvantaged; costs and
benefits should be kept balanced through reciprocity. The second element is autonomy-
imposition, which means that people should not be unduly controlled or imposed upon.
The concept of cost-benefit is broader than the notion of autonomy; a costly interaction
may affect not only people’s autonomy but also their time, effort, convenience and so on

(Spencer-Oatey, 2002, p.532).

On the other hand, association rights refer to people’s belief in their entitlement to social
involvement with others. Unlike equity, association can be linked to the
collective/interdependent perspective of self. There are two elements of association
rights: first, the notion of interactional involvement-detachment, which refers to the
extent to which we associate ourselves with, or dissociate ourselves from, other people;
it is the type and amount of involvement we maintain when interacting with others. The

second element is affective involvement-detachment, which refers to the appropriateness
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of concerns, feelings and interests we share with others. Certainly, the appropriateness of
the amount here is contingent on the nature of relationships, sociocultural norms, and
personal preferences (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, pp.540-541; [2000] 2008, p.16; 2015, pp.2-
3).

Interactional goals constitute the third factor that may influence rapport management,
which Spencer-Oatey defines as specific goals or “wants” that people often, but not
necessarily always, hold when interacting with others ([2000] 2008, p.17). These goals
can be transactional, aiming to achieve specific tasks such as acquiring a
recommendation letter, or relational, aiming to manage effective relationships with
others, or a mixture of both goals (Spencer-Oatey, 2015). She clarifies that failure to

achieve these goals may cause frustration or annoyance.

In addition, Spencer-Oatey ([2000] 2008, p.32) argues that a number of factors have an
influence on people’s use of rapport management strategies, and she focuses on these
three: rapport orientation, contextual variables, and pragmatic principles and conventions.
Spencer-Oatey (2005, p.116) argues that these three factors and other factors, such as
personality, personal preoccupations, and awareness of cultural differences, play a
significant role in people’s perception of rapport in their interactions. To achieve effective
rapport management, it is essential that people not only assess the consideration and
fulfilment of their own face, wants, and expectations, but they also need to consider their
interlocutor’s face, wants and expectations. She proposes that people in interactions make
dynamic judgements about whether their rapport has been enhanced, maintained,
neglected, or challenged, and they can hold any of the four rapport orientations outlined
below. The motivations behind these orientations can vary and dynamically change
during interactions.

1. Rapport enhancement orientation: a desire to strengthen or enhance harmonious

relations between the interlocutors.

2. Rapport maintenance orientation: a desire to maintain or protect harmonious
relations between the interlocutors.

3. Rapport neglect orientation: a lack of concern or interest in the quality of relations
between the interlocutors (perhaps because of a focus on self).

4. Rapport challenge orientation: a desire to challenge or impair harmonious
relations between the interlocutors.



78

Also, people’s choice of rapport management strategy is crucially influenced by
contextual variables. Spencer-Oatey ([2000] 2008, p.34) discusses four significant
variables: the number of participants in an interaction and how their relations are affected
by power and distance as key dimensions;** message content, particularly in terms of
cost-benefit considerations; social/interactional roles; and the type of the communicative
activity. She argues that these contextual variables have both ‘standing’ and ‘dynamic’
roles in how they influence interaction. That is, people have pre-existing conceptions of
these contextual variables derived from previous experiences, and during the interaction,
these variables are assessed and changed dynamically, thus affecting how the interaction
progresses. She clarifies, “[i]f the interaction is to be ‘successful’ in terms of rapport
management, participants need to be very sensitive to these complex processes” (2008,

pp.39-40).

Similar to the relational work emphasis on variability in (im)politeness evaluations,
Spencer-Oatey ([2000] 2008, p.20) emphasises that rapport threat and enhancement are
subjective evaluations. She argues that there are cultural and individual variations in the
values attached to the principles that guide (non-)linguistic behaviours and the way
relational work is managed in a given interaction. This variation is seen in the different
possible outcomes perceived by different interlocutors and the possible mismatch
between the initial orientation of the interaction and the outcome (p.43). Therefore,
effective rapport management relies on mutual sensitivity and consideration of both self

and the other to properly balance the different aspects of the interaction (p.41).

Based on the above, rapport management, unlike the relational work model, provides a
broader account of face by identifying three aspects of it: quality face, social identity face,
and relational face. It also provides an explanation of how face needs interact with the
negotiation of relational work and allows analysis of interactions beyond face needs.
Culpeper (2011a) argues that “face is not at the heart of all interactions”, and the central
issue often seems to be the breach of a social norm. Rapport has other essential
components besides face: sociality rights and interactional goals. Moreover, rapport
management provides an elaborated approach to analysing context and how different

contextual variables influence people’s behaviour in interaction and their perceptions of

24 Spencer-Oatey (2008, p.34-36) provides an elaborated account of how power and distance may influence
rapport management. Based on previous sociolinguistic and pragmatic studies, she identifies five
bases of power, which are: reward, coercive, expert, legitimate, and referent. As for distance, she
lists six possible components: social similarity/difference, frequency of contact, length of
acquaintance, familiarity, like-mindedness, and positive/negative affect.
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rapport. In contrast to the relational work model, which focuses on the perceptions of the
addressee, rapport management emphasises the importance of the perception of all
interlocutors in the interaction (i.e. speakers and hearers). Spencer-Oatey (2005b, pp.335-
336) argues that her model seeks to explore the different “bases [that] affect the
deliberations, conscious or otherwise, of both speakers and hearers (as speakers consider
which linguistic strategies to use and their possible impact, and as hearers evaluate what
they have heard).” It also can be argued that while the relational work model places more
emphasis on politeness;, rapport management appears to seek a balance between
politeness; and politeness> approaches by considering laypersons’ perceptions and
allowing theorisation of (im)politeness. Rapport management is seen as “one of the most
comprehensive frameworks of context for politeness researchers developed to date, and
indeed in its breadth anticipates much of the current discussion of politeness as situated

(Haugh et al., 2011, p.5).

In this study, the choice of both relational work and rapport management is motivated by
several factors. As covered above, the relational work model provides different
(im)politeness classifications to code the disagreements in the online questionnaire, but it
does not assist the process of interpreting what is going on, especially since Twitter
interactions in my corpus are primarily short, and perceptions of posters are not
accessible. Using rapport management can enrich the analysis of Twitter disagreements
as it offers some concepts and a set of factors that allow the interpretation of what 1s going
on in the corpus of Twitter disagreements. Further, using the relational work model in
analysing (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Saudis’ Twitter disagreements allows
assessment of the claim about the pervasiveness of aggravated disagreements on Twitter
and how they are perceived by Saudis using the platform; see the first research question
in Section 1.2. Examining posters’ orientations to the interaction can help explain their
choices of disagreement strategies and the devices used to modify the structure of these
disagreements in the specific context. Therefore, rapport management can assist in
expanding the contextual analysis of Twitter disagreements. Lastly, these two models
were used in previous (im)politeness studies in digitally-mediated communication
(DMC); for example, relational work was used to examine (im)politeness and
disagreement in discussion forums (e.g., Shum and Lee, 2013), and the connection
between politeness, face and linguistic identity construction in Facebook and discussion
boards (Locher et al., 2015). Rapport management was used to investigate the relationship

between emojis and politeness in WhatsApp messages (Sampietro, 2019) and analyse
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cross-cultural Skype interactions (Schmidt, 2020). The two frameworks were combined
in analysing (im)politeness and disagreement in Facebook (e.g., Harb, 2016). The current
study seeks to offer some insight into effectively using discursive approaches to analyse
(im)politeness online by examining Saudis’ disagreements on Twitter. This will enrich
and improve the current stance of (im)politeness research, especially in Arabic online

interaction.

3.2 Overview of Culpeper’s framework of impoliteness

Impoliteness has been given different definitions in discursive approaches; nonetheless,
Culpeper (2011a, pp.20-21) highlights that there are two notable commonalities among
these definitions: (1) the concept of face, which plays a central role within the notion of
impoliteness, but instead of talking about “face-threat”, the focus is rather on “face-
aggravating” (Bousfield and Locher, 2008, p.3) or “face-attack” (Culpeper, 1996); and
(2) the notion of intentionality?’, which is essential in many of these definition. Culpeper

(2011a, pp.19-24; 2011b) provides an overview of different impoliteness definitions.

Culpeper (2011a, p.23) offers a revised definition of impoliteness, similar to that of
politeness but along contrary lines, noting that its enactment comprises substantial

differences:

Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in
specific contexts. It is sustained by expectations, desires and/or beliefs about
social organisation, including, in particular, how one person’s or a group’s
identities are mediated by others in interaction. Situated behaviours are
viewed negatively — considered ‘impolite’ — when they conflict with how one
expects them to be, how one wants them to be and/or how one thinks they
ought to be. Such behaviours always have or are presumed to have emotional
consequences for at least one participant, that is, they cause or are presumed
to cause offence. Various factors can exacerbate how offensive an impolite
behaviour is taken to be, including for example whether one understands a
behaviour to be strongly intentional or not. [emphasis added]

Culpeper (2011a, p.117) argues that context is important in the interpretation of
impoliteness formulae; however, not everything is entirely based on contextual

interpretations. He reasons that impoliteness formulae can vary based on three scales:

25 Culpeper (2011a, p.49), building on Malle and Knobe’s (1997) account of the folk concept of
intentionality, explicates that it is essential to distinguish between intention and intentionality.
Intention refers to the attribution that links an action to both desire for an outcome and belief that an
action can achieve a certain outcome. Intentionality, on the other hand, refers to attribution that
requires intention and also the skill or ability to bring about a certain outcome, and (minimal)
awareness that intention is being fulfilled while performing the action. The notion of intentionality
is the subject of much debate in (im)politeness studies.
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conventionalisation, context-spanning or context-ties, and gravity of the offence (p.137).
He argues that an impolite formula with a high offence gravity is less likely to be
neutralised and is more likely to be context-spanning (i.e. considered offensive in a wide
range of contexts), making it more likely to be a conventionalised impolite formula.
Furthermore, Culpeper differentiates between conventionalised (i.e. pre-loaded)
impoliteness and non-conventionalised (i.e. implicational) impoliteness. The former
refers to behaviours consisting of conventionalised linguistic or verbal expressions that
have acquired more conventional associations of the (im)politeness contexts in which
they are regularly used (Culpeper, 2011a). The latter refers to “an impolite understanding
that does not match the surface form or semantics of the utterance or the symbolic
meaning of the behaviour” (Culpeper, 2011a, p.17). He proposes three types of
implicational impoliteness: form-driven, context-driven, and convention-driven. The first
group overlaps with conventionalised impoliteness as both rely on some kind of a marked
surface form (see Culpeper, 2011, pp.155-156 for more details). Culpeper (2011a, 2016)
introduces a list of what is called impoliteness formulae/triggers, as shown in Figure 3-4.
Impoliteness formulae, like routines, vary between different communities. The same
strategy could be viewed from different perspectives; for instance, in some contexts, an
interruption might be seen as an imposition on the person talking, thus attacking that
person’s negative face, or it could be seen as an attack on the positive face by implying
that the opinion of the person talking is not valued (Culpeper, 2016, pp.427-428). This
suggests that face-attack could have primary effects and maybe secondary effects

targeting different aspects of face and sociality rights.
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Insults

Pointed criticism/
complaints

Unpalatable questions
&/or presuppositions

Conventionalized Condescensions

formulae

Message enforcers

Dismissals

Silencers

Impoliteness triggers

Threats

Negative expressions

Internal mismatch
Convention-driven

Implicational External mismatch

Form-driven

Context-driven Unmarked behaviour

Absences of behaviour

Figure 3-4: Impoliteness strategies/triggers (Culpeper, 2016, p.440)

One of the key arguments in Culpeper’s model of impoliteness is that impoliteness can
be achieved by other non-linguistic means, such as body language and other non-verbal
cues, and that their role is essential in the interpretation of (im)politeness. Culpeper
(2011a) argues that “it is a mistake to assume that non-verbal cues are separable from
other aspects of the communication ... Behaviour is a multimodal stream, with one
modality interacting with other modalities to create a whole” (p.151). This argument also
stands for using emojis and other multimodal means of expression in online
communication. In my approach to coding (im)politeness in the corpus data, I mostly
relied on identifying conventionalised formulae inspired by Culpeper’s model and by
previous research on mitigation and aggravation devices in classifications of
disagreements, particularly those incorporated in the coding framework (e.g., Rees-
Miller, 2000; Kreutel, 2007; Harb, 2016) (for further details see the section below).
However, my approach does not ignore the possibility of encountering instances where
the impoliteness in the disagreement is not based on the structure of a disagreement, as
seen, for instance, in the impoliteness interpretation of some of the disagreements

expressed by verbal irony/sarcasm (see Sections 6.1.4 and 8.1).
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3.3 Overview of mitigation and aggravation devices

Mitigation and aggravation are linguistic devices that modify the impact of the utterance
either by mitigating (i.e. softening or reducing) or aggravating (i.e. intensifying or
strengthening) its force (e.g., Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). The modification can be internal
within the disagreement expression (i.e. head act or as the nucleus of the speech act of
disagreement), as seen in using syntactic downgraders, or external, usually localised in
the immediate context of the disagreement as seen in address terms (Blum-Kulka and
Olshtain, 1984). Some studies have attempted to differentiate between internal and
external devices and how they differ in affecting the illocutionary force of the expressed
speech act (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989); however, Harb
(2016, p.97) pointed out the position of these devices in Arabic disagreements is flexible.

He suggested that a disagreeing reply can come in different forms, for example:

1. Mitigation + disagreement
2. Disagreement + mitigation
3. Aggravation + disagreement + mitigation. . .etc.

This study treats these devices as potential indicators of the poster’s (im)politeness
orientation when expressing disagreement on Twitter. These devices modify the structure
of  disagreement either positively  (mitigating/softening) or  negatively
(aggravating/strengthening), while the absence of these devices makes the disagreement
neither mitigated nor aggravated (unmodified). The existence of mitigation or
aggravation devices in the disagreement does not guarantee an interpretation of
polite/appropriate or impolite/inappropriate since other contextual elements can override

the effect of these devices; see Section 4.5 for further methodological elaboration.

3.3.1 Mitigation

Mitigation is also called softeners (e.g., Beebe and Takahashi, 1989; Rees-Miller, 2000)
or supportive facework (Watts, 2003). Locher and Watts (2005) argue that (im)politeness,
in discursive approaches, cannot simply be equated with the mitigation of face-threat as
usually found in early politeness theories (e.g., Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987).
Rather, politeness is one possible effect of mitigation, but it is not always guaranteed
(Caffi, 2013, p.265). Mitigation is described as a set of strategies or devices used to “ease
the anticipated unwelcome effect” (Fraser, 1980, p.342). In other words, mitigation, as
illustrated by Caffi (1999, p.881), is “a cover-term for a set of strategies, rooted in a

metapragmatic awareness, by which people try to make their saying-doing more
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effective”. It smooths interactional management (i.e. relational work) between
interlocutors at various levels (Caffi, 1999, p.882). Therefore, mitigation is often a way
of showing consideration and attempting to be polite or at least appropriate. However, in
some contexts, mitigation can be perceived as impolite (Caffi, 2013). In other cases, it is
argued that mitigation, especially when an utterance reaches the highest level of
offensiveness, might make little or no difference in increasing the overall offence

(Culpeper, 2011a).

In this study, I argue that in some cases, mitigation devices can be used in aggravated
disagreements for different purposes, such as mockery or potentially intensifying insult,
see Chapter 8. Similarly, Netz (2014, p.145) argues the same point; he noted that in his
data, there were many occurrences of disagreements which involved both mitigation (e.g.,
lexical downgraders like maybe) and aggravation (e.g., attributive language as in name-
calling) leading to the classification of these disagreements as highly aggravated despite
the use of mitigation. Therefore, it is safe to claim that if a mitigation device is used in an

aggravated disagreement, the aggravation is likely to overshadow the mitigation effect.

Consulting the literature reveals different categorisations of mitigation devices, such as
those of Fraser (1980), Holmes (1984), Rees-Miller (2000), Caffi (1999; 2007), Kreutel
(2007), and Harb (2016). For instance, Fraser (1980) classified mitigation devices into
two main categories. The first is altruistic mitigation driven by caution to avoid causing
damage to the other. The second category involves devices that appeal more to the self
than the other; these are driven by caution towards implicating the self and reducing
obligation and responsibility for the expressed disagreement; this is what Fraser referred
to as self-serving mitigation. This group includes devices like hedges, personalised
opinions, parenthetical and emotive verbs, and hesitation markers. However, Caffi (2013,
p-199)2¢ argued that a clear-cut distinction between the two types of mitigation seems to
be difficult, mainly because saving the other’s face goes hand in hand with saving one’s

own face.

26 Caffi (2007, p.50) classifies mitigation devices into: (1) bushes operating on the proposition of the
speech act seen as vagueness, (2) hedges operating on the illocutionary force of the speech act seen
as indirectness, and finally (3) deictic origin of the speech act seen as a reduction for the
responsibility of the utterance. Nonetheless, she stressed in different occasions that this classification
of the scope of mitigation is only of “a heuristic value” since it is very difficult and practically
challenging to separate the components of a speech act hence these scopes are usually interrelated
(2007, p.50).
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Another categorisation was proposed by Holmes (1984). This categorisation includes four
classes for mitigation devices: (1) prosodic devices like the fall-rise intonation, (2)
syntactic devices such as fag questions, (3) lexical devices such as hedges, and (4)
discourse devices like by the way. Flores-Ferran (2010, pp.1968-1969) provides a list of
the mitigation devices found in English and Spanish. These mitigation devices include:
(1) indirectness; (2) non-immediacy indicators, e.g., the use of impersonal constructions;
(3) epistemic disclaimers, e.g., if [ am not wrong; (4) tag questions, e.g., you are ok with
that; aren’t you?; (5) hedges, e.g., technically; (6) parenthetical verbs, e.g., I suppose,
and I think; and (7) time deixis in verb mood, e.g., the conditional. Similarly, Harb (2016)
reported that Arabic speakers disagreeing on Facebook used the following mitigation
devices: address terms, hedging, in-group/solidarity markers, lexical downgraders
(softeners), positive remarks, delayed negation, passive voice, lexical euphemized
expressions, personalised opinions, agreement markers (e.g., yes, true) + coordinators
(e.g., but), and a combination of these devices; Section 4.5.1.1 outlines how mitigation

devices in Saudis’ disagreements were coded.

3.3.2 Aggravation

Unlike mitigation, aggravation is employed to intensify the disagreement.?’” As noted in
Section 3.2, Culpeper (2011a, pp.19-20) reviewed multiple definitions of impoliteness
and noted that aggravation is a key concept; for example, Bousfield and Locher (2008,
p-3) defined impoliteness itself as a “behaviour that is face-aggravating in particular
contexts”. Similarly, Watts (2003) referred to face-threatening or face-damaging acts as
aggressive facework, whereas Culpeper (2011a) uses face-attack as a synonym for face-
aggravating. Hence, it seems that aggravation and impoliteness are strongly related
concepts. Aggravation is seen as a manifestation of impoliteness, which is most likely
deployed to aggravate face-threats (Culpeper et al., 2003). Moreover, this connection
between aggravation and impoliteness is clear in Bousfield’s (2008, pp.72, 262) definition
of impoliteness as the “intentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal face-threatening
acts which are purposefully performed unmitigated, in contexts where mitigation is

required, and/or with deliberate aggression” thus maximising face-threat. Indeed,

27 Bousfield (2008, p.75-97) gives a detailed critique in which he compares Lachenicht’s model (1980) of
aggravation and Culpeper’s model (1996) of impoliteness. A short similar account can be found in
Culpeper et al. (2003).
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aggravation seems to be an essential element when defining impoliteness (Bousfield,

2008, p.75).28

Culpeper (2011a) argued (im)politeness in some contexts can be socially normalised,
legitimised, or neutralised (p.215). Normalisation and legitimisation work similarly as
“both rely on an ideology that positively values impoliteness” (pp.215-216); the
difference is that legitimisation is related to institutional structures that license such
practices, such as in police interrogations and military training. In these contexts, using
aggravators like name-calling and silencers is not perceived as impolite; however, this
does not mean that the target will not take offence at the perceived face-attack (p.217).
On the other hand, neutralisation refers to contexts where the aggravation appears as
mock impoliteness (i.e. the impoliteness is not genuine); they do not reflect a negative
attitude towards the target. This type of (im)politeness depends on some degree of
mismatch between the context and the conventionalised impoliteness formulae used;
additional signals, such as laughter, are employed to show that the impoliteness is not
genuine (Culpeper, 2011a, p.219). Moreover, Culpeper (2011a, p.205) argued that
reciprocal aggravation is not uncommon; he referred to it as counter-impoliteness.
Counter-impoliteness (i.e. reactive impoliteness) can be motivated by different factors,
for instance, blocking an attack and resorting one’s face. These instances of reactive
impoliteness can sometimes be considered appropriate; this argument is elaborated upon

further in the analysis (see Section 8.6.1).

My approach to aggravation devices in the study is inspired by Culpeper’s model covered
above in Section 3.2 and the list of aggravation devices proposed in Harb’s (2016) study.
In examining (im)politeness in Arabic speakers’ disagreements on Facebook, Harb
(2016) reported that participants in his study used seven aggravating devices including:
personality-related abusive language; family-related obscene language; invoking Allah;
structural aggravating devices, e.g., repetition of negative marker ‘la:’; paralinguistic
cues, e.g., spitting, and a combination of aggravators. Each group includes different
specific devices; the coding framework of the aggravation devices is illustrated in Section

4.5.1.2.

28 Another definition that highlights the role of intention in aggravation is provided by Meibauer (2016,
p.154), in a translation of Bonacchi’s (2012) definition of verbal aggression, “[a]cts of verbal
aggression are forms of language behaviour (verbal forms or accompanying nonverbal behaviour)
with hostile intentions towards the addressee, or forms that could be interpreted as such.”
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3.4 Summary

This chapter was a general overview of the literature on (im)politeness. In Section 3.1, |
covered key theories and approaches in (im)politeness studies. In Section 3.1.1, I covered
classical theories of politeness, including Lakoff’s model (1973), Leech’s model (1983),
and Brown and Levinson’s model ([1978], 1987). Then, I briefly shed some light on how
disagreement as a speech act was treated in these theories, particularly the last two
models. In Section 3.1.2, I covered the discursive approaches which shifted the attention
from politeness to (im)politeness; I attempted to highlight the key contributions of
discursive approaches, including the distinction between (im)politeness; and
(im)politeness> and the incorporation of social theories such as CoP. The discussion then
focused on the relational work model proposed by Locher and Watts (2005) and rapport
management proposed by Spencer-Oatey (2000). The following section, 3.2, was
dedicated to reviewing Culpeper’s framework of impoliteness (2011) and outlining the

literature on mitigation and aggravation devices.
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Chapter 4 Methodology

This chapter shows in depth the methodological approach followed in this study. It starts
with Section 4.1, in which I outline some of the research methods found in pragmatic and
discourse analysis studies; this section aims to provide a theoretical background for the
data collection instruments used in the study. Then, in Section 4.2, I clarify the procedures
followed in collecting naturally occurring data from Twitter, and metalinguistic data
using online questionnaires and interviews. In Section 4.3, I describe the respondents in
online questionnaires and follow-up interviews. Then, in Section 4.4, I explain the process
of preparing the corpus data by conducting an initial coding to filter two-turn Saudis’
disagreements from the flow of collected tweets. The section also includes a description
of how the responses to the online questionnaire were screened and prepared for the
analysis, the process of transcribing the interview recordings, and the translation approach
followed in presenting the examples and respondents’ statements. Section 4.5 illustrates
the coding framework and process followed in identifying and classifying disagreement
types, mitigation and aggravation devices, and disagreement strategies in the corpus of
tweets. Section 4.6 briefly covers the pilot study conducted to test the coding system on
corpus data. Finally, I provide an overview of the quantitative and qualitative analytical

approaches applied to analyse the data.

4.1 Mixed methods approach in pragmatic research

The purpose of this section is to review some of the methods used in pragmatic research.
Each research method has its weaknesses and strengths; therefore, combining some of
these methods is anticipated to allow the close capture of different aspects of the
phenomena under investigation. Several researchers have advocated the mixed-methods
approach in pragmatic research (e.g., Kasper and Dahl, 1991; Kadar and Haugh, 2013,
p.31). Mixed-methods approaches focus on integrating both quantitative and qualitative
data to achieve more multidimensional and accurate results (Doérnyei, 2007, p.44;
Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p.136). At the heart of such approaches is the presentation
of well-validated findings, which are argued to be more robust and convincing for a larger
audience than those produced by a monomethod investigation (Dornyei, 2007, p.46).
Therefore, in the current research, I followed a mixed methods approach using three
methods: a corpus of authentic data, an online questionnaire, and a follow-up interview,

which are outlined below.



89

4.1.1 Corpus of naturally occurring data

Schneider (2018, p.50) states that corpus data usually refers to (electronic machine-
readable) collections of spoken and/or written language; the corpus method is
increasingly being used to gather and investigate naturally occurring data. There are
different large corpora that have been compiled for no particular research task, such as
the British National Corpus (BNC), and smaller ones that are usually compiled for
specific research purposes, like the corpus in my study. Corpus data have been used
effectively in different pragmatic and discourse analysis studies; for instance, response
tokens in British and Irish spoken interaction (O’Keeffe and Adolphs, 2008), hedges and
boosters in English academic articles (Takimoto, 2015), (im)politeness metalinguistic
labels (Culpeper, 2011a), and taboo language and impoliteness (Culpeper, 2018).
Schneider (2018, pp.47,52) observes one of the key challenges in using corpus methods
in pragmatic studies is that pragmatic corpus annotation is still in its infancy despite the
advances in corpora research, making more automated pragmatics research of large
quantities challenging. Therefore, a certain amount of manual examining is usually
required in many corpus-based studies in pragmatics research (see also: Kadar and Haugh,

2013, p.31).

Another challenge in gathering data and compiling a corpus is related to the ethical issue
surrounding the nature of the collected data. For this study, the corpus of tweets was
collected from non-private Twitter accounts. Data in the public domain are considered by
many researchers (e.g., Pak and Paroubek, 2010; Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Draucker,
2013; Ott, 2017) to be ethically acceptable for scientific research, although some scholars
argue that the mere characteristic of being available in a public domain is not enough.
However, collecting publicly available online data from the internet and different social
media platforms like Facebook and Twitter for the purpose of linguistic analysis has been
considered appropriate in many studies (e.g., Angouri and Tseliga, 2010; Zappavigna,
2012; Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016). The Psychological Society’s Research Board
(2017) highlights the main considerations when using online data, which can be summed
as follows: respect for the autonomy, privacy, and dignity of individuals and
communities, maximising benefits and minimising harm, social responsibility, and

scientific integrity (p.5); ethical consideration are covered further in Appendix A.

In this study, I compiled a small corpus of publically available Saudi tweets (henceforth,
Saudi Arabic Twitter corpus; SAT corpus) from 6 trending hashtags in 2017-2018; see

Section 4.4.1 for more details on the collection and preparation process of the corpus.
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4.1.2 Metalinguistic data

Besides naturally occurring data, this study uses other instruments to collect
metapragmatic data from respondents. Online questionnaires and follow-up interviews
are experimental methods frequently utilised to elicit language data in ethnographic,
sociolinguistic and pragmatic research (Schneider, 2018); they are also classified as
perception/comprehension based-methods (Kasper and Dahl, 1991). In pragmatic
research, these instruments are employed to elicit metalinguistic data to get further insight
into different cultural communities by investigating the members’ awareness and
conceptualisations of the phenomenon under study (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.193).
Recent (im)politeness research promotes the use of metalinguistic data, which can be
collected from lay observers?? to access their understanding of a particular phenomenon
and gain insight into its function in a given society. This is to say, the use of metalinguistic
data allows access to a wide range of cultural judgments from language users and not only
the analyst (Davies, 2011, p.194). The collected metalinguistic data aim to support and
validate the analyst’s interpretations of the data by revealing possible connections,
factors, and orders. Therefore, in this study, I systematically investigate the responses of
lay observers, here Saudi Twitter users, using both an online questionnaire and follow-up
interviews to collect their evaluations of (im)politeness in Saudis’ Twitter disagreements
taken from the SAT corpus. The following two subsections offer a review of these two

methods.

4.1.2.1 Online questionnaires

One frequently used rating scale in questionnaires is the Likert scale (Dornyei, 2007,
p-105), which usually consists of 5-point choices. It is used to elicit assessments of
different aspects of utterances or situations, such as their correctness, appropriateness,
politeness, etc. (Schneider, 2018, p.70). Questionnaires are typically used to support other
methods employed in the research (Schneider, 2018, p.71). For instance, in examining
(im)politeness perceptions of apologies cross-culturally (e.g., Chang and Haugh, 2011)
and (im)politeness in Chinese forum disagreements (e.g., Shum and Lee, 2013). Both
these studies used a 5-point Likert scale in their questionnaires and conducted follow-up

interviews with the participants.

29 Lay observers here refers to people with no specialised knowledge of the field under study, in this case
the field of (im)politeness. Kadar and Haugh (2013, p.86) differentiate between two types of
observers laypersons and analysts.
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Dornyei (2007) points out some key advantages of using questionnaires, particularly web-
based questionnaires like the one used in this study. Section 4.2.2 describes the
questionnaire I used to collect my data. The most notable benefits stated by Dornyei
(2007, p.121) are: (1) the reduced costs involved in setting up and running the instrument
compared to traditional questionnaires, (2) the convenience of administration, (3) the
automatic process of harvesting and importing the data, (4) the high level of anonymity,
and (5) the superior access to a larger and more diverse sample. However, there are
undeniably some drawbacks, particularly in relation to sampling. Dornyei (2007, p.122)
notes that it is difficult to follow a clear systematic sampling strategy; the researcher
usually initiates a snowball sampling by contacting potential participants who are asked
to resend the questionnaire to others. This strategy leads to a reliance on self-selected
participants, which can influence the interpretation and generalisation of the findings.
However, other researchers (e.g., Gosling et al., 2004, p.99; Wilson and Dewaele, 2010)
argue that the issues of representativeness and self-selection sampling in online
questionnaires do not automatically invalidate the analyses based on such methods, and
this is generally contingent on the purpose of the study. Although not completely
representative of the population, internet-based samples are more diverse than traditional
samples with respect to age, gender, geographical location, socioeconomic status, and
race; therefore, even small proportions of participants are represented in the data.
Moreover, respondents who participate in online questionnaires, especially if there are no
promised incentives, are likely to be interested in the topic and self-motivated to
participate. All in all, it can be argued that there is no perfect method, and that each
method has its weakness and strengths; hence the use of different methods in conducting

research can optimise the quality of the collected data (Gosling et al., 2004, p.102).

4.1.2.2 Follow-up interviews

Interviews are another method widely employed in research to elicit language production.
Interviews are particularly helpful in supporting researchers in collecting more in-depth
data from respondents than questionnaires can (Ddrnyei, 2007, p.105). In (im)politeness
studies, interviews are usually used to elicit metalinguistic information from respondents
by requesting them to clarify and elaborate on the reasoning for their categorisation of
(im)politeness and to comment on certain politeness-related topics (Kadar and Haugh,
2013, pp.30, 268; Schneider, 2018, p.63). Hence, interviews are useful in analysing the
social and moral norms underlying the respondents’ evaluations obtained via

questionnaires (Chang and Haugh, 2011).
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In terms of format, Dérnyei (2007, p.136) argues that semi-structured interviews are the
most common in linguistic research. These interviews are structured in the sense that the
researcher prepares primarily open-ended questions and guides the interview by
encouraging the interviewees to elaborate on any raised topics related to the objectives of
the interview. Moreover, interviews can be post-event, for example, after respondents
complete the questionnaire — post-event interviews are commonly used in pragmatic
research (e.g., Spencer-Oatey and Xing, 2008; Chang and Haugh, 2011; Shum and Lee,
2013). See Section 4.2.3, where I clarify how follow-up interviews were conducted in this

study.

4.2 Data collection procedures

Based on the review above, this study examines (im)politeness in Saudis’ Twitter
disagreements; it follows a mixed methods approach using three instruments. The next
three subsections cover the procedures followed in the data collection phase. Section 4.2.1
illustrates how naturally occurring data from Twitter were collected to build the SAT
corpus. Then, Sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 cover the collection of metalinguistic data through

online questionnaires and follow-up interviews.

4.2.1 Saudi Arabic Twitter corpus (SAT)

The corpus of tweets collected for this study consists of 12 main tweets (MTs) that have
high engagement® within the specific hashtags; these 12 tweets were extracted from 6
hashtags that were trending in 2017 and 2018 in Saudi Arabia. Every MT had at least 50
replies (1.e. responsive posts), thus producing a total of 1556 posts. These hashtags were
identified based on reports in local online news accounts on Twitter (such as
@SaudiNews50, @sabqorgand, and @HashKSA) and were based on my observations as
a Saudi Twitter user. The selected hashtags fall within the following categories: political
(POL) and sociocultural (SOC), as these topics were judged to be more likely to provoke
disagreement given the major political and social changes the country has been
undergoing. Another category that is very much intertwined with the selected categories
is religion; however, in the current study, I did not select any exclusively religious topics
for the following reasons. First, religion in Saudi Arabia, which is usually Islam, is deeply

integrated into the life of Saudis. Hence, it is difficult to separate it from other elements

30 Khan (2017, p.237) states that engagement can be seen as an individual’s interaction with a post, and it
has two forms: active (participation) and passive (consumption).
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of life, for example, politics or education. Therefore, the categories political and
sociocultural are, in fact, not entirely religion-free. Second, religion as a topic is not
limited to Saudi Arabia, which means the likelihood of more non-Saudi Twitter users
participating in these religious topics would be high. Therefore, it would be more
challenging to ensure the disagreement data was produced by Saudis. More importantly,
in this study, the primary focus is on examining how Saudis express disagreement

linguistically, independent of the specific topic of the hashtags.

After identifying the hashtags, I browsed each hashtag individually, and I chose the first
two MTs with a high engagement level. Engagement here is measured by the number of
replies or comments, which is seen as an indicator of active interaction. Based on this
understanding of engagement, I decided that any MT with (> 50) replies is considered an
engaging tweet. Next, Python code was used to extract Twitter data from the saved pages
and download it into a spreadsheet for each MT and its replies; Table 4-1 lists all the MTs
in the SAT corpus. The Python code collected the essential details about each tweet which
were organised in different columns: (1) Date and time of the tweet, (2) Text of the main
tweet, (3) User-Screen name, (4) Username (handle), (5) Location, (6) Bio (Profile info),
(7) User-followers, (8) User-following, (9) Likes, (10) Retweets, (11) Replying-to, and
(12) Hashtag.

Table 4-1: List of hashtags and the total number of tweets in the corpus

Category | Hashtag Hashtag No. of Shared media in the
code replies main tweet
socC SHI.1 #alsihaimi_ calls_for closing mosques 118 a short video
SH1.2 #alsihaimi_ calls_for closing_mosques 149 a short video
SH2.1 #hijaz_identity 96 -
SH2.2 #hijaz_identity 216 a short video
SH3.1 #women driving cars 219 -
SH3.2 #women driving cars 116 a short video
POL PHI.1 #the king fights corruption 85 -
PHI1.2 #the king fights corruption 97 a short video
PH2.1 #royal decrees 60 photo
PH2.2 #royal decrees 202 -
PH3.1 #oulf crisis 128 -
PH3.2 #gulf crisis 70 a short video
Total 12 1556

The 12 MTs in this corpus are presented here in full as they will be referred to throughout
the thesis for contextual background for the replies used in the examples presented in the
analysis. Five of these 12 MTs, particularly MT1, MT3, MT9, MT10, and MT11, were

used in the online questionnaire.
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MT1 <SOC, SH1.1, #alsihaimi_ calls_for_closing_mosques>

099 Sl a0 (adSS oloeadl (o Cdbasg.. dxiud 8ol Jawgs lusle Jodb doeuwadl Olper do
39 3 (3> dxrlall ©lg3 S Wiguo @d) (o IS BUlae ¢y s3> b, oS (46 &) D3y 929..
Lol Logydlly Ol o loall

https://bit.ly/2XzeqfV

An angry neighbour enters the masjid (i.e. mosque) during a lecture.. requesting the
lecturer to lower the loudspeakers’ volume.. saying ‘We want to sleep’.. this is part of
the suffering with the masjids’ loudspeakers, even during religious lectures and lessons

hitps:/bit.ly/2XzeqfV" '

MT2 <SOC, SH1.2#alsihaimi_ calls_for_ closing mosques>

@ bl Ao plel gudoail] Aol oand|_ oot U1 Q3] Ly cyhad pDledlg_d0Lal|_8)l)s#
pAelg ddladll Bylyg (§ deadlel ilallsall lass
derluadl_3Mel_dlay_ o I

Gadoal)_ad l>J |9_(soaeund I_colasl#

#The Ministry_of Culture and Information officially announces the suspension of the
writer #Muhammed Alsihaimi and his referral for investigation before the Committee
to look into Media Violations in the Ministry of Culture and Information.
#Alsihaimi_calls_for closing_mosques

#Suspention of Alsihaimi_and referring him_for investigation

MT3  <SOC, SH2.1, #hijaz_identity>

pnainiall_go,bolff

a1 )l Bl 1

&> 4l Loy dud Yy Gilm> Y oY

A9 (39 a9 Ul Ul gegy egals 3235 9 (bLS 4d sl

Honestly, #eject the racists is the most appropriate hashtag because neither Hijazi nor
a tribal person would agree with those participating in the #hijaz_identity. Tribal or

31 The shared video shows a lecturer (probably the imam of the mosque, or another person who works for
Ministry of Islamic Affairs, Dawah and Guidance) giving a short lecture inside the mosque after
what is most likely to be one of the evening prayers. The lecture was broadcast through the external
loudspeakers. A man approaches the lecturer and requests that he turn off the loudspeakers as the
loudness of the broadcast is disturbing his sleep. The man is heard saying ‘we prayed, we have done
everything, we want to sleep’. The lecturer apologised saying ‘I am sorry, and it is your right’, then
turned the speakers off. As the man was walking away, the lecturer faced the people attending the
lecture, and who sat there watching the man talking to the lecturer, asking them to pray for the man
by saying ‘brothers, pray for him’. The man heard him, and turned back and said, ‘why do you ask
them to pray for me?’, the lecturer replied ‘because you are sick/tired’. The man strongly rejected
this and asserted that ‘I am not sick/tired, I just want to sleep’ and then walked away. The lecturer
then addressed the people by saying that ‘leave him, do not say anything to him and do not slander
him ...etc.’, probably he noticed that some people were annoyed by the man’s interruption and
attitude.


https://bit.ly/2XzeqfV
https://bit.ly/2XzeqfV
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Hijazi3?, participate in #eject-the-racists to let them understand that we are one nation
and one religion.

MT4  <SOC, SH2.2, #hijaz_identity>

W L2 5155 doeglS o) Jlnddl dmg)
https://t.co/ad32cT058V jlx=l_dsa#t

The Hijazi dialect is not just like Fouad’s dialect®”
#hijaz_identity https://t.co/ad32¢T058V34

MTS5 <SOC, SH3.1, # women_driving-cars >

LY e calaises_Lbstt 0L CalAeY! Lde

LBl guoltt LaSUs gt Loiomgl# U oot Loldt Lingatt LoDl |galais|
8)boaud) Blpall_BoLdH 5> Collais] yiiad o

5 &3 gl Blhall ousls 19080 goiols

w352 dudle] gl (25 ($B)1_cp it
https://t.co/qJtFbG5TJO ¥ cluedl &ilylsuiw] duad 0dg

We have to admit that #our country_is taken over by foreigners

They hijacked #our media #our identity #our dress #our arts #our dialect #our jobs
#our_markets

I was not surprised that even the #women_driving cars was snatched

They started speaking on behalf of Saudi women (=

#Shireen Alrifaie claims to be a Saudi journalist

This is the game of enemy intelligence ®¥ https://t.co/qJtFbG5TJO

32 The main poster used Hujiz instead of Hijazis which is more colloquial. The term Hijaz refers to the
western part of Saudi Arabia and the term Hijazi refers to both the dialect(s) spoken in this area of
Saudi Arabia and the people living there. Most of the population of Hijaz consists of different Arab
tribes who have historical connections to that region and other non-tribal Saudis who live there.

33 Fouad is a comic character portraying a Hijazi man played by actor Nasser Alqassabi in (Ta:[ Ma: Ta:J)
translated into “No Big Deal” in English. It is a popular Saudi Arabian satirical comedy that ran for
18 seasons from 1993 to 2011.

34 The main poster shares a Snapchat video of him talking about the variety of dialects in the Hijaz region
and how each dialect is beautiful in its own right, which make the variation of dialects in the region
something to celebrate. Sharing this video in the hashtag #hijaz_identity aims to address the negative
stereotypical association of the linguistic identity of the Hijaz region with the dialect spoken by the
comic character Fouad, a man with a good heart but not very intelligent.


https://t.co/ad32cT058V
https://t.co/ad32cT058V
https://t.co/qJtFbG5TJO
https://t.co/qJtFbG5TJO
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MT6 <SOC, SH3.2, #women_driving-cars>

Ll 9l § Jaiad pnrlogl (g I lgas L3gam da> dginalld (20 19k o)ludl_olyall_oslLdH
Cuain Al ge Vg Y of dovuoso (olgs 13] el dll duir] 0u>9 pangen Asaall 0555 Juso g3 b
bl chde g3l dsaxb (swme 0)a89 dlae Ll @liudglasas JUbo cllaal lghluw (o 4S8 3 S

5 2\9‘3_“: (";M”"”

#women_driving cars imagine with me this scene. Hesah is a Saudi woman with a
Bachelor's or Master's degree working at Uber. She gets a request; the client Sawsan is
a foreigner, Allah knows if her certificate is authentic or not. She (Sawsan) has a senior
position in a company, and her highness receives a high salary, but her car stopped
working [that is why she requested an Uber]. Bravo, Hesah, you are working as a

driver &

MT7  <POL, PH1.1, #the king_fights_corruption>

Lo (o Olodsyd wlogld a3 Olabus_gp_dosmstt a9l g SLal 1 6%610 JI (solud
?,uels _51)33_9.1,3

1G35re 35 Jby Osle Ogauly dlgg Bloncs slels Ogilady sy BLIY 053

Il.oé)

Jb,1,389,741,000,000

Sl Oyl it

What is the value of the 10%, which Prince #Muhammed bin_Salman referred to in
his interview with Thomas Friedman of the New York Times?

One trillion three hundred and eighty-nine billion seven hundred and forty-one million
Saudi Arabian riyals.

In numbers:

1,389,741,000,000 riyals

#the king_fights corruption

MT8 <POL, PH1.2, #the king_fights_corruption>

L v

dm) I ojoft

el Jole#

Balel gl @39 VY pgle ey (olil 208 pasdey sludlllf Llad (3 oregiall Jlas] @
sbadll @il et of Wgugs &1 Jlga!

Slwddl_oylw_clladift

® Video

#Foreign_Minister

#Adel Aljubeir:

The 208 defendants in corruption cases were shown evidence, and they were told to
return the money they had looted or they would be referred to the court.

#the king_fights corruption
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MT9 <POL, PH2.1, #royal_decrees>

el Bdasg Olgiu 4 .. Olgiww dall ehjgll pudme B § Gl Jolail Y Bupuzll L5 gaad)
Sl waxig Jelad!

The new Saudi Arabia no longer supports the ten-year term of the Council of
Ministers..4 years after which there will be a comprehensive evaluation and reshuftling

MT10 <POL, PH2.2, #royal_decrees>

4SLe_yalsl

ad il dig Wl ()

olpell dBlges LI (Y

Ml el Jg35 £ladl (¥

a3t CMasdl £ (£

diugll 00ge (O

S5l aadlaiall s (1

545019 epial) Al ylassdl gl (V

o gal) J3Uiall IMel ) ggnd Bl ] o grasies dblaall daxdll sUl (A

#royal-decrees

We want

1) Cancelling the general entertainment authority

2) Nullifying the law allowing women to drive

3) Nullifying the law allowing women’s entrance to football stadiums

4) Calling off all concerts

5) Restoring the Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and the Prevention of Vice
6) Tenure employees on contracts

7) Restore the previous prices of gas and electricity

8) Remove the added value tax on purchasing properties to facilitate citisens’ home
ownership

MT11 <POL, PH3.1, #gulf crisis>

—4'91.53—41‘9—(0.1&) dao.?;)’b éj)’\ CJL_)L«.?J\JW j333 L,LC 2&333:.6«“# ER]Y WL&A)’)“# d.é
dasaally ol A3y dadg Beldyg 8)la> 9 Al ASYI Oblusll jduas coxuol p gl Lol (oly-dusbi
Jez# (asll 858)) g sl Lo Ol Qgiiny gl

Before the #gulf crisis, #Saudi Arabia was on Twitter, a source of the finest and most
interesting accounts in (science - jurisprudence - culture - politics - and literature).
Today, however, it has become a source of the most insignificant, sordid, dirty,
stupid, and bad-mannered accounts. The misfortune is that they believe that this
change is (soft power) #ignorance.
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MT12 <POL, PH3.2, #gulf crisis>

&l B3Me AoBY geg diaioll § Ugiae Sl Ja3 O amr Y (S5 gasdl Hlidiundl (s 951
https://t.co/c8etBN24GK !lgao d8Mall glady jwlox>tt 9 yad Hlas# o loiw

Anwar Eshki, the Saudi advisor, does not like Israel remaining isolated in the region
and calls for the establishment of a joint relationship while Qatar and Hamas are
besieged and the relationship with them cut off! https://t.co/c8etBN24GK

4.2.2 Online questionnaires

After the corpus analysis, I used online questionnaires to collect metalinguistic data,
particularly lay observers’ evaluations of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements. This
step is taken to gain more insight into how Saudi Twitter users, who are not involved in
the production of the disagreements in the SAT corpus, would evaluate (im)politeness in
these disagreements. Although the respondents in this study are not insiders in the
interactions where these disagreements are expressed, they are considered cultural
insiders (Davies, 2018, p.125); as such, their position as lay observers does not diminish
the value of their metapragmatic comments, and their comments can provide more insight
into presumed shared social/cultural norms and how violations of these norms are
perceived. As shown in Section 3.1.2, Kadar and Haugh (2013, pp.85, 94) argued that
there are fundamentally two different perspectives to the moral order; these are the insider
(emic) and the outsider (etic) perspectives. The insider here is a member (whether an
individual or group of individuals) of the cultural group who assumes or claims an insider
perspective on the norms and expectations that constitute the social moral order. This
social moral order is what members refer to when holding both themselves and others

accountable.

The questionnaire was designed and distributed through JISC online surveys (see
Appendix B and C).35 It was divided into four parts; the first part briefly introduces the
study and the participation consent form. The second part involves general questions to
collect demographic information such as age, gender, educational level, and spoken
dialects. It also contained questions about Twitter’s popularity among Saudis and how
the respondents use the platform. The questions were multiple choice, with the
opportunity to write a different answer in a blank box. The questions concerned:

regularity of using Twitter; the purpose(s) of using Twitter; for example, following the

35 https://www.onlinesurveys.ac.uk/



https://t.co/c8etBN24GK
https://t.co/c8etBN24GK
https://www.onlinesurveys.ac.uk/
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news and keeping in touch with friends; the type of activities carried out such as liking,
replying and retweeting; and the type of the relationships between the respondents and
the people in their following/followers lists. The last question in this part was an open-
ended question that asked the respondents to write their thoughts on the following
question: Do you believe that Twitter has influenced how Saudis express their opinions

and how they view other different views?

The third part of the questionnaire was focused on collecting the respondents’ evaluations
of disagreement instances taken from the corpus. The section included five MTs with two
replies each. Respondents were asked to decide whether the reply to the MT expressed a
disagreement or not. If they found the reply to express a disagreement, then they were
given two scaled-response questions to evaluate the (im)politeness and the
(in)appropriateness of the reply. (Im)politeness was rated on a five-point Likert scale,
ranging from “very impolite”, “impolite”, “neither polite nor impolite”, “polite”, to “very
polite”. (In)appropriateness ranged from ‘“very appropriate”, “appropriate”, “neither
appropriate nor inappropriate”, “inappropriate”, to “very inappropriate”.*® After each
reply, respondents were encouraged to write an explanation for their classification in the

designated box. The explanations they provide are crucial to the analysis as they give an

indication of the rationale behind the selected classifications.

The last section of the questionnaire was a call for participation in a follow-up interview
to talk more about the participant’s answers to the questionnaire and other questions about
disagreement and (im)politeness on Twitter. The respondents were asked to leave their
contact details to arrange the interview. Respondents who were not interested in the

interview were directed to submit their responses without the need to fill in this last part.

4.2.3 Follow-up interviews

Interviews were the second instrument used in the study to collect further metalinguistic
data from the respondents of the online questionnaire. These interviews were necessary
to gain more in-depth information about why certain judgments were made. Conducting
interviews added more valuable metapragmatic information in answering the second and
third research questions. Given the constraints of the Covid-19 pandemic, the interviews

were conducted online using different calling apps: Facetime, Google Duo, and imo,

36 In the questionnaire I did not provide a definition for these terms as I did not want to impose a specific
definition on the respondents since the point of the tool was to collect data regarding laypersons’
understanding of these terms.
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depending on the interviewee’s preference and internet connection. I managed to
interview 20 respondents, ten males and ten females. The interviews were semi-
structured, and some questions were driven by the participants’ answers on the online
questionnaire and some other prepared questions; however, the questions and topics
discussed varied depending on the flow of the conversation and the participant’s

engagement and willingness to talk more.

The interview length ranged from 20 minutes to almost an hour, yielding a total of 11
hours of recorded conversation. These interviews were imported into MAXQDA,
software used in qualitative and mixed-methods research. Unlike other software (e.g.,
NVivo), MAXQDA makes transcribing and coding Arabic data much more feasible as it
can accommodate right-to-left languages. Once imported, each interview was given a
label linking it to the interviewee’s response to the online questionnaire. Although
transcribing the interviews was a time-consuming task, it was an excellent way familiarise

myself with the data before starting the coding process and identifying the themes.

4.3 Participants

The call for participation in the online questionnaires was posted on Twitter to ensure that
it attracted Saudi respondents who are Twitter users. However, the number of respondents
(82) was less than the set target number of 200. Therefore, I contacted some friends and
acquaintances on Twitter using private messages asking them to circulate the call for
participation among their social circles, which helped increase the number of respondents
to 232. I excluded one response mainly because the respondent indicated that she does
not use Twitter and that her response is based on her observation of her husband’s use of
Twitter. Table 4-2 provides information about the respondents in the online questionnaire:

gender, age, education, and spoken dialects.
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Table 4-2: Demographic information about respondents in the online questionnaire
(before the exclusion of incomplete or irrelevant responses)

Frequency Percent
Gender
Female 125 54.1%
Male 106 45.9%
Total 231 100 %
Age group
16-19 3 1.3%
20-29 67 29.0%
30-39 89 38.5%
40-49 51 22.1%
50 and older 21 9.1%
Total 231 100%
Educational level
Middle school 1 0.4%
GCE (high school) 21 9.1%
Diploma 9 3.9%
Bachelor’s 08 42 4%
Master’s 69 29.9%
Doctorate 33 14.3%
Total 231 100%
Spoken dialect
Hijazi dialects 91 39.4%
Najdi dialects 65 28.1%
Southern dialects 27 11.7%
Northern dialects 17 7.4%
Eastern dialects 13 5.6%
Qassimi dialects 11 4.8%
Other 7 3.0%
Total 231 100%

After looking at the participants’ responses, I emailed and texted 20 respondents to
arrange for the interviews at their convenience. Table 4-3 provides information about
each interviewee: the number of informants, gender, age, education, and spoken dialect.
The number of respondents who expressed their willingness to be interviewed was 46,
and the selection of the 20 interviewees was mostly motivated by their answers in the

questionnaire and their immediate response to arrange for the interview when contacted.
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Table 4-3: Interviewees’ demographic information

No. | Code | Pseudonym Age group | Education Spoken dialect
Female
1 FP1 Nora 30-39 Master’s Najdi
2 FP2 Fatimah 20-29 Master’s Southern
3 FP3 Maha 20-29 PhD Najdi
4 Fp4 Abeer 20-29 Master’s Hijazi
5 FP5 Shahad 20-29 Master’s Hijazi
6 FP6 Amani 20-29 Bachelor’s Hijazi
7 FP7 Khulud 40-49 Master’s Najdi
8 FP8 Sarah 50 & older Bachelor’s Hijazi
9 FP9 Manal 30-39 PhD Hijazi
10 FP10 Sumaia 30-39 Bachelor’s Hijazi
Male

1 MP1 Ali 40-49 Master’s Najdi
2 MP2 Faisal 20-29 Bachelor’s Northern
3 MP3 Ahmed 30-39 Bachelor’s Qassimi
4 MP4 Khalid 30-39 Master’s Southern
5 MP35 Nawaf 20-29 Master’s Najdi
6 MP6 Bader 40-49 Master’s Najdi
7 MP7 Muath 40-49 Master’s Other (Hafar Al-Batin)
8 MP8 Muhamad 30-39 Master’s Hijazi
9 MP9 Yusef 30-39 PhD Hijazi
10 MP10 Malek 30-39 PhD Northern

4.4 Data preparation and theoretical considerations

In the following sections, I aim to explain the initial coding carried out in order to prepare
the corpus data for further quantitative and qualitative analysis. In Section 4.4.1.1, I
examined the corpus of tweets to identify the replies that expressed disagreement and
excluded non-disagreement replies. As stated in Section 4.2.1, the Python code extracted
the poster’s location, but there were cases where the poster’s location was unclear;
therefore, I had to examine the poster’s profile manually by looking at the linguistic code
and other indicators to ensure that the disagreement was most likely posted by a Saudi,
see Section 4.4.1.1. The next step was to look at the interactional turn that the identified
disagreements occupied in the thread of replies under each MT, see Section 4.4.1.2. In
Section 4.4.1.3, I focused on identifying the target(s) of the disagreements. The initial
coding was executed in Excel, and then the processed data were imported into MAXQDA.

This step was important in expediting the process of analysing mitigation and aggravation
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devices, disagreements types and strategies in MAXQDA. In Section 4.4.2, I describe the

preparation of online questionnaire responses and interview recordings using MAXQDA.

4.4.1 Preparation of the SAT corpus

Analysing the tweets in the SAT corpus required preparation and some preliminary
coding to facilitate the examination of Saudis’ disagreements on Twitter. Therefore, this
section covers this process and gives more insight into how the data were initially
approached. All these initial codes are individually discussed below, and the examples
taken from the corpus are annotated as follows <category of the hashtag, hashtag code
and MT number in the hashtag, type of disagreement>, for instance, <SOC, SHI.1,
Mit.Dis> and the row number in the spreadsheet is used to mark the poster in the
following format: <poster-row number-interactional turn number>, for instance, Poster-
115-T2. Also, T used (...) to indicate that part of the reply was omitted; the ellipsis was
employed when the identified feature was illustrated, and the omitted part would not

affect the analysis.

4.4.1.1 Identification of Saudis’ disagreements

The SAT corpus was compiled specifically to examine disagreement and (im)politeness
in Saudi Twitter users’ posts within political and sociocultural hashtags. At the stage of
data collection, it was impossible to completely exclude all tweets from outside the
geographical boundaries of Saudi Arabia. Given the nature of the economic, political,
religious, cultural, and familial ties between Arab countries, it was very likely that some
of the collected tweets would be posted by non-Saudis. This is despite the selected
hashtags being about internal, sociocultural, or political affairs, with the exception of the
hashtag #gulf-crisis. In cases where the location clearly shows that the poster is non-
Saudi, the tweet was excluded; however, the location of each poster is not always clearly
shared. Therefore, I relied on a closer manual examination of the individual accounts to
identify the account holders’ exact Arabic nationality and dialect, which is not always
easy, especially when clear indications (e.g., location, local dialect, etc.) are absent. This
is one of the challenges faced in online communication; however, several experimental
studies suggest that digitally-mediated communication (DMC) can be generally described
as containing high levels of self-disclosure since individuals’ social identity in current
modern society consists of both online and offline components (Hancock, 2007, p.239;
Zhao et al., 2008). By investigating individuals’ interactional style and message content,

it is possible to identify some information about them, such as their gender (Herring and
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Stoerger, 2014, p.12). Hence, in this study, I consider that people who willingly share
information about their location, dialect, countries, etc., are doing so truthfully, thus
representing some elements of their overall social identity online. Those who are not
openly sharing information about themselves will, it is held, eventually reveal parts of

their identity inadvertently.

The initial coding and preparation stage aims to identify disagreements in the corpus of
tweets and exclude non-disagreement tweets. An important step towards identifying
disagreements on Twitter was to decide on a working definition to follow, which is
defined here as:

A textual post’’ that is responding to the main tweet — either to the tweet as

a whole or other parts of it, for instance, the shared media; or it could be a

response to a prior reply or other posts in the main thread. This disagreeing

post states or expresses a position that is incompatible with the main tweet or

the previous tweet, but it does not necessarily need to express a direct
contradiction or opposition.

I examined the thread of replies for each MT to tease out disagreement replies from other
non-disagreement replies. Every reply was classified under one of these three categories:
Disagreement (Dis), Agreement (Agr), or Unclassified (U). The unclassified category
encompasses all replies that are off-topic, irrelevant, and/or unlikely to be an agreement

or a disagreement; see Figure 4-1.

Agreements (303 Tweets) = Disagreements (755 Tweets) = Unclassified (498 Tweets)

60%

49%

50%

40%

32%

30%

19%
20%

10%

0%

Figure 4-1: Classification of replies in the SAT corpus into three categories

37 Twitter is a multimodal platform, thus disagreements can be expressed multimodally, however, I am
primarily interested in the written form of Twitter disagreements. A full multimodal analysis is
beyond the scope of this thesis, but presents an avenue for further investigation.
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Once the disagreements were identified and the other non-disagreement posts were
excluded, I focused on scrutinising the 755 disagreements to filter disagreements posted
by non-Saudis or unidentified accounts. Out of the 755 disagreements in the SAT corpus,
624 (82.7%) were posted by Saudis, while non-Saudis produced around 67 (8.9%) of the
disagreements, and 64 (8.5%) of the disagreement instances were expressed by posters

whose location and national/regional affiliation could not be identified.

In the process of identifying a poster’s national/regional affiliation, I searched for
indicators of the poster’s background in their liked posts and shared media. However,
there were some instances when a poster might select Saudi Arabia (KSA) as their current
physical location but would identify with another place — usually their home country.
For example, an Egyptian working in Jeddah, a city in Saudi Arabia, would select KSA
as their location and would often (but not always) reveal in their profile that s/he is
Egyptian. In other cases, a clear identification seemed difficult (e.g., when the account
has very few tweets). In addition, I assessed the linguistic variant(s) (i.e. linguistic code)
used by the posters in their tweets, a supporting element of the exclusion process of
disagreements that were most likely posted by non-Saudis. One key challenge here was
the use of non-dialectal variants of Arabic, which made the national/regional identity of
the poster less identifiable. Arabic is generally divided into two main variants, which are:
Fusha: (FUS), recognized as the High variant and Yammijah ({AM), recognized as the
Low variant, as described in Ferguson’s study (1959). The former includes both Classical
Arabic (CA) and Modern Standard Arabic (MSA), whereas fammijah refers to the
different Arabic vernaculars (i.e. dialects).?® Fus‘ha:is usually described as the standard
form mostly used in official communication, formal media, and in religious as well as
some literary contexts. On the other hand, Yammijah is the non-standard form mostly used
in informal (spoken) communication. Fus®ha: is not naturally acquired but rather learned,
unlike dialects that are naturally acquired (Habash, 2010). It has been argued that Arabic

speakers tend to use a mix of both Fus‘ha: and Yammijah not just in speech but also in

38 Arabic dialects can be broken down into six regional groups (Ferguson, 1959; Habash, 2010; Zaidan and

Callison-Burch, 2014):

(1) Gulf Arabic, which includes dialects in Kuwait, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Qatar, and
Saudi Arabia — although Saudi Arabia has a wide range of dialects (e.g. Hijazi, Jizani) that
differ from other Gulf dialects.

(2) Yemenite Arabic, which is spoken in Yemen.

(3) Omani Arabic, although sometimes this is included with other Gulf dialects (Habash, 2010).

(4) Egyptian Arabic, which includes dialects in Egypt and Sudan.

(5) Levantine Arabic covers the dialects in Syria, Jordan, Palestine, and Lebanon.

(6) North African or Maghrebi Arabic, which includes the dialects spoken in Morocco, Algeria,
Tunisia, Mauritania, and Libya.
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writing; this form is referred to as mixed Arabic (Mix). In fact, it is argued that mixed
Arabic is the true native use of Arabic and the most dominant style used among Arabic
speakers (Khalil, 2018, p.1). With new technology and especially social media, it became
apparent that dialects and mixed Arabic are increasingly being used in written
communication (Zaidan and Callison-Burch, 2014). The initial coding of the linguistic
variant revealed that disagreements could also sometimes be expressed via other non-
linguistic means, such as GIFs, pictures, and links, see Example 4.1. These instances were
excluded from the analysis as they require a broader multimodal approach, which is

outside the scope of this study.
Example 4.1 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-49-T2 <POL, PH2.2>

4.4.1.2 Structural order of Twitter disagreements

As pointed out in Section 2.4, Muntigl and Turnbull’s approach to the structural order of
disagreement was adopted in the analysis of online disagreement; however, Langlotz and
Locher (2012) pointed out that the application of this approach to online data requires
careful adjustment based on the participation framework and the affordances of the
platform, see Section 4.4.1.3. They noted that the target of a disagreement is usually the
triggering element that stimulates other posters to post their disagreement. Understanding
the interactional order of the online platform is indeed essential when investigating online
disagreement, especially since there are potentially multiple participants and targets.
These targets may not be always present in these interactions and even when the target is
present this does not guarantee a response from the target as discussed in both this section

and the following section.
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In this study, I modified Muntigl and Turnbull’s model by using concepts from the
Initiation-Response-Follow up (IRF) model.** The IRF model identifies a chain of nested
units: transactions, exchanges, turns, moves, and acts. The types of moves, particularly
those in second turns, offered by the model were useful in differentiating replies that
generated sub-threads (i.e. side-conversations) from replies that did not. In this study, a
turn refers to the textual response*’ posted in the main thread by clicking on the reply
button on the MT. A turn could contain one or more moves:*!' Initiation (I),*> Response
(R), or Response/Initiation (R/I).** While turns containing R/I tend to support the flow of
the interactional exchange, turns consisting only of R-moves typically interrupt or

terminate the interaction (Benson, 2017, p.86).

Based on the above, and as shown in Table 4-4, I treated each of the 12 MTs collected
from the six trending hashtags employed in the study as an I-moves to occupying the first
interactional turn (T1), mainly because the posting of these MTs initiated the responses
(i.e. opened the floor for replies) found in the main thread of replies. It is also critical to
note that these MTs may contain more than one potentially triggering element, and the
situation becomes more complicated if the MT contains multimodal content. The replies
in the main thread of replies were coded as T2 if they responded to the MT. These replies
in T2 can contain either an R-move or an R/I-move. A reply is coded as T1/2 only when
it responds to the MT and generates a sub-thread of replies in which other posters engage
in a conversation, either relevant or irrelevant to the topic addressed in the MT. T1/2 turns
are response moves with regard to the MT, thus occupying second turns, and are initiation
moves with relation to the sub-thread, thus occupying T1 within the sub-thread. Table 4-

4 presents different possible scenarios of a three-turn disagreement interaction on Twitter.

39 1t was first introduced as an Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF) model by Sinclair and Coulthard in
1975, then it was revised in 1992. It was originally based on spoken classroom interaction; however,
it was later used in analysing written digital interactions, for instance, tutor-student email interaction
(Giordan, 2003) and YouTube comments (Benson, 2015, 2017).

40 Responses on Twitter can be expressed in different multimodal modes e.g., short clips, memes, and links
to other resources; however, in this study the focus is placed on written disagreements (text).

41" A move here refers to what is done in a turn (or part of a turn) in order to start, continue, or end the
exchange.

42 Initiation move begins an exchange and elicits, predicts, or constrains the following move, which will
normally be a response (R) (Benson, 2017, p.86).

43 See Benson (2015, p.90-91) on differentiating between R/l and R+I moves; the study does not examine
the difference between the two as they do not bear relevance to the research questions.
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Table 4-4: Structural order of disagreement on Twitter

Interactional Participant Move type
turn
Main tweet Tl Main poster Initiation (I-move)
Reply 1 T2 Poster 1 Response (R-move),

Response/Initiation (R/I-move)

Reply 2 T2 Poster 2

End of exchange

~ | Reply1 T2 Poster 3 R/T-move
= =
%] =
2|
-
S —gl Reply 2 T3 Main poster R-move
L -] w
[
E The exchange could either terminate here with R-move in T3 or continue if T3 contained R/I-move.
= | (Note: other posters may join the interaction)
=
= - Reply 1 T172 Poster 4 R/I-move
E Reply 2 T2 Poster 5 R/T-move
=
:;' Reply 3 T3 Poster 4/Poster 5 R-move or R/I-move
w

The exchange could either terminate here with R-move in T3 or continue if T3 contained R/I-move.
(Note: other posters may join the interaction)

The corpus analysis reveals that most Saudis’ disagreements occurred in T2, as shown in
Figure 4-2; these replies contained R-moves or R/I-moves. It is important to note that the
existence of an initiation move in a reply does not guarantee that a response will be
provided. As Benson (2017, p.91) noted when analysing YouTube comments, the
tendency for an exchange to “hang” following an [-move shows a significant difference
between online and face-to-face interaction. This goes in line with the claims made in
previous studies that online disagreements are mostly identified in two-turn interactions,

and third-turns are rare (Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016).

I Saudis' disagreements in T1/2 (64 Tweets) W Saudis' disagreements in T2 (516 Tweets)
Saudis' disagreements in T3 (18 Tweets) I Saudis' disagreements in other turns (26 Tweets)
100.0%
82.7%

80.0%
60.0%
40.0%

20.0% 10.3% 2.2%

2.9% 270

0.0% M ———",

Figure 4-2: Saudis’ disagreements based on the interactional turns
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It is essential to highlight that the analysis of disagreements in the following chapters
focuses on the 580 Saudis’ disagreements in T1/2 and T2. In cases where replies in T3
are essential to shed more light on the context of the interaction, I will show this in the
analysis. The exclusion of disagreements in the other interactional turns was based on the
taxonomies I follow and the discussion in Chapter 2, which show that disagreements in
longer stretches should be treated as arguments. The difference between arguments and

disagreements is that disagreements are seeds of arguments that extend beyond T2 or T3.

4.4.1.3 Disagreement orientation in multiparty online communication

As pointed out by Langlotz and Locher (2012), in online communication, the precise
identification of the direction of disagreement and its target (i.e. to whom the
disagreement is oriented) can be challenging and is probably impossible in some cases.
This difficulty is raised by the platform’s affordances and the nature of online
communication, which is highly multimodal and intertextual with a multiparty frame of
participation. Hence, in my analysis of Saudis’ disagreement on Twitter, I focused on the
explicit linkage between disagreements and their preceding MT and replies. Previous
studies (e.g., Baym, 1996; Bolander, 2012; Langlotz and Locher, 2012) emphasised that
the connection between disagreement and the previous posts is essential in identifying the
target of the disagreement. Moreover, in this study, the attention was placed on
disagreement elements of replies, not taking into consideration whether they agree with
other tweets. On Twitter, a reply, for instance, could be classified as a disagreement with
the MT, but at the same time, it could be classified as an agreement with another reply.
This is consistent with the notion that messages are multifunctional and that one message
could perform multiple communicative activities (Baym, 1996, p.15) depending on how
it is approached. Multimodal media shared in the MT or the replies make the analysis
more challenging. For instance, the poster of the MT can share any type of digital media
(e.g., animated pictures, short videos, hyperlinks, and audio recordings) in the post; then
a poster can reply expressing disagreement directed to the shared media but not the main
poster or the textual content of the MT. In some cases, the reply seems to be in
disagreement with the textual content of MT, but the poster of the reply is more interested

in expressing approval of the content of the shared media as seen Example 4.2.
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Example 4.2 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-4-T1/2 (R/T) <SOC, SH1.1>
pledl BNy Cghusl (g
¢3zabni: uslu:b wa ?xla:q ?lima:m

I liked the imam’s manner and morals.

Poster-5-T2 (R/T) <S0C, SH1.1, Mit.Dis >

0 dens ela Gasead B i Oludl Lol OF (g (gl ) JB L oS0 ladl (aexel
19 g chladl adde 555 chledl

?93abni: bilbida:jah lakin Ima: ga:l (erdSu: lah) hsasni: ?in jxa:tb ?nsa:n mari:d*
.. Bamnjan olfaxs® kalamk b{jd S¢n alma:jk trid Saleth bilma:k lerf?!

I liked it at first but when he said (pray for him) he made me feel that he is talking to
an ill person.. Secondly the man talked to you away from the microphone (you)
respond to him using the microphone why?!

The main poster shared a video of an incident inside a masjid and commented on it, stating
that people living near masjids suffer from the masjids’ loudspeakers, particularly during
religious lectures. Poster-4 responded to the MT expressing approval of the imam’s
behaviour; Poster-4 reacted to the video but not the main poster’s comment on the video.
Poster-4’s reply was coded as T1/2 mainly because it responded to the MT and generated
a sub-thread. In this sub-thread, Poster-5 expressed a disagreement with the prior reply,
stating why they felt that the imam’s behaviour was not acceptable. The disagreement
here was not triggered by the main poster’s comment on the shared video but rather by

the prior reply, which was the I-move to which Poster-5 reacted.

Looking at the target of these disagreements in T1/2 and T2, I decided to classify the
orientation of these disagreements into three general categories; the first category
contains disagreements oriented toward one or more elements of the MT, for example,
the textual content of the MT, the main poster, and/or the shared media. The second
category includes disagreements oriented to one or more elements of the prior reply, for
instance, the textual content of the prior reply, the poster of the prior reply, and/or the
shared media, if there are any. The last category contains disagreements generally
oriented to other replies or posters in the main thread. Figure 4-3 shows that most replies

were directed to one or more elements of the MT.
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= one element or more in the
main tweet

= one element or more in the
prior reply

>

other replies in the thread

Figure 4-3: Orientation of T1/2 and T2 disagreement as identified in the corpus

Given that 82.7% of Saudis’ replies occurred in T2, as shown in Figure 4-6, it is deduced
that most disagreements were oriented towards one or more elements in the MT; these

replies consist of R-moves without initiating any further interaction.

4.4.2 Preparation of online questionnaires and interviews

As stated in Section 4.3, the total number of responses to the online questionnaire was
231. These responses were imported into MAXQDA, where the analysis was conducted.
While analysing and coding the responses in part three (the section about (im)politeness
evaluations of the disagreements), I decided to exclude responses that failed to evaluate
at least four out of the ten replies presented in the questionnaire and responses that
selected the same answer for all ten questions; this led to the exclusion of 22.9% of the
responses. This exclusion was based on how the behaviour of these respondents reflected
a lack of interest in finishing the questionnaire or putting effort into answering the
questions. Based on this, the analysis of part two of the questionnaire focused on 231

responses, whereas part three focused on 178 responses.

As for interview recordings, the 20 recordings were also imported into MAXQDA. As
shown in Section 4.2.3, the transcript of each interview was given a code that linked it to
the interviewee’s questionnaire response. This process facilitated coding and analysing
interviewees’ answers to further understand their questionnaire responses and provide

more comprehensive discussion of the findings.
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4.4.3 Translation approach

In this study, I present the main tweets in the corpus using Arabic and English, see Section
4.2.1, the translations in this section mainly aim to show the context in which the
disagreements were expressed. However, in presenting the examples of Twitter
disagreements directed to these MTs, I included the Arabic text followed by a
transliteration line based on the phonetic symbols outlined at the beginning of the thesis.
For some examples, I added morphological glossing lines to highlight some of the
morphological features of the disagreement that are essential to the analysis, such as using
in-group/solidarity markers to mitigate the disagreements. For the examples of
disagreements, I aimed to make the English translations reflective of the Arabic text,
mainly how the posters used the punctuation markers because these markers, in some
examples, are used as a paralinguistic cue to aggravate the disagreements. Therefore, the
English translations of the disagreement examples replicate the posters’ writing style,
which in some cases may make the punctuation in the English translation appear arbitrary

or completely missing.

In addition, in presenting respondents’ statements from the online questionnaires and
interviews, | only presented a translated version without the Arabic text because the
purpose of these statements is to show the respondents’ reasoning and justifications
offered to support their answers rather than focusing on the structure of their answers.
These decisions were made to maintain a clear organisation for the discussion and

minimize extraneous information.

4.5 Coding framework for Saudis’ Twitter disagreements

My methodological approach to coding disagreement types and strategies, and the
mitigation and aggravation devices was a mix of a thorough examination of the data and
consultation of previous disagreement and (im)politeness taxonomies covered in Sections
2.4.4,3.2 and 3.3. Some of these features were observed while doing the initial coding
and preparation of the data; however, a closer examination of the data was necessary to
precisely describe the main linguistic features of disagreements and (im)politeness among
Saudis in Twitter communication. It is essential to highlight that since the coding process
was dynamic, the generation of codes did not strictly follow the reference frameworks, as
some codes were either renamed, merged, or omitted because no instances were found in
the corpus. Figure 4-4 at the end of this section summarises the coding framework of

disagreements in the corpus.
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Since the study concerns written online disagreement, much of its focus is on the
linguistic aspect of the phenomena in question. Therefore, the categorisation of
disagreement types is primarily based on how they were modified by mitigation and
aggravation devices within the context; see Section 4.5.1. Then, Section 4.5.2 describes
the disagreement strategies that are used in coding Saudis’ disagreements in the SAT
corpus. As for the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness classification, Table 4-5 shows the
different classifications found in the online questionnaire and how these classifications

can reflect respondents’ perceptions of the evaluated disagreements.

Table 4-5: Respondents’ classifications with reference to the relational work model

Classifications of polite evaluations

(very) polite + (very) appropriate
(very) polite + neither appropriate nor inappropriate

Classifications of politic evaluations

(very) polite + (very) inappropriate**
Neither polite nor impolite + neither appropriate nor inappropriate
Neither polite nor impolite + (very) appropriate

Classifications of impolite evaluations
Neither polite nor impolite + (very) inappropriate*>
(very) impolite + (very) inappropriate
(very) impolite + (very) appropriate

(very) impolite + neither appropriate nor inappropriate

Respondents in the online questionnaire can choose any one category in each of the
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scales. The selection of polite and appropriate
classification is referred to as aligned classification, and the selection of polite and very
appropriate is unaligned; see Figure 5-14 and Figure 5-15 in Section 5.2.2 for further
explanation. The table here provides a general guide to approaching the classifications;
however, the justifications respondents provide are more crucial to understanding their
perception of the disagreement and their reasoning; see Chapter 7. The inclusion of ‘very
(im)polite’ and ‘very (in)appropriate’ as separate categories from ‘(im)polite’ and
‘(in)appropriate’ on the 5-point Likert scale was deliberate, aiming to comprehensively

capture the range of respondents’ perceptions and it allows for a finer granularity in

44 This particular politic evaluation occurred when respondents found the disagreement to be (very)polite;
however, in the given context, the reply is either weak compared to the main tweet, as in Example 7.1
or irrelevant to the main tweet, as in Example 7.2.

45 Respondents who chose this classification tend to provide justifications that are similar to the other
impolite classifications, see Examples 7.7, 7.8 and 7.9. However, in Examples 7.1 and 7.2 respondents
provided justifications similar to those selected in politic classifications; see Section 8.4 for further
discussion of the inconsistency of classifications.
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understanding their nuanced perceptions. This addition is also aims to reduce potential
confusion or hesitation among respondents and encourage them to provide more accurate
and honest responses. The 5-point Likert is commonly used in studies that seek to
examine participants’ perceptions or attitudes (e.g., Wilson and Dewaele, 2010; Chang

and Haugh, 2011; Almusallam, 2018).

4.5.1 Disagreement types

As stated in Section 3.3, the structure of the disagreement can be modified by mitigation
or aggravation devices, which, to some degree, reflect the poster’s orientation to the
interaction. The position of these devices in Arabic disagreements is flexible (Harb, 2016,
p.97), as they can appear at the beginning, middle or end of the disagreement tweet. Based
on how these devices were employed, the disagreements were classified into three types
(1) mitigated disagreement (Mit.Dis) are those softened by one or more mitigation
devices, either linguistic or non-linguistic, such as emojis; (2) aggravated disagreement
(Agg.Dis) are those strengthened by one or more aggravation devices, either linguistic or
non-linguistic, such as emojis and punctuation; and (3) unmodified disagreement
(Un.Dis) are those that are neither mitigated nor aggravated as there is no identifiable

linguistic devices in these disagreements.

In this study, I take the linguistic structure of the disagreement as an indication of the
posters’ orientation to the interaction and having the potential to trigger different
(im)politeness evaluations. Therefore, in the corpus analysis, Saudis’ disagreements were
examined and coded based on how these disagreements were linguistically modified and
how the modification might be interpreted in the context of the main thread. My approach
expects posters who orient themselves towards rapport enhancement or maintenance will
tend to make their disagreements reflect this orientation in some way. This is to say, they
will tend to show some consideration of face sensitivities and/or sociality rights and
obligations signalled in their employment of mitigation devices. On the other hand,
posters who orient themselves towards rapport neglect or challenge will tend to make
their disagreements reflect this orientation in some way. Their disagreements will show
some disregard for face sensitivities and/or sociality rights and obligations, as seen in
their employment of aggravation devices. Lastly, disagreements that are neither mitigated
nor aggravated (i.e. unmodified disagreements) are more challenging as they do not
contain any devices that might linguistically index the poster’s orientation towards the

interaction, which shows that context is indeed very crucial in evaluating (im)politeness.
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It is significant to emphasise that the identified mitigation and aggravation devices in the
following sections should not be taken as an exhaustive list of the devices used with
disagreements. Moreover, although these devices are not all equally sensitive to context,
the identification of these devices should not be taken as a guarantee of the performance
of (im)politeness without consideration of the context (see: Culpeper, 2016, p.434 and
Section 3.2). For instance, in some contexts, address terms can be used to mitigate
disagreements, while in other contexts, they can be used metaphorically, insincerely, or
with other aggravators to aggravate disagreements. Therefore, it is worth noting that there
is sometimes an overlap between the categorisation of mitigation and aggravation, and
the classification depends on how the devices were employed to modify the disagreement
in context; see ‘insulting language’ in Section 4.5.1.2. It is important to note that in
presenting the examples throughout the thesis, I used <> to mark the mitigation and

aggravation devices in the disagreements.

4.5.1.1 Mitigation

In coding and analysing mitigation devices, I followed taxonomies that are covered in the
literature such as (Rees-Miller, 2000; Caffi, 2007; Kreutel, 2007; Harb, 2016); these
taxonomies provided a fundamental ground for the coding of the data with some
adjustments to accommodate for data at hand. I mainly focused on identifying six major

devices, explained below with examples from the SAT corpus.
1. Hedging

Hedges*® are employed to reduce the speaker’s commitment to the utterance, create a
sense of vagueness, avoid complete precision, and weaken the force of the illocution.
With disagreements, hedges are used to weaken the illocutionary force of disagreement
and maintain a level of social harmony between interlocutors (Harb, 2016, p.103). In this
study, hedging was achieved by a variety of means: personalised wishes and opinions, or
what are referred to as “subjectivizers” (Caffi, 2007, p.268); uncertainty or hesitation
markers; and lexical and syntactic downgraders. Hedges, as shown in the analysis in

Chapter 5, are used to reduce and soften the potential negative or undesired effect of the

46 The literature on hedging offers many classifications (e.g., Lakoff, 1973; Fraser,1980; Prince et al.,1982;
Caffi, 1999, 2013), these classifications tend to display some differences mainly because they are
based on different underlying principles. However, as pointed by Gribanova and Gaidukova (2019,
p.97) there seems to be an agreement between these classification that hedges do contribute to
politeness, precision, and attenuating the force of illocutions.
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disagreement for both the poster of the disagreement and the target. The examples below

illustrate examples of each means of hedging.

- Personalised opinions and wishes are used to highlight the subjectivity of the
disagreement, thus appealing to the other’s autonomy in rejecting the claim of the
disagreement, for instance:

<L§i) Sy=e> () °
(...) <muzard ra?j>
(...) <this is just an opinion>
() bkt b <pumile> o
<ma ?ahs> fi:ha yalat® (...)

1 do not feel there is something wrong in (...)

- Uncertainty or hesitation is used to highlight cautiousness and unassertiveness in
expressing the disagreement, usually due to doubt in one’s knowledge of the topic,
for instance:

< plel dbilg> (...) o
(...) <wa-allah ?aSlam>
(...) <and Allah (God) is most knowing>
()g&)&b@”ﬁ»<ur— P'chb °
<la ?aflam San>  hazm almablay alkini: ? (...)

<I do not know about> the amount but I (...)

- Downgraders, mostly adverbs, verbs, or prepositional phrases such as those in the
examples below, are usually used to minimise or tone down the illocutionary force of

the disagreement, for instance:

(o) readl B Yol gy
<rubama:> alrazul xanuh altaSbjr (...)

The man <might have> misspoke (...)

() omie Joyl Juadl dis oy delSo O <S8L OE> @
<kan bermkanh>  an ukalimuh bit'arjqah ?fd‘al alrazul mutad‘rir

<was in-ability-him> to talk-him in-way better the-man harmed

He <could have> spoken to him in a better way the man is harmed (...)
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2. Positive remarks

Positive remarks*’ as a mitigation device are considered a favourable feature to
accompany disagreement (Kreutel, 2007). They are used to explicitly signal cooperation
and the effort to maintain social harmony by expressing respect, gratitude, compliments,
and blessings (Harb, 2016). Positive remarks are structurally flexible and do not require

the use of contrasting conjunctions, as found in partial agreement:

- Blessings are expressions, usually influenced by religion, that are used to compliment
the other’s manners, behaviours, or knowledge, for example:
(- )il duye B3 oo sl Jal < e8> @
<bu:rikt> ?ahl  alhidzaz hum qaba:?] Caraberh ?s‘eth
<Bless you>,48 the people of Hijaz are the original Arab tribes (...)
(- )onindl Jamyl Jlio OF <l dlaa>> ezl @
alferx  <hafidth allah> kan mifal  lilrazul almutadem (...)

The sheikh, <may Allah protect him>, was an example of the religious man (...)

- Expressions of respect or gratitude are expressions that explicitly show positive

emotions towards the other, for example:

(crr) <l § el Blg> ¢ (25 Lo Ui (3o Slommdl (3 5L sligl o m)l @
alhidziz  hum ?bna? alqaba:?l fi: alhidzaz min gabil ma tid3i:, <wa-
?na ?hibak fi: illah> (...)

The Hijazis are the sons of the tribes in the Hijaz from before you came, <and I
love you for the sake of Allah> (...)

(++) o <JBle> Y1 M1 JBlog <yla) dgrg pAx=I> @
<ahtarim wizhat nad‘ark> wa-ma qal h-alkalamila <€aqil> bas(...)

<I respect your perspective> and these are the words of <a rational person> but

(..)

The poster of the second example used two positive expressions; the first to show respect
to the target, and the second to compliment the target on what was written in the MT

before expressing disagreement.

47 Some researchers consider positive remarks and partial agreement to have the same mitigation function,
they argue that the two can be combined together (e.g., Kreutel, 2007, Alkheder and Alabed-Alhaq,
2018, Dogancay-Aktuna and Kamisli, 1996).

48 The blessing prefacing the disagreement is a short version of the expression ‘may Allah bless you’, and
it serves as a compliment as well as a prayer for the target.
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3. Address terms

In some studies, address terms are classified as a mitigation device (e.g., Dogancay-
Aktuna and Kamisli, 1996; Harb, 2016). Address terms such as titles, terms of
endearment/intimacy, terms of kinship and teknonyms* are mostly used to show
formality, respect, or propinquity between the interlocutors. These terms can be sensitive
to sociocultural factors such as power and status. In the analysis of these devices, there
was no instance of terms of endearment/intimacy as a mitigation device as, in my corpus

it was rather used in aggravated disagreement; see insulting language in Section 4.5.1.2.

- Titles are deferential address terms that reflect the poster’s awareness of the
difference in relative power and the social distance between the poster and the target,

for example:

() <58 8ol b> sLiadll aglig=ig lgale Laamilly ngllgel Boban s b @
Bal  jazib mus‘adrat ?mwalahum wa-altahafud® (alaiha wa-tahwi:lahum
lilgad®a:? <ja: sija:dat alwazi:r> (...)
Their money should be confiscated and seized, and they should be sent to the court
<Mr. Minister> (...)

- Terms of kinship are very common in Arabic and Muslim cultures as they are rooted
in religion;® the most commonly used kinship terms are ‘brother’ and ‘sister’. These
address terms usually used to reflect deference and create a sense of camaraderie

between the interlocutors, for example;

49 According to Khalil and Larina (2018, p.304), the term Teknonym was coined by Edward Burnett Tylor,
the founder of cultural anthropology. They suggested that teknonyms should be divided into two
types: true teknonym and ficative teknonym

50 The concept of brotherhood among the believers of Islam is a recurring one in the Quran as seen in Verse
10 of Chapter 49 (The believers are but one brotherhood, so make peace between your brothers.
And be mindful of Allah so you may be shown mercy) https://quran.com/497startingVerse=10.
Similarly, it is found in the hadith (i.e. narratives) of Prophet Muhammad peace be upon him, as
seen in “A Muslim is a brother of another Muslim, so he should not oppress him, nor should he hand
him over to an oppressor. Whoever fulfilled the needs of his brother, Allah will fulfil his needs;
whoever brought his brother out of a discomfort, Allah will bring him out of the discomforts of the
Day of Resurrection, and whoever screened a Muslim, Allah will screen him on the Day of
Resurrection” (Sahih al-Bukhari vol. 3, Book 43, Hadith 622).
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() G Bos (3 Ayl Thr Ao Al J5LB b (syaell o) <So51> @
<?xu:;ji> (first name of the main poster) huna:k  qaba:?l hidzazi:ah
Cari:qah d*a:ribah fi: Su:mq alta:ri:x (...)

<brother-my> (first name of the main poster).voc there tribes hijazi very-old
rooted in depth the-history (...)

<My brother> (first name of the main poster) there are deeply-rooted Hijazi tribes
with a long history (...)

Teknonyms are address terms that involve the use of children’s names to refer to the
person; it is known in Arabic as (Kunya). These address terms are used to show
respect and, sometimes, formality, but signify a closer social distance as they reflect

a sense of familiarity.

(cr)anlal) Hauan dsgaudl 3 oo IS Clazr 03535 <()) pusl) 921 L> Al @

ja:-allah  <ja: a:bu (name of the main poster’s child)> tayri:dah dzaCalt
ku:l man fi: alsuSu:di:ah mas‘dar litafa:ha (...)

O Allah [God], <father of (name of the main poster’s child)>, a tweet that describes
everyone in Saudi Arabia as a source of silliness (...)

4. Partial agreement

Partial agreement as a mitigation device is used to boost solidarity with the other and

imply that there is some shared common ground despite the disagreement (Rees-Miller,

2000, p.1094). This mitigation device is also called a token agreement and agreement

marker (Harb, 2016, p.110). Partial agreements usually have a fixed structural position

that prefaces disagreement, and they are always followed by contrasting conjunctions like

but and however. However, as shown in Example 6.9, it is possible to see a partial

agreement marker occur at the end of the disagreement. It seems that in prefacing the

partial agreement, commonality is foregrounded more. In the SAT corpus, there were

different ways through which partial agreement was expressed, for example:

().\44_53 QSQL«M&MJ}A}” Ol Jasel <OSJ_9 o> @
<s‘ahi:h wa-lakn> aStaqid a:n ala:mi:r muhammad bin salman ka:n jags‘id (...)
<True, but> I think prince Muhammad bin Salman was referring to (...)

() o b 48 Bl < oz Yoo lodE> @
<kala:mak jami:l  3ida:n bas> ma:-fu:f fi:h ra:bit* bai:n (...)

<Very well said but> I do not see a connection between (...)
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5. Solidarity/in-group markers

This mitigation device is also used to establish common ground with the other and evoke
a sense of commonality through the use of inclusive pronouns (Harb, 2016, p.103). In the
context of disagreement, these devices generally emphasise the shared values between
the interlocutors as members of the same broader sociocultural group, thus accentuating
the collective identity over the individualistic identity. This can be seen in the use of plural
subject pronouns, plural object pronouns, or a combination of independent singular and

plural pronouns in the form (you and me) or (you.p. and us).

- Plural subject pronouns and plural object pronouns refer to attaching the prefix -
na (we) at the beginning of the verbs, the possessive suffix -na: (our) or the object
suffix -na: (us) at the end of nouns. The use of these inclusive pronouns can create a
sense of solidarity and shared responsibility or accountability. In the example below,
the use of inclusive pronouns in the last part of the disagreement shows that fighting
corruption is not just the government’s responsibility but also the responsibility of all
members of society.

S sludll e < onaiid>..ouall o wliclas Jadll sdall | 43S e JulB 208501 @
(-rr) <BM> Cungs Glel
alfadad 208 qali:l min kathi:r! alfadad alfi¥li:  mudfa:Safa:t

hada alfadad... <linaqd‘i: Cala alfasa:d> alladi: a:faq nahd‘at
<bila:dna> (...)

the-number 208 few from many! The-number the-actual multiplications of-this
number... <for-we-eradicate>on the-corruption that hinderedrise = <country-
our> (...)

208 is just a small number! The actual number is multiples of this number...

<let’s eradicate> the corruption that has hindered the rise of our country (...)

- Independent singular or plural pronouns are used in the form you and me
(singular) you and us (plural), or plural first-person subject pronoun we. The example
below shows that the use of (for me and you) in the supplication at the end of the
disagreement gives an inclusive sense that both the target and the poster need Allah’s
guidance. However, it is worth highlighting that these separate pronouns can also be
used in aggravation, particularly in othering and dissociating from the other

interlocutor; see aggravation devices in Section 4.5.1.2.
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B &9 oo g <elly J dolugh dll Jlal > 0,2 aidg ) 4d Ay (6T Jie Lglito Ludganad] @
odd dudl (ymue

alsufu:di:ah mi6flaha: mi6l ?i: balad fich alxerr wi-fi:h yerrh <?s?l
allah alhi:da:ih li: wa-lak> wa-liku:] man walay fi: s‘ahn alfitnah hadih

the-Saudi like-it like any country there-is the-good and-there-it other
<I-ask Allah the-guidance for-me and for-you.sg.m> and for-all who defile in the-
plate the-sedition this

Saudi Arabia is just like any other country where there is the good and the other <I
ask for Allah’s guidance for me and you and for everyone> who drank from this
bowl of sedition

6. Paralinguistic cues

Paralinguistic cues such as emojis, unconventional spelling, and punctuation markers are
used in online communication to substitute to some degree the non-verbal elements of
Face-to-Face communication (F2F), such as intonation, facial expressions, and gestures.
These paralinguistic cues have different functions, which involve conveying an emotional
state and communicating a tone that aims to manage interpersonal relationships and
mitigate face-threat (e.g., Harb, 2016, p.61; Aldunate and Gonzélez-Ibanez, 2017, p.3;
Alrashdi, 2018, p.118). In the SAT corpus, only emojis seem to be used as mitigation

devices. These emojis included the heart () and shaking hands (%" ) and were used to

show solidarity, approval, sympathy and love.

<@ QW >l Gl Uy e 265 b Jd o Sl § BLE syl oo jmdl
alhidziz  hum ?bna? alqaba?l fi: alhidzaz min gabil ma tid3i:, wa-?na
?hibak fi: illah <@ @ @ >

the-hijazis them sons the-tribe in the-hijaz from before not you-come, and I love-
you in Allah <@ @ @ >

The Hijazis are the sons of the tribes in the Hijaz from before you came, and I love
you for the sake of Allah <@ @ @ >

4.5.1.2 Aggravation

In the coding of aggravation devices, I classified the aggravation devices found in the
SAT corpus into five main devices. The classification is derived from taxonomies that are
covered in the literature, mainly the work of Culpeper (1996; 2011a; 2016), Rees-Miller
(2000), and Harb (2016); the devices were modified based on the data in my corpus. It is
important to note that the distinction between the categorisation of these devices is not
clear-cut, and therefore, there may be an overlap between the identified devices. In

general, these aggravation devices target the other’s face or sociality rights or both; for
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instance, Culpeper (2011, p.227) argues that insulting language is mostly seen as an attack
on face, primarily quality face or social identity face, and only secondarily realigns the
equity rights between the interlocutors. Also, dismissing/dissociating from the other
mostly attacks sociality rights, but face could also be threatened, particularly relational

face.
1. Insulting language

Insults generally involve attributing a negative characteristic to the target by debasing
their appearance, personality, actions, mental ability, beliefs and/or familial and social
relations (Dynel and Poppi, 2020, p.59). In this study, insulting language as an aggravator
is mainly used to direct a mostly personalised attack towards the target; it appears in
different forms, such as calling the other names and using inappropriate references, as
seen in the use of slurs and comparing the target to animals as shown in the examples
below. In addition, posters can insult the target by degrading, belittling, and being
condescending to the target. These aggravators reflect the poster’s superior attitude with

respect to the target (Culpeper, 1996; 2005).

- Calling the target’s names and using inappropriate references to refer to the
target’s character, appearance, family etc. This aggravator also includes slurs
(ethnic/social terms used as insults) and comparing the target to animals, for example:

(oo )omosmdl A a3 gaaadl e (ol sl S <)gil> @
<ja: Ourr> ku:il  jara:? alnais ...... wa-alsuSu:djah balad alharamein (...)

<(You) ox>, everyone sees people ...... and Saudi Arabia is the land of the Two
Holy Mosques (...)

(1) Ol 157855 (S0 (S @375 <ppidlian 15555 ol )
lau lam taku:nu  <muna:fiqi:n> la-ixtartum  Yaqidatkum wa-di:nakum wa-
taraktu: Iran (...)

If not you-were <hypocrites> for-you-chose creed-your and-religion-your
and-left-you.p. Iran (...)

If you were not <hypocrites>, you would have chosen your creed and your religion
and abandoned Iran (...)
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- Degrading, belittling, and being condescending to the target through the use of
diminutive and demeaning expressions that aim to make the target feel small or
otherwise inferior.

() Guallgn Gilmadl <l (po Bpad Y B opo> Uty cpog d>lg b L @

hina: balad wa:hd w-di:n wa:hd <min gabil la:  niSrif min
i?nt> alhidzazi: hu: algabili: (...)

We land-one and religion-one < from before not we-know who you> the-Hijazi is
the-tribal (...)

We are one nation and one religion <and even before we know who you are> the
Hijazi is the tribal (...)

Sloesdl Jal doxg P Bl (Simglo> (S sl O JgiS (o) @

(...) w-tugu:l in alhidzaz lukum  <w-lahgatkum  almkasarah> hi:
lahzat ?hal alhidzaz

(...) and you say that Hijaz belongs to you and <your broken dialect> is the dialect
of Hijaz

The belittling or condescending implication in the first example comes from undermining
the main poster’s statement at the end of the MT (let them understand that we are one
nation and one region). Using <before we know who you are>, the poster here indicates
that people do not need the main poster to highlight what is already known. It is a way of
devaluing someone’s statement by claiming they have nothing to add. In the second
example, the use of <your broken dialect> reflects prejudice against other Hijazis from
non-Arabic backgrounds (e.g., Turkish, Indian). It is used here to emphasise the sense of

foreignness of the target by indicating that they still cannot speak like a true Hijazi person.

- Terms of endearment/intimacy are terms that usually used to reduce the social distance
between the interlocutors, thus reflecting a more intimate bond between them. In some
cases, it is also used to show formality and deference, as seen in formal messages, for
example, service providers addressing customers and schools addressing parents.
However, there was no instance in the corpus of this use, as the identified device was used
to aggravate the expressed disagreement, as shown in Example 7.6 where the term of

endearment (s _» = (my dear.sc.m) was used to patronise the target.
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2. Dismissing the other/dissociating from the other

This device includes impoliteness strategies that are used to aggravate the disagreement,
such as dismissals, disregarding the other’s views, feelings, etc. (Culpeper, 1996; 2005;
2016) and silencing the other. The use of this device makes the poster’s disagreement
come across as hostile, thus hindering the other from continuing the interaction. The
employment of this device can show that the poster is unwilling to engage in further

interaction with the target, for example:

Sl g o8 iSS Vo> <eletdl sy s> a9l luzrleg cn-Byo dll Jundy o () @

<,
nahan bi-fad’l allah  mirta:hi:n w-fa:zibna: alwadfal¢  <xalak
wara? alfabk> <w-la: tkaBir kala:m hata: ifSaxr  a:xxr>

we  in-thanks allah we-comfortable and-we-like the-situation <stay-you
behind the-fence> <and-not you-more talk  until notice other>

(...) we thanks to Allah are comfortable and satisfied with the situation <Stay
behind the fence> <and do not talk anymore until further notice>

The poster in the example above used a dismissal followed by a silencer; the aggravation
in this disagreement strongly reflects the poster’s unwillingness to engage in discussion

with the target (the main poster).
3. Invoking Allah against others

This aggravation marker is culture-specific, or more precisely religion-specific, which
involves asking Allah to punish, curse, destroy, etc., the target. The prayer against others
can be directed to the target him/herself or the target’s family or other valuable things,
e.g., their country (Harb, 2016, p.118). This device is usually employed when the poster
strongly disagrees with the target or feels wronged or insulted by the target. Although
invoking Allah against others is discouraged religiously and socially, it is still used by
some people to display strong negative emotions towards the target (i.e. triggering event),

for example:

<l (Soud> Tl gadaind o) (...) @
(...)lan tasttifu:  a:badain <qabahakum allah>

(...) you will never achieve that <May you be made wretched by Allah>

In the above example, the poster aggravated the disagreement by invoking Allah against

those who ask to limit mosques’ call to prayer to speakers inside the building and halting
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its broadcast through external loudspeakers. Using this aggravator seems to reveal the

poster’s intense reaction to the matter.
4. Judgmental language

This device was inspired by the taxonomy proposed by Rees-Miller (2000, pp.1094-
1095). Here, it refers to devices that are used to intensify the disapproving nature of the
disagreement by using judgmental vocabulary that associates the target with a negative
aspect or trait. A key feature of this device is the generalised categorisation and labelling
that indirectly incorporates the target in that judgment. In the examples below, the posters’
disagreements appear to be critical and judgmental in a conclusive manner. The poster of
the first example labels anyone who believes that Fouad’s dialect is spoken by normal
people as <a fool>, thus criticising their intellectual abilities. Similarly, the poster of the
second example labels people who ask for limiting the use of mosques’ loudspeakers as
<the trumpets of hypocrites and secularists>, thus criticising their faith and religious

affiliation.

()< Lol 15 By 1 158 (oil9> 5158 (&5 oS3 gl u>) Lo Dol @

aslaan  ma: fi: arhd tabi{ jtkalam zer Fu?ad <wa-alyabi: huwa illi:
jsfadiq da: alfer?>(...)

in-reality no there one normal speak like Fouad <and-the-stupid who
that  believe  this thing

There is no normal person who talks like Fouad <and only a fool would believe
this!> (...)

(++) <cnlakally (aadlall (3151> W 7,55 Il cdgll e 3 13L) o
limada: fi: hada: alwaqt bi-alda:t taxru3 lana  <?bwa:q almuna:figi:n

wa alfilma:ni:in> (...)

Why at this particular time do we hear <the trumpets of hypocrites and secularists>

(..)

5. Paralinguistic cues

As mentioned above, in addition to using paralinguistic cues to mitigate disagreements,
paralinguistic cues can also be used to aggravate disagreements, mainly by expressing
different emotions like shock, disgust, and disappointment, as well as adding a sarcastic
tone and intensifying the face attack. The paralinguistic cues which were used in the SAT

corpus as aggravators involved multiple punctuation, unconventional spelling, emojis and
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emotive interjections. The interpretation of these cues as aggravation is sensitive to

context, and they are usually used to magnify the emotional aspect of the disagreement.

- Multiple punctuations refers to the occurrence of two or more punctuation marks
such as !!, 72, or !!!. I did not code a single occurrence such as !, ?, or even ?! as
aggravation devices. The number here matters because this is taken as a reflection of

the intensity of tone or emotions.

- Unconventional spelling mainly refers to using vowel lengthening to represent high

or long intonation or letter spacing to represent short and stressed tone.

(-) <%+.>,Lci3> ‘&3\.&3)33 OP Cxs cd)\g b L e
ja: allah wa-allah Sazibt min tayri:datikum <w-Sa3zibbbbb> (...)
O allah and-allah I-wondered from your-tweets and-I-am-wondering (...)

O Allah and by Allah I was astonished by your tweets and I am still <astoniiiished>
(...)

- Emojis like (« , @, %) and emotive interjections such as laughter /haha/ and
spitting /tfu:/. The quantification of emojis was based on their existence in tweets,
regardless of how many emojis were actually used. For instances:

< YN @>ﬂ|iﬁ\3éﬁiﬂl3ﬁw1)m@y3d¢§y@13 °

wa ?ntum min gabil wa min bat¥d mas‘dar alt?mur wa alfuqu:q wa alnada:lah <ja:
>

And you.p. from before and from after source conspiracy and disobedience and
villainy <O 4 4 >

And you before and after (the crisis) are the source of conspiracy and disobedience
and villainy <O 4p a >°!

In this example, the poster used the pig emoji to refer to the target (the main poster: Qatari
journalist and the people of Qatar). It shows the poster’s negative emotions (mostly
disgust) towards the target, who is described as the source of ‘conspiracy, disobedience
and villainy’. The word ‘pig’ has negative cultural connotations, especially when used as

an insult, as it usually symbolises impurity, ugliness, and disgust.

51 In this particular example the use of two emojis can be seen as a way of representing the plural form of
pigs because the poster used the pronoun you.p.. In terms of coding, the emoji in this example was
counted as one occurrence even though there are two in the reply.
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4.5.2 Disagreement strategies

In approaching the corpus data, I closely examined the disagreements following the
taxonomies discussed in Chapter 2 in Section 2.4 and listed in Section 2.4.4. The
strategies identified in the SAT corpus are illustrated and defined below with supporting
examples from the corpus. The codes for the strategies were adopted from the
aforementioned taxonomies with some modifications or omissions depending on how
these codes fit my Twitter data. However, it is important to note that the disagreement
strategy argument avoidance identified in Harb’s study (2016, p.191) was not included
in the taxonomy mainly because it has a single occurrence in the corpus; this single
occurrence of this strategy is further discussed in Chapter 7 in the qualitative analysis of

the online questionnaire and interviews.

4.5.2.1 Contrary statements

A contrary statements strategy refers to explicit and implicit contradictions that are
directed at the claim in the MT or a prior reply. This strategy is based on two strategies
proposed by Muntigl and Turnbull (1998): contraction and counterclaim, and used in
other taxonomies such as that of Harb (2016). They argued that the two strategies do
occur alone, but also they occur together (p.233). They define counterclaims as statements
that do not directly contradict or challenge the prior claim. I believe that the word
“directly” here is important as it suggests counterclaims can have implicit contrary
meanings. Within the aforementioned taxonomies, it appears that both contradiction and
counterclaim are essentially about presenting a contrary view to the targeted prior claim
with varying degrees of explicitness. Hence, I decided to include both contradiction and
counterclaims under one strategy. Consequently, the strategy of contrary statements here
encompasses both explicit (i.e. direct) contradictions as well as implicit (i.e. indirect)

contradictions that can be expressed through counterclaims.

In my data, explicit contrary statements are those that overtly contradict the prior claim
either by negation or affirmation, depending on the proposition of the targeted claim.
Therefore, explicit contradiction can be seen in Example 4.3, which briefly but clearly
negates the claim made in the targeted MT; this is also referred to as a flat no’ (Harb,
2016) or ‘blunt statement of the opposite’ (Kreutel, 2007). In Example 4.4, the contrary

statement is made explicitly through affirmation, which contradicts the claim in the MT.
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Example 4.3 [see MT5 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-159-T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>
(Aggravation device in angled brackets: insulting language aiming to belittle the target)

<S> by
la: t‘ab%a:n <txasi:>

Of course not <loser>

Example 4.4 [see MT11 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-2-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Agg.Dis>

(Aggravation device in angled brackets: insulting language targeting the target's character)
<iB3iy09 s guadl Hlr 4y ealels> g ddlatlly @lall jouae SIS By

wa-stabqa:  kadalik  mas‘dar lilSilm wa-alfqafah wa-al?dab <wa-
iCa:dat tarbi:at 3a:r alsu:? wa-murtaziqatu-uh>

And it (Saudi Arabia) will remain a source of knowledge and culture and literature as
well as <re-educating the terrible neighbour and his mercenaries>

Moreover, contrary statements can also be expressed implicitly by posing an alternative
or a different claim that does not directly contradict the prior claim; this implicit contrary
statement is claimed to give more room for negotiation. In Example 4.5, the disagreement
1s expressed through an alternative claim that indirectly contradicts the proposition in the

MT that corruption cases are solved in court.
Example 4.5 [see MT8 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-36- T2 (R) <POL, PH1.2, Un.Dis>
sLad g sludll LLas S|
?kOar qadfaja: alfasa:d sababha: alqadfa?

Most corruption cases are because of the judicial system.

4.5.2.2 Explanation

Explanation as a disagreement strategy refers to providing either a short or detailed
account offering reasons, answers, or examples showing why the targeted claim is
rejected. Koczogh (2012, p.83) stated that explanation is an “umbrella term” that performs
different functions, such as giving or asking for reasons or examples showing that the

previous proposition is not accepted as it is, or as Kreutel (2007, p.19) put it “explanation
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is a speech act necessary to fulfil a number of additional communicative purposes”.
Explanations are used to clarify the posters’ stance and show why they find the claim in
the main post or prior reply (i.e. the target) unacceptable. This type of explanation can
take the form of commentary, especially when the MT shares some digital media (e.g., a
short clip), as in Example 4.6. Kreutel (2007, p.4) pointed out that explanations can be
“personally and emotionally coloured”; this is likely to be true for accounts of personal

stance. Moreover, explanations can provide answers or clarifications, as in Example 4.7.
Example 4.6 [see MT1 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-30- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis>
(Aggravation device in angled brackets: insulting language targeting the target’s character )

(SR 9 Sl (3 ogae (o M paseadl (Ses < galanll> O cdye dgedl golandl JB p g
() @m i) ganad) ois ol (§ 1Sl g3l gslaally dings Jo

jum qa:l almutawi{ idSu:-lah Caraft in < almutawif mari:d*>
jmkin  alfaxs® hada: sfala: maChum fi: almaszid  w-rizaS jabi:
jkamil nu:mtah  w-almutawi€ rafi{ almukabira:t fi:  na:s Sindah

alsam¢ a:lf jaSni: (...)

When the lecturer said pray for him I knew that <the lecturer is sick> the man probably
finished praying with them in the masjid and returned home to sleep and the lecturer
increased the volume there are people with good hearing which means (...)

Example 4.7 [see MT7 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-8- T2 (R) <POL, PH1.1, Mit.Dis>
(Mitigation device is angled brackets: kinship address terms)

24 @3 3 (Wl ALad) Asghall Ol gl IS JB W Olobee gl o dalis <Y1 . <0lg>b>
Assb d3ie Jo dmiall ol onslall 1 geadist 1 Alall Gl . gall Slilige e 7 - s>

—uR
<a: xwamn> ..  <al?x> jagqs‘d hadi:0 a:bu: salma:n Ima: qa:l xila:l
alsanawa:t alt'awi:lah alsa:biqgah  w-ili: fa:tat  tam hadir hawa:l 10%
min miza:nija:t aldawlah .. wa-lai:;sa  almaba:liy illi: ixtalasu:ha: alga:biSi:n

bi-alritz.. almgs‘ad €la Suqu:d t'awi:lah mad‘at

<O brothers>..<the brother> is referring to Abu Salman’s speech when he said about
10% of the state budget had been wasted during the past years.. and not the sums of
money embezzled by those at the Ritz Hotel.. the point is the past long decades
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4.5.2.3 Supplication

This disagreement strategy was proposed by Harb (2016) as one of the culturally specific
strategies used by Arabic speakers when disagreeing indirectly. Supplication refers to the
use of strictly religious language wherein the speaker expresses his/her disagreement or
disapproval of the proposition made in the MT or a prior reply. These religious
expressions are taken from the Quran or Hadith and referred to as dikr, which literally
means remembrance of Allah. dikr is a form of worship that can be done at specific times,
like after prayers or any other time, by saying and repeating these religious expressions
with different purposes, such as praising and glorifying Allah as well as asking Allah’s
mercy and forgiveness. However, some of these religious expressions are multifunctional

2 in various contexts; in

as they are used to serve other nonreligious pragmatic functions®
this study, for example, some religious expressions, such as the one in Example 4.8, are
used to imply objection, disapproval, and deny association or common ground with the
person with whom one disagrees. These supplications are mostly conventionalised and
are interpreted differently based on the context. In this study, supplications are used to

signal disagreement without further elaboration on the reasons behind the disagreement,

as seen in Example 4.8.
Example 4.8 [see MT?2 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-69-T2 (R)  <SOC, SH1.2, Un.Dis>
LS9 @iy all U
hasbu-na: allah wa-nifm alwaki:l

suffice-us allah and-best the-disposer of affairs

Allah is sufficient for us, and He is the best disposer of affairs.

Through supplication, Poster-69 disapproves of what Alsihaimi, the author being
interviewed in the video attached to the MT, is saying about how the loud sounds of the
calls to prayer from all the mosques are spreading fear and terror in the community,
particularly among children. Poster-69’s employment of a religious expression in this
context expresses not only a disagreement but also astonishment or disbelief at the

author’s claim that the calls to prayer are causing fear. Therefore, religious expressions

52 Alrojaie (2021) argues that supplications can be used to express emotions, signal the end of conversation,
express humour and sarcasm, persuade, mitigate, seek protection from the evil eye, convey
scepticism and ambiguity, etc.
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are used to express different emotional responses and reactions, such as contempt for

perceived violations of religious and social norms (Alrojaie, 2021,p.15).

4.5.2.4 Reprimand

This strategy is used to signal disapproval, fault, or unsoundness in the others’ claim,
making the other feel ashamed or disgraced by that claim, as it is considered false or
unacceptable (Shum and Lee, 2013, p.58; Harb, 2016, p.187).>* In other words, reprimand
refers to pointing out the other’s wrongdoing either directly or indirectly, and in a few
words, demanding the other to correct his/her behaviour. Reprimand, here, is used to
encompass different communicative functions, particularly correcting the other by
presenting factual information, as in Example 4.9 and requesting a change of behaviour,
as in Example 4.10.>* Unlike giving advice, a reprimand is not primarily focused on

benefiting the target who is being reprimanded.
Example 4.9 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-98-T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Mit.Dis> (correcting the other)
(Mitigation device in angled brackets: positive remark)

Gl o Ol cedladl Jg3-09 ML 8,0l 8l guw S9lud ¥ < u 0l M s @l o>

dxl=lg
<min haqa-k tt'lb illi:  tibya:h  bas> la: tisa:wi: suwa:ga:t almar?ah
bi-alhafla:t wa-duxu:l  almala:Sib fatan  bai:n  altaraf wa-alha:3ah

<You have the right to ask for whatever you want but> do not equate women driving
to concerts and entering football stadium there is a difference between luxury and
necessity

Example 4.10 /[see MT11 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-28-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Agg.Dis> (requesting a change of behaviour)
(Aggravation device in angled brackets: insulting language targeting the character of the target)

0,858 &l Lo o Cgang 2hylune Jde <Jaid cngdll auis s ddlall aolid) 0By Y el elifane>

Lelasy
<mu/kilat-k ?nak la: tarta:d aljna:bi:{ als‘a:fi:ah bal tatba§ alta:fihi:n faqat™
Cadil masa:r-k  wa-sawfa tazid  ma: jufri:-k fikri:an wa-0qa:fi:an

<Your problem is that you do not follow genuine accounts but only trivial ones> mend
your ways and you will find what adds to you intellectually and culturally

53 In relation to this strategy, Harb (2016) used the term mild-scolding in his taxonomy.

34 Besides the functions found in my corpus, Garcia (1996, p.670-671) reported that reprimands can be
used for other functions such as warning, moralising, and giving statements of obligations and/or
expectations.
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4.5.2.5 Giving advice

Advice as a speech act involves making a proposition that appeals to the target to change
their behaviour, which the poster sees as morally or socially unacceptable. This change is
usually seen to benefit the target rather than the poster posting advice. Giving advice is
more like telling the other person what is best for them.>®> Giving advice can be a way to
offer a valuable opinion to the other or show that one’s opinion is above the other;
therefore, giving advice can be “a double-edged sword” (Leech, 2014, p.102). The
potential risk involved in giving advice stems from the possibility of coming across as
opinionated, thus imposing on the other (p.204). Looking at the advice given in Example
4.11 and Example 4.12, it appears that giving advice functions mostly as a moral
reminder. The given advice seems to be more for the benefit of the target than the poster

posting the advice.
Example 4.11 [see MTI10 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-190- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Mit.Dis>

(Mitigation device in angled brackets: emoji)

<w >MQWI@QJ3WBM§BowM5
kul  faxs® CQinduh ra?i  taqabal ra?ithum wa-rud  bi-kul
uslu:b lat'i:f <& >

Everyone has an opinion accept their opinion and reply to them nicely < @ >

Example 4.12 [see MT4 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-95- T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.2, Un.Dis>

(Mitigation device in angled brackets: emoji)

S b il (s gl b
Aol Zppg duall gudiz

DY e yeiiddl ey oy Lo
doghae g5y YN dogheg
ja: na:is  xalu: fna-kum  alna:s ja: na:s
13tanibu: alyi:bah w-harg  alnami:mah

m: min wara:? alfintemja: yer  ali?fla:s
wa-Suqubat illi: jirtikibha: fad‘i:mah

33 Leech (2014, p.204) explains that advice is unlike other directives such as requests mainly because the
proposed action is supposed to be for the benefit of the addressee rather than at a cost to them.
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O people leave other people (o people)
Stay away from backstabbing and gossiping

These two lead to impoverishment
Whoever does them is going to be punished

4.5.2.6 Exclamation

Exclamations are structurally versatile and pragmatically multifunctional as they express
different emotions based on their context. In the context of disagreements, exclamations
can be used to express one’s disbelief, surprise, astonishment, and wonder at the prior
claim/proposition.>® Exclamations in Arabic can be formed in different ways;>’ one way
is by using formulaic expressions that are conventionally utilised to convey surprise or
astonishment, such as subha:n Allah! (Glory to Allah!) as in Example 4.13. In addition,
interrogative structures can be employed to express exclamations and this exclamatory
interpretation is usually inferred from the context (Alghalayini, 1993) as the case of
Example 4.14 — this is known in Arabic as iZstifha:m taSjubi: (exclamatory questions)
— see rhetorical challenges below. Moreover, exclamation can be expressed by what is
referred to as “verbal shadowing”, see Example 4.15. Verbal shadowing is when the
poster repeats the words of the target; this repetition can be word for word or with some

altered words to indicate one’s disagreement (Rees-Miller, 2000, p.1094).58
Example 4.13 [see MT2 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-115- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Un.Dis>

by Gelid) 300 dll S39 IV g0 gl <l Oloepws>

<subha:n allah> a:sbah s‘aut al?0a:n  wa-0ikr allah mufzi§ li-
na:s wa-al?t‘fa:l ...

<Glory to Allah> the sound of Athan (call to prayer) and dikr Allah (the remembrance
of Allah) became terrifying to people and children...

56 Exclamations are usually emotionally loaded reactions (Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Harb, 2016, p.163,
p.186).

57 One of the ways to form exclamations in Arabic is by the interrogative pronoun ma: followed by the
exclamatory form verb IV, known as “adjectival verbs” or “verbs of surprise or admiration” (Ryding,
2005, p.518-9). This was not included above due to its absence in my data.

58 Verbal shadowing can also be used in verbal irony/sarcasm as shown in Example 4.19.
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Example 4.14 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-89- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis>
(Aggravation device in angled brackets: repeated punctuation marks)

<I>ddd e casil
?faqaqta Yan qalbih<!!>

Have you uncovered what is in his heart<!!>

Example 4.15 [see MT8 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-87- T2 (R) <POL, PH1.2, Agg.Dis>

(Aggravation device in angled brackets: repeated punctuation marks)
aaind Vg Jlgadl ale] e ogadlge yanit sl 08y <!1> gagd 21 JIgadl laens OF pgale
G ogiudlaoy ogio Jlall Bolaiul
Caler-hum ?n juSi:du: al?mwa:l alti: nahabu:ha: <!!!> wa-ka:n aldawlah

tantad‘ir muwa:faqat-hum €la i?9a:dt al?mwa:l  wa-la: tastati:§ istiSa:dt
almaba:liy min-hum wa-muSa:qabat-hum?

They have to return the money they stole<!!!> As if the state is waiting for their
approval to return the money and is unable to recover it and punish them?

The poster in Example 4.15 used verbal shadowing to repeat part of what was said in the
video attached to the MT, followed by multiple exclamation marks to show strong

disbelief and shock.

4.5.2.7 Challenge

The challenge strategy can be defined as the act of asking the target a challenging
question, critically questioning their position, stance, beliefs, assumed power, obligations,
rights, previous actions, etc.; this definition is based on Bousfield’s account of challenges
(2008, pp.240-244).>° There are two types of challenges; the first is rhetorical challenges,
which refer to questions that do not require answers but are used to activate and direct the
mind of the addressees to what the actual answer is, or vent emotions. In this study, and
based on my data, I included this type under exclamations mainly because they seem to

fit the same purpose as exclamations, as both exclamations and rhetorical challenges are

39 T used Bousfield’s account of challenges (2008) as it more detailed in comparison to the accounts in the
disagreements taxonomies I consulted.
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used to express a wide range of emotions depending on the context, such as astonishment,

anger, frustration etc., see Example 4.14.

The other type of challenge is what Bousfield (2008) referred to as response-seeking
challenges; these questions require, invite, or even force specific answers from the
addressee; hence, they can be seen as an imposition on the target. These response-seeking
challenges are divided into two subtypes (p.243): The first is response-seeking challenges
that allow the addressee to offer an account or explanation to support, clarify, or defend
their position, see Example 4.16. Poster-7’s questions in Example 4.16 were answered by
the target, who was the main poster of the MT. The interaction in the sub-thread ended

when Poster-7’s challenges achieved a response that provided clarification.
Example 4.16 [see MT7 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-7-T1/T2 (R/T) <POL, PH1.1, Un.Dis> (response-seeking challenges type 1)

Sl ey o
V93 Hlde Ve vl jelle Wl el (Ala.ﬂ Ssul
duolde £+ o> (25l
SOl &S
min wem alragm?
alna:?ib alfa:m aflan anaha: ma: tataza:waz al 100 milja:r dula:r
ja?ni: ma: tizi: hata: 400 miljarr rijal
kerf tiril oun?

From where [did you get] this number?
The Attorney General announced that it does not exceed 100 billion dollars
which means that it won't reach 400 billion riyals, so how does it become a trillion?

The second type of response-seeking challenges are those that function as “verbal traps”
since responding to these challenges can cause self-inflicted face damage (Bousfield,
2008, p. 243); see Example 4.17. Unlike the first type of response-seeking challenge (used
to gain more information from the addressee), this type is more about targeting or
cornering the addressee, hence the name “verbal traps”. In Example 4.17, Poster-21’s
challenge is more likely to be a “verbal trap” because the main poster’s answer to the
question would either contradict his statement in the MT in which he classified Hijazi and
tribal as two separate identities of people in Hijaz, which would then probably force him
to admit his fault and offer an apology; or defend his stance and probably attract more

disagreements and criticism.
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Example 4.17 [see MT3 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-21-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Mit.Dis> (response-seeking challenges type 2)

(Mitigation device in angled brackets: partial agreement marker)

o e @b Bilo 36 i) A yme s 580 < B Lo 3451 (3yi0)) ol By lltlg>
T
<wa-allah tayri:dat (first name of the main poster) atafiq ma€%a-ha: qali:la:n>
lakin daxalt —muSarifah ligert-ah ka:tib ~ hidza:zna: haqana: .. haq
mi:n lau tifrah

<by-allah tweet-his (first name of the main poster) i-agree with-it little> but
i-entered account-his i-found-him wrote  hijaz-our for-us ..for whom if
you-explain

<By Allah I agree with (first name of the main poster)’s tweet a little>.. but I saw that
he wrote in his bio our Hijaz is for us.. for whom if you can explain
It is essential to point out that there is a difference between these two types of challenges
(rhetorical and response-seeking). This difference, however, cannot be clearly
distinguished based on the content of two-turn interactions. An accurate interpretation of
these challenges can only be made when the target (i.e. the poster to whom the challenge
is directed) responds — the response shows whether the target perceived the challenge

positively or negatively (Bousfield, 2008, p.244).

4.5.2.8 Verbal attack

This strategy is solely composed of insulting and abusive language used to express
disagreement, and it mainly aims to attack the other’s face and/or sociality rights with an
explicit disregard for the negative impact of the attack. In differentiating this strategy
from the aggravation devices, I followed Harb’s (2016) approach: aggravators are devices
used in the vicinity of other disagreement strategies to intensify the disagreement,
whereas verbal attacks refer to the independent use of insulting and abusive language
without the need for other strategies. Disagreements expressed in verbal attacks are
classified as aggravated disagreement strategies, as the purpose of employing them is
primarily to attack and cause damage to the target. Verbal attacks are usually emotional,
reflecting the poster’s anger, frustrations, and strong rejection of what is perceived as
unacceptable or intolerable.’’ The verbal attack in Example 4.18 consists of calling the

target names that mainly attack his character, “wicked man who is far behind the pure

60 Allan and Burridge (2006, p.249) point out that the use of swearing, cursing, taboo and other insulting
language is identified with emotional release, lack of control, aggravation, and intolerance.
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ride”, and invoking Allah against the target by wishing the target to live through
unbearable misery. Verbal attacks, like the one in Example 4.18, show that the posters
using this strategy are not interested or willing to engage in a discussion but rather more

focused on launching an attack on the target.
Example 4.18 /[see MT2 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-59- T1/2 (R/I) <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>

Solall LI e Tar sl 12l Truo adde audars Sy clads § DMk of <l Sl
a:s?l allah an jabla:-k fi: nafsa-k bi-bal?  la: tastati:§ CQaleth sfabra:n
Peruh  alfa:zir almut?xir 3zida:n San  alrakib  alt'a:hir

I pray to Allah that you live in a difficult situation you cannot handle you are an
immoral man who is unable to keep up with the righteous

4.5.2.9 Verbal irony/ sarcasm

The relationship between irony and sarcasm is complex, with little agreement on how the
two are distinguished. Attardo (2000, p.795) stated, “there is no consensus on whether
irony and sarcasm are essentially the same thing ... or if they differ significantly”.®! This
complicated relationship between the two concepts is also found in Arabic research (Abu
Farha and Magdy, 2020, p.33), thus showing the need for further in-depth investigation
to understand the extent to which the two concepts are similar or different in Arabic from
both first-order and second-order perspectives.®? In this study, I did not distinguish
between irony and sarcasm in the analysis of my data mainly because the two terms in
Arabic seem to be treated similarly, and because an understanding of the relationship

between the two terms requires more focused research on the phenomena.

In this study, irony/sarcasm is defined as saying something apparently serious, but
implicitly, it is not, like complimenting someone to ridicule them or praising someone to

belittle them. It also involves belittling and making fun of a person or their words or

61 Taylor (2017, p.212) explains that the lack of agreement among researchers has created different
approaches in dealing with irony and sarcasm; some researchers would treat the two terms
interchangeably (e.g., Attardo et al., 2003), while others (e.g.; Lee and Katz, 1998) treat irony and
sarcasm as subtypes of figurative language or treat sarcasm as a subtype of irony (e.g., Kovaz et al.,
2013, p.599; Alba-Juez and Attardo, 2014, p.112; Harb, 2016, p.176). However, there are some
studies that argue that irony and sarcasm are distinct, but overlapping, phenomena; the overlapping
of the two generates what is referred to as sarcastic irony (Dynel, 2014, p. 634; 2016).

62 The difficulty in clearly distinguishing the two concepts, according to Attardo (2013, p.40), seems to
stem from the fact that concepts such as irony, sarcasm, and humour are folk-concepts, and this is
where the slippage between first-order and second-order conceptualisation sits (Taylor, 2017,
p.211).
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actions (Mohammed and Abbas, 2015). Irony/sarcasm does not necessarily contain any
profanity or insults to be hurtful. Nonetheless, the impolite evaluation of ironic or
sarcastic utterances is argued to be dependent on the context, as these utterances are not

necessarily always offensive (Bousfield, 2008, pp.119-121).

In the examples below, the poster in Example 4.19 is overtly mocking and ridiculing the
female interviewer by sarcastically repeating or echoing what she said in the video
attached to the MT; see Example 6.10. In addition to echoing the target words, the
exaggerated statement “we must demand moving the masjid to “alrub§ alxali:” (the
Empty Quarter)® and the use of emojis amplifies the ironic/sarcastic interpretation of the
reply.®* On the other hand, Poster-73 in Example 4.20 employs ‘mock politeness’ (Leech,
2014), which involves using a conventionalised politeness formulae that, in this context,
cannot be interpreted as sincere. The poster in Example 4.20 seems to use politeness to
make fun of the target, which can be perceived as impolite; see also Example 6.11. This
example fits Leech’s account of irony and sarcasm, which is saying “something that is
superficially interpretable as polite, but it is more indirectly or ‘deeply’ interpreted as a

face-attack—as impolite” (2014, p.232).
Example 4.19 [see MT2 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-32- T2 (R) <SOC,SH1.2, Agg.Dis, Mix>

O s JU) oyl lead! Sy CIas 59 (1) 00 (00 08y dgale Skl (3 dzrlual] W gine

) dayial
m€qu:lah  almsa:3id fi: a:maxkin ma?hu:lah bi-alsuka:n &) (B &)
la:zim... nit‘a:lib bi-naqil almsa:zid  li-rub$ alxa:li: hasab

kala:m .almudi:fah &2

reasonable the-mosques in  places inhibited  by-inhabitants &) &) &

must...we-demand for-transfer the-mosques to-quarter the-empty based-on
talk  the-interviewer.sgr &

Unbelievable that there are Masjid in inhabited places &2 G (i
interviewer we must demand moving the masjid to alrub$ alxali &

According to the

63 The Empty Quarter is a sand desert encompassing most of the southern third of the Arabian Peninsula.
The desert covers some 650,000 km? including parts of Saudi Arabia, Oman, the United Arab
Emirates, and Yemen. It is part of the larger Arabian Desert.

64 Some studies refer to sarcasm as aggressive humour or sarcastic humour, see for example (Dynel, 2014,
2016, p.229).
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Example 4.20 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-73- T1/T2 (R/I) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>
2yas JUb 456 algl
?wa:mir Oa:njah t‘a:l  Qumrak
demands other increase age-you.sg.m

Any other demands may you live long (your highness)®®

4.5.2.10 Act combination

This strategy refers to the use of a combination of disagreement strategies identified
above, except verbal attacks. This act combination could contain two or more strategies
used to express a disagreement. For instance, the poster in Example 4.21 used giving
advice (single underline) followed by supplication (double underline). Poster-19
expresses a mitigated disagreement directed towards other posters in the thread of replies
attacking Alsihaimi, the writer in the video attached to the MT. The disagreement begins
with advice that praying for Alsihaimi, or anyone who did wrong, to be guided by Allah
is better and should be enough. This advice is followed by a supplication containing two
mitigation devices, as shown below. The supplication indicates that no one, including the

poster, is infallible, and everyone needs Allah’s protection from temptations.
Example 4.21 [see MT2 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-19- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Mit.Dis>  (Giving Advice and supplication)
(Mitigation devices in angled brackets: kinship address term and solidarity/in-group marker)

<LuaSo> o) ) Jllg Jos Losg JB Las dlg (5 woloeo dlilg Iy 42581 489 48 dildgll d g
aSy 4l <buws>9 <Ol L> iall

1dSu:-lah bi-lhida:jah hu:  w-verrh w-iktafu: bi-0a:lik
w-allah  bi-jhasib kul wahd  bi-ma: a:l  wa-bi-ma: Camil
wa- a:s?l allah an <jakfi:-na:>  alfitan <ja:?xwa:n.p;> wa

<hasbu-na:> allah _ wa-kafa:

pary-for-him to-the-guidence him and-other-him and-enough-you by-that
and-allah will-account every one by-what said and-by-what did
and-i-ask allah to <protect-us> the-temptation < O brothers> and

<suffice-us> allah and-enough

65 ¢5a:1 Sumrk when addressing the person directly, while #‘awjl al§umr when referring to the person.
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Pray for him and others to be guided (by Allah) and that is enough and Allah will hold

everyone accountable for what they said and did and I ask Allah to <protect us>
<brothers> from temptations and Allah is <sufficient for us>

The poster in Example 4.22 expressed a disagreement that begins with an explanation
(single underline) and ends with a reprimand (double underline). The disagreement is
unmodified as the disagreement does not contain any mitigation or aggravation devices
identified in Section 4.5.1. Poster-102’s disagreement is directed at the main poster, who,
according to Poster-102, is manipulating the situation by confusing two different issues.
The explanation clarifies what is seen to be wrong in the main poster’s tweet: lowering
the volume of mosques’ loudspeakers and Alsihaim’s talk about reducing the number of
mosques. After explaining, Poster-102 curtly demands that the main poster not confuse

the two issues.
Example 4.22 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-102- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Un.Dis>  (Explanation and Reprimand)
ddlae Hl> I (3> (pa9 drlueal) cywy 8l () glomall e Cddae 989 (radie ol Fucidl ddl (£ Lo i

O guo pﬁSg,as oblud (09 M\ ople L)SJ ¢ Qgé)imj\ Ogo olas| Lg Joews (Sl 0350 9l alol
o500l alss Y )l yall i lucas Wpae Lo cilylondl yo Lgatans GHETg dlunol]

hada: __ma: daSa: illei-h  the-ferx ibn uthavmeen w-hu: mat‘lab __ li-zami:§
almuza:wiri:n ___ algaribi:n _li-lmsa:zid wa-min hag _ ?i: arr __mut‘a:labt

Imam ?w_mu?0in ?i: maszid fi: ixfa:d® s‘aut  almeikrufu:n lakin ma:-

juri:d-uh alsihaimi wa-man _jusa:nid-uh hu:a katm s‘aut  almsa:zid
wa-iyla:g  muSo‘am-ha: min alha:ra:t fi:ma:  jusami:-ha: bi-msa:zid

aldSira:;r  la: tixlit® bi-lm audfu:€

This is what Sheikh ibn Uthaymeen called for and it is a demand for all those close to

. . ) . _ 66
mosques and it is the right of any neighbour to demand that the imam or mu?din _of
any mosque to lower the volume of the microphone. but what Alsihaimi and those
supporting him advocating for is silencing the sound of mosques and closing most of

. . ) B . 67
them in the neighbourhoods calling these masa:jid al-dirar  so do not (you) confuse
the issue

66 The person who performs the calls to prayer.

67 The story of masjid al dirar, mosque of dissent, was mentioned in the Quran verse 107 of chapter 9 (4nd
as for those who put up a Masjid by way of harm and disbelief and to disunite the believers and as
an outpost for those who warred against Allah and His Messenger aforetime, they will indeed swear
that their intention is nothing but good. Allah bears witness that they are certainly liars.); for a

detailed account of see the exegesis of Ibn-Kathir https:/www.alim.org/quran/tafsir/ibn-
kathir/surah/9/107



https://www.alim.org/quran/tafsir/ibn-kathir/surah/9/107
https://www.alim.org/quran/tafsir/ibn-kathir/surah/9/107
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In Example 4.23, Poster-58 expresses an aggravated disagreement starting with an
exclamation (single underline). The exclamation is formulated as a rhetorical question
primarily used to show Poster-58’s astonishment or disbelief at the prior poster’s
comment on the video attached to the MT, see Section 4.5.2.7. The prior poster
commented that the man was audacious for approaching the imam like that during the
lecture. The exclamation is followed by an explanation (double underline), showing that
the poster was not seeking an answer from the previous poster. The explanation shows
that Poster-58 sees the imam’s actions and words to be (rude); this negative judgement of
the imam is further intensified by the second aggravation device at the end, which reflects

Poster-58’s ill wish towards the target (i.e. the imam).
Example 4.23 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-58- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis> (Exclamation and Explanation)

(Aggravation devices in angled brackets: judgmental language and invoking Allah against the

other)

5 028l (2> ISl g0 289 Ty . W Sall putls s cyo il Bzl Sipe e Tyt Sl (30
Lo dll rpo plaN!  de> (e Lo rpldl) 9 (Olgz1 L dd 1aeal) SLadl  Je oy <d>B gi9> dlacal gl

man alladi: tazar? Sla man ? alzur?ah ?tat min alima:m _ wa-lai:sa
alSaks. tazar? wa-rafa§  sfaut  almukabira:t hata: _igtaham kul
albuju:t  almuhi:t'ah. wa-bi-waqa:hah jurd Sla alla:ki:

idSu:-lah  ja: ?xwa:n) wa  (aldi:n ma: jzaSl). <Sla alima:m min allah

ma: jastahg!>

who that dared on who ? the-audacity came from the-imam and-not

the-reverse. he-dared and-raised sound the-loudspeakers until penetrated all
the-houses the-surrounding. and-by-rudeness he-reply to the-complainant
(pray-for-him O brothers) and (the-religion not upset). <on the-imam from allah

what he-deserves>

Who dared whom? The audacity came from the Imam not the other way around. He
dared to raise the sound of the loudspeakers until (his voice) stormed all the

surrounding houses. And he responds to the complainant <rudely> (brothers pray for

him) and (religion does not upset). <On the Imam what he deserves from Allah!>




142

1. Unmodified

disagreement ]

2. Mitigated disagreement J

(1) Disagreement type

Mitigation devices

wishes
b. Uncertaint

Saudis’ disagreements

in two-turn Twitter
interactions

verbs)
2. Positive remark:
a. Polite mar

b. Blessings

[ (2) Disagreement strategy ]
a. Yes (true),

N

ﬁledging
a. Personalised opinions and

or gratitude, etc.
3. Partial agreement

h. I agree with you, however (but)

3. Address terms (positive vocatives)
a. Titles
b. Terms on kinship

y or hesitation c. Teknonyms

¢. Downgraders (e.g., adverbials, 8- Solidarity/in-group marker
quantifiers, and parenthetical

a. Plural subject pronouns (-na)
b. Plural object pronouns (-na and -

s kum)
kers showing respect c. Combination of ndepent pronouns
(you and 1)
6. Paralinguistic cues
a. Emojis (@, , @)

but (however)...

/

1. Challenge 6. C.01l.1tra1y statements 3. Aggravated disagreement }
2. Exclamation 7. Giving advice

3. Supplication 8. Verbal attack

4, Reprimand 9. Verbal irony/sarcasm

5. Explanation  10. Act combination Aggravation devices

ﬁ Insulting language
a. Personalised negative vocatives and

references (e.g., comparing to animals or
attacking target’s personality)

. Degrading/belittling the other

. Scorn/condescend/ Not taking the other
seriously

oo

d. Terms of endearment/intimacy *
2. Dismissing the other/dissociate from the other
a. Silencers
K b. Disregarding the other’s opinions, feelings
etc.

3. Invoking Allah against others
4. Judgmental language

\

a. Negative attributions
b. Expressing (strong) disapproval
5. Paralinguistic cues
a. Emojis (-, @, %)
b. Multiple punctuation marks (!!!1)
c. Unconventional spelling ( e.g.,
letters spacing, word lengthening)

d. Emotive interjections (e.g.,

/tfui/)

Figure 4-4: Coding framework for Saudis’ Twitter

disagreements in two-turn

interaction (*usually used as a mitigation device but not in the SAT corpus)
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4.6 Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted after the data collection approach was decided. The pilot
study’s main aim was to assess the feasibility of the methodological and theoretical
framework to be employed in the study. After compiling the Twitter corpus, I worked on
coding the data in Excel. The pilot study revealed that software other than Excel was
necessary to closely and effectively code smaller units of the data, such as mitigation
devices, and link the generated codes whenever required. Thus, I decided to work with
MAXQDA to analyse my corpus data. The software was also used to code and analyse
online questionnaires and interviews. After coding the corpus and validating the coding
system, I checked with another researcher®® all the generated codes used in classifying
disagreement strategies, types, and the categorisation of mitigation and aggravation

devices.

The online questionnaire was also tested with five respondents from different educational
backgrounds: one has a diploma, two have a Bachelor’s, and two have a Master’s.
Moreover, two of these respondents were males in their 20s, one female in her 20s, and
the other two were females in their early 30s. The questionnaire was tested between July
30, 2020, and August 15, 2020. The test of the online questionnaire was important to
highlight any shortcomings in it and identify any unanticipated difficulties, relating to
such as the wording and format. No major changes were made to the online questionnaire

in light of this testing, except for rephrasing a couple of questions for clarity.

4.7 Analysis of data

The data analysis in this study was a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods;
this practice of mixing methods is widely encouraged in linguistics and social sciences
(Dornyei, 2007, p.44; Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p.136); see Section 4.1. The next two
sections 1illustrate the process I followed in analysing the data quantitatively and

qualitatively.

68 A Saudi PhD researcher in Arabic-English translation at the University of Leeds.
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4.7.1 Quantitative analysis

The current study primarily uses descriptive statistics of some aspects of discourse
analysis, focusing mainly on mitigation, aggravation devices, and disagreement strategies
to further explore the discursive struggle over (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements. In
analysing the corpus, the quantitative analysis provides absolute numbers, relative
frequencies, and percentages. Adopting this approach was motivated by claims that
aggressive verbal exchanges seem to be common practice among many Saudi Twitter
users in disagreements (Alghathami, 2016). The quantitative analysis seeks to identify
the dominant type of disagreements, the strategies and the devices used by Saudis in

expressing their disagreements in the SAT corpus, see Section 5.1.

In analysing the online questionnaire, the quantitative analysis mainly provides the
frequency and percentage of the respondents’ answers to understand the general use of
Twitter among Saudis; see the analysis in Section 5.2. Also, in part three of the
questionnaire, frequencies and percentages are primarily used to understand the
relationship between the (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scales when classifying
Twitter disagreements, specifically looking at the (un)alignment between the categories
in the two scales; see Section 5.2.2. This (un)alignment between the categories is then
presented in the form of relationship maps in Chapter 7. This analysis sheds light on
whether the respondents’ (im)politeness evaluations of Twitter disagreements reflect a
variation in the perceptions. It was suggested that people are much more likely to agree
with a negative evaluation of forms of behaviour that they might consider impolite, rude,
inappropriate, etc. than they are on the positive evaluation of the same behaviour (Watts,

2003, p.17-18).

The corpus data, online questionnaires, and interviews were imported, coded, and
analysed using MAXQDA. MAXQDA provides different approaches to analyse the
coded data statistically. I also used SPSS, mainly to test the correlation between the
categories in (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scales in respondents’ evaluations of

each reply.
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4.7.2 Qualitative analysis

The analysis of disagreement types and strategies in the corpus of tweets was based on
previous classifications of disagreement (Rees-Miller, 2000; Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb,
2016). In addition, mitigation and aggravation devices were analysed based on the
impoliteness model designed by Culpeper (1996; 2011a), along with the work of Harb
(2016) on mitigation and aggravation devices in Arabic (see Section 4.5 for a detailed
explanation of the corpus coding process). The analysis of the corpus of tweets (naturally
occurring data) was supported by the metalinguistic data collected from online
questionnaires and interviews. The qualitative analysis of the disagreements in the corpus
was primarily from a researcher’s perspective, as I contextually analysed identified
disagreements using concepts such as sociality rights taken from the framework of rapport
management (Spencer-Oatey, 2000; 2002; 2005a; [2000] 2008). The concepts from
rapport management made it possible to explain the poster’s orientation to the interaction

and target(s) of the disagreement.

Moreover, in analysing the metapragmatic data provided in the online questionnaire and
the interviews, respondents’ answers and interview transcriptions were analysed to
examine their perceptions and evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in
Twitter disagreements. In approaching the data, I followed a thematic analysis (Braun
and Clarke, 2012; 2017; 2022), which is a “method for developing, analysing and
interpreting patterns across a qualitative dataset, which involves systematic processes of
data coding to develop themes” (Clarke and Braun, 2022, p.4). It is an interpretative
approach that aims to identify themes; a theme is described as a shared multi-faceted
meaning encapsulating several related insights unified by a central concept or idea
(p.296). Accordingly, I imported the data into MAXQDA, organised the responses, coded
the data by assigning labels to related data sections and examined the relationships
between the codes. The primary aim of this analysis is to supplement the corpus analysis
and provide evidence that sheds more light on Saudis’ conceptualisation of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness, their perceptions of Twitter disagreements, the factors
that affected their classifications, and the cultural norms they refer to when evaluating

(im)politeness in Twitter disagreements.
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4.8 Summary

This chapter has presented the methodological approach followed in analysing Saudis’
disagreements on Twitter and the perceptions of (im)politeness in a sample of these
disagreements. It began by introducing the data collection process, both natural data and
metalinguistic data, using three different methods: (1) collecting publicly available tweets
to compile a corpus; (2) collecting responses from Saudi Twitter users to investigate their
evaluations of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreement; and finally (3) to gather more in-
depth insight about users evaluations and conceptualisation of (im)politeness on Twitter
through conducting follow-up interviews. The chapter also covered the data screening
and preparation process for the SAT corpus and the metalinguistic data. In addition, it
discussed the theoretical considerations, the coding framework inspired by previous
research, and the modifications made to capture disagreements on a multimodal and
multi-participant platform like Twitter. Based on what has been explained here, the next

chapter focuses on the quantitative analysis of the data.
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Chapter 5 Quantitative Analysis

In the previous chapter, I presented my coding framework for the corpus data, outlining
the linguistic and paralinguistic features that I look for in identifying mitigated,
aggravated, and unmodified disagreements; this identification takes into account the
context in which these disagreements were expressed. I also covered how the online
questionnaires and interviews were analytically approached. In this chapter, I present the
findings of the quantitative analysis of the corpus coding and online questionnaire.
Section 5.1 deals with the examination of the corpus data, identifying: (1) the types of
disagreements found in Saudis’ Twitter communication, and the categorisation of these
types was based on; (2) the linguistic devices employed to mitigate or aggravate
disagreements, and lastly; (3) the strategies used by Saudis to express disagreement. The
analysis here is based on the 580 Saudis’ disagreement instances in T1/2 and T2 turns in
the SAT corpus; see Section 4.4 for a detailed explanation of the filtering process of the

corpus data.

As laid out in Section 4.4.2, the analysis of the online questionnaire responses was divided
as follows: the analysis in Section 5.2.1 is based on 231 responses; it presents the
quantitative analysis of Saudis’ responses to general questions about Twitter popularity
and usage. Section 5.2.2 is based on 178 responses; it reports the quantitative analysis of
Saudis’ (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness classifications of the ten disagreements in the
questionnaire, which is covered in further detail in Chapter 7, where their justifications

for their classification are investigated in depth.
5.1 Quantitative analysis of SAT corpus

5.1.1 Types of disagreements found in the corpus

As stated in Section 4.5.1, the existence of mitigation devices with disagreement does not
always guarantee that these devices achieved a mitigating effect. In the current study, it
was noted that some replies in the corpus contained both mitigation and aggravation
devices; however, it seems that these mitigation devices have little influence on softening
disagreement in these contexts. This is to say that an aggravator used in the same
disagreement can have a stronger impact on the realisation of disagreement (see Netz,
2014); this point is further discussed in Section 8.1.3. Examining Saudis’ Twitter
disagreements in T1/2 and T2 reveals an interesting, but not totally unexpected, result

that seems to support the observation made by Alghathami (2016), presented in Section
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1.1. He noted that Saudi Twitter users seem to engage in aggravated verbal exchanges
without consideration or discretion. The findings generally seem to coincide with
Alghathami’s statement, particularly that aggravated disagreement has the highest

occurrence in the SAT corpus, as shown in Figure 5-1.

6.7% /=

Mitigated disagreements YA1%

™

B ///////// |

Figure 5-1: Total percentage of each disagreement type in the corpus

It is crucial to highlight that the pervasiveness of verbal aggression and impoliteness has
been reported as a general issue in online communication. Indeed, in a recent study,
Alghamdi (2023) found that Saudis and American EFL teachers were similar in their
tendency to express more aggravated disagreements on Twitter. People use different
platforms for different purposes; among these platforms, Twitter is generally used more
to share thoughts, opinions and fast news (Hughes et al., 2012). Nonetheless, Twitter is
also maliciously utilised to spread rumours, fake news, hate speech, etc. (Chetty and
Alathur, 2018). Researchers working on, for instance, cyberbullying and hate speech are
seeking to understand the different reasons behind this phenomenon: how aggression
differs between the different platforms (Oz et al., 2018; Hughes et al., 2012), how to
develop systems to detect and control online verbal aggression (Mubarak and Magdy,
2017; Chen et al., 2020), and how policymakers can contribute to solving this issue
without compromising freedom of speech. Therefore, in the next chapters, I investigate
the possible motivations behind this high percentage of aggravated disagreements in the
SAT corpus and shed light on what Saudi Twitter users think of aggravated disagreements

in terms of (im)politeness.
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Moreover, a Chi-square test was conducted to find out if there is a significant association
between disagreement types and the topic genre in the hashtags (political and
sociocultural). The results suggest that there is no association between the disagreement
types and the hashtags in the SAT corpus x*(2, N=580) = 3.11, p-value= 0.211, which is
> (.05). One way to interpret the result here is that since 2016, the time the Saudi 2030
Vision was launched, Saudi Arabia has been going through many social, economic, and
political changes (see Section 1.3.3). These changes might have affected the level of
controversy in all the topics across both political and sociocultural hashtags. It can be
argued that these changes might have some effect on beliefs regarding topics in the
sociocultural category, thus affecting the level of controversy in these topics; see the

discussion in Section 8.5.

Table 5-1: Occurrence of disagreement types in sociocultural and political hashtags

Disagreement type SOC POL Total
AF % RF AF % RF AF %

Mitigated 24 61.54% | 41.38 15 38.46% | 25.86 39 100%
disagreements

Unmodified 89 63.57% | 153.45 51 36.43% | 87.93 140 | 100%
disagreements

Aggravated 222 55.36% | 382.76 179 | 44.64% | 308.62 | 401 100%
disagreements

* Absolute frequency (AF) - Relative frequency (RF) normalised per 1000 tweets
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Another way to look at the data is by examining each MT in the hashtags, as presented in

Figure 5-2.

B Percentage of mitigated disagreements ® Percentage of unmodified disagreements

Percentage of aggravated disagreements
L. B 03%
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Figure 5-2: Occurrence of each disagreement type in the thread of replies for each MT

The figure shows that aggravated disagreements consistently occurred more frequently in
the thread of replies for every MT in the sociocultural hashtags; however, this is not the
case in the political ones. Aggravated disagreements in the political hashtags appear to be
differently distributed between the MTs as they only dominate the thread of replies for
three MTs. A possible reason for this distribution is how the MT was formulated, 1.e. how
the poster of the MT presented the topic has some influence on the generation of

disagreements in the thread of replies. Housley et al. (2017, p.587), in their study of
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celebrity antagonistic tweets, found that there is a link between how the tweet 1s ‘crafted’
and the generation of a response. For example, the MT in #royal-decrees] was posted as
a report of a new law, whereas the MT in #royal-decrees2 was posted as a rejection of
some of the new changes in the country, such as the establishment of the General

Entertainment Authority; this point is discussed further in Section 8.5.
5.1.2 Mitigation and aggravation devices

5.1.2.1 Mitigation used by Saudis in the SAT corpus

The high frequency of aggravated disagreements compared to the low frequency of
mitigated disagreements indicates that mitigation devices in the corpus have a lower
occurrence than aggravation devices. Table 5-2 presents the six identified mitigation
devices in the corpus; it appears that hedging and positive remarks were the devices most
used to soften disagreement, while solidarity or in-group markers and emojis were the
least used mitigation devices. It is worth noting that there were 34 mitigation devices
identified in the corpus but not included in the table primarily because these devices were
used in aggravated disagreements and had no mitigating effect on the disagreement as a

whole; see discussion in Section 8.1.3.1.

Table 5-2: Mitigation devices found in the SAT corpus
Mitigation device Frequency Percentage
Hedging: 21 33.9%
e Personalised opinions or wishes
e  Uncertainty/hesitation markers
e Downgraders
e Parenthetical and emotive verbs
Positive remarks: 16 25.8%
e Blessings
e  Polite markers showing respect, gratitude, etc.

Partial agreement: 8 12.9%
e True but
e [ agree with you on all except

Solidarity/in-group markers: 7 11.3%

e  Plural subject pronoun (-na)

e  Plural object pronoun (-na, us)

e  You and I construction
Address terms (positive vocatives): 6 9.7%

o Titles

e Terms of kinship

e Teknonyms
Paralinguistic cues: 4 6.5%

e  Emojis
Total 62 100%
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As pointed out in the coding framework in Section 4.5.1, mitigation and aggravation
devices can appear in different positions in the disagreeing reply. However, in the SAT
corpus, some of these devices seem to occur much more at the beginning of the reply:
66.7% of address terms and 87.5% of partial agreements, which was not unexpected given
that these devices are usually used to attract or appeal to the target of the disagreement.
Address terms are used to establish a specific social bond with the target, as seen in the
use of “brother” in Example 6.17. Regarding partial agreements, the analysis here
supports the findings of earlier studies (e.g., LoCastro, 1986; Kreutel, 2007) that partial
agreements usually appear at the beginning of disagreements, as seen in the extracts in
Example 5.1. The use of this device at the beginning of a disagreeing reply generally
indicates that the poster foregrounds commonality with the target before expressing the
disagreement. In the SAT corpus, there was one occurrence of partial agreement at the
end of the disagreement, which is discussed in Example 6.8. Overall, positive remarks
appear somewhat more at the beginning of the disagreeing reply (43.8%) but are also
found at the end (37.5%). Positive remarks are also used to appeal to the target; however,
this positive appeal can be foregrounded to attract the target, as seen in Example 4.9, or
expressed at the end of the disagreement reply to leave a positive effect, as seen in

Example 6.23.

Solidarity markers appear more in the middle (28.6%) and at the end (71.4%) of the
disagreement replies; see Example 5.1. Similarly, hedging, which includes both syntactic
constructions and lexical devices, appears more in the middle (57.1%) and the end
(23.8%) of the disagreeing reply, as seen in the extracts in Example 5.1. Lastly, all
paralinguistic cues in the SAT corpus tend to be used at the end of the tweet, as seen in
Example 4.11 and the one in Section 4.5.1.1. The emojis used are ~ , €, and % . These

emojis seem to be used to emphasise the friendly tone and commonality in the

disagreement.
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Percentage of cumulitive mitigation devices 27:4%
per a disagreement reply

Percentage of single mitigation devices per
a disagreement reply 72.6%

Figure 5-3: Cumulative vs single occurrences of mitigation devices in mitigated
disagreements

Moreover, the analysis of these mitigation devices reveals that 70% of these devices were
used cumulatively (i.e. in combination) more than occurring alone in a disagreement, as
shown in Figure 5-3. Using multiple mitigation devices creates what Caffi (2013, p.241)
called “synergetic reinforcements of mitigation”, which demonstrate the poster’s effort to

maintain or enhance the interaction, see Example 5.1.
Example 5.1 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-112-T2 <SOC, SH1.1. Mit.Dis>

s 4515l Ball &alB) 9 OV § (S 9 ¢ dralall Gug)l gl Ol olxall Paangn (3 o le g (3451 05
Bat oo Biad dups wble & Bla> 3 W nas oo (uSalb 9 3900
gad atafig nawfa:n ma: fi: mawd‘u:¢ almuha:0‘ra:it ?w alduru:s
alSilmi:ah, wa-lakin fi: al?da:n wa i?qa:mat alsfala:t Pra:

?nahu  fer mahmu:d wa bi-19aks Jer mumerjaz la-na: fi
hifa:0°a:n  Sa Ca:da:it  di:nijah tmajaz-na: fan  yerr-na:

might i-agree kind of in subject the-lectures  or the-lessons the-
scientifc,  but in the-call-for-prayer and calling-for the-prayer I-see

it-1s  something good and by-the-opposite something unique  for-us in
maintaing of customs religious  distingusih-us form other-us

I might agree sort of on the subject of lectures or scientific lessons, but regarding the
call to prayer and the Iqgamah (the second call to prayer) I think that it is a good thing
and and on the contrary something special for us in preserving religious customs that
distinguish us from others

In Example 5.1, Poster-112 appears to be cautious in expressing the disagreement as
multiple mitigation devices were employed in the reply. The poster used several hedges:
uncertainty markers (might) and downgraders (sort of), which both reduce the poster’s
commitment to the claim made in the disagreement. Also, the poster utilised personalised

opinion, or what is referred to as “subjectivizers” (Caffi, 2007, p.268), as seen in the
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poster’s use of (I think). These subjectivizers aim to highlight that the utterance is a
subjective opinion (Caffi, 2007, p.268) which can be accepted or rejected. In addition,
Poster-112 seems to be mindful of the target’s social rights, which is reflected in the use
ofthe hedged partial agreement (agree, sort of, ... but) and solidarity marker (plural object
pronoun -na) to highlight shared values. Using these devices shows that the mitigation
here serves both the poster and the target, which appears to support Caffi’s point
mentioned in Section 3.3.1 that saving one’s face entails saving the other’s face. These
devices seem to reflect the poster’s orientation toward rapport enhancement despite

having a different view on the topic presented in the MT.

5.1.2.2 Aggravation used by Saudis in the corpus

In Saudis’ Twitter disagreements, the posters used five aggravation devices, presented in
Table 5-3. These devices are insulting language, judgemental language, paralinguistic
cues, dismissing the other or dissociating from the other, and invoking Allah against the
other. As pointed out in Section 4.5.1.2, the overlap between these devices is sometimes
inevitable. The classification of silencers as a dismissive device does not preclude the
target from perceiving it as an insult. Therefore, I attempted to focus on the function of
the devices in the context of the disagreement rather than the effects they might have on

the target.

Table 5-3: Aggravation devices found in the SAT corpus

Aggravation device Frequency Percentage
Insulting language: 100 33.9%
- Inappropriate (cultural, religious, political)
negative vocatives/references/slurs
- Attacking the other’s personality or appearance
- Comparing to animals
- Degrading/belittling the other (scorn, condescend,
ridicule)
- Swearing and profanity
Judgmental language: 86 29.2%
- Associating with negative aspects, traits or
attributions
Paralinguistic cues: 57 19.3%
- Unconventional spelling
- Emojis
- Punctuations
- Other paralinguistic cues
Dismissing the other/dissociating from the other: 34 11.5%
- Silencers
- Dismissing the other’s opinion or emotion
- Dissociating from the other
Invoking Allah against the other 18 6.1%

Total 295 100%
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Similar to address terms and partial agreements in mitigation devices, it seems that around
51% of insulting language tends to occur at the beginning of the disagreeing tweet and
31% at the end. The insulting language device involves name-calling and inappropriate
references, and this type of insulting language tends to be used at the beginning to reflect
the negative poster’s attitude towards that target from the start of the disagreeing reply. It
can be argued that posters who aggravate their disagreements by name-calling and
inappropriate references likely aim to offend the target; they are not orientating towards
enhancing or maintaining the rapport with the target, as seen in Example 5.2. Other
devices, particularly judgmental language (51.16%), dismissing the other (52.94%), and
paralinguistic cues (57.89%), seem to occur more in the middle of the disagreeing reply.
These devices also appear at the end of the reply: judgmental language (30.23%),
dismissing the other (26.47%) and paralinguistic cues (36.84%). Example 7.7 shows how
judgemental language is used at the end of the reply to aggravate the disagreement, and
Example 4.23 in Section 4.5.2.10 shows how judgemental language can be employed in
the middle of the disagreeing reply. As for dismissing the other, Example 6.16 shows how
it similarly may be used in the middle of the disagreeing tweet, and the example in Section
4.5.1.2 shows how it can be used at the end. Paralinguistic cues in aggravation involve
emojis, unconventional spelling, and punctuations; therefore, is it expected to find these
more in the middle or at the end of the disagreeing reply, as in Example 5.2. Lastly, the
device invoking Allah against the other seems to occur more at the end of the disagreeing
reply (66.67%), as seen in Example 6.14, although they can also appear at the beginning
of the disagreeing reply (22.22%), as seen in Example 6.9.

Percentage of cumulitive aggravation devices per a 36:3%
disagreement reply

Percentage of single aggravation devices per a
disagreement reply ‘ 63.7%

Figure 5-4: Cumulative vs single occurrences of aggravation devices in aggravated
disagreements
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Moreover, it appears that aggravation devices in the SAT corpus were also used in
combination rather than using one device in the disagreeing reply. The use of multiple

devices seems to intensify the aggravation of the disagreement, as seen in Example 5.2.
Example 5.2 [see MT5 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-225-T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

Ol 48yl L_ﬁU‘ v BB 099 Oline JI 13T 1g,laiilg Q> o0 ol e L“5U\ dosdlg diaa)la
El5d p9aa Topal dae izl dlally sLalla Jo @media_ksa o gonai g Olgidll pgsas
ST oY HaiiS did gal!
ha-alSifnah  wa-alxamah illi: maSa-ha: 3a:jin min dubai: w-intad‘ru: li-?xir
allerl Safa:n jistawiru:n & & ... illi: ?-Crifah in tas*awi:r alganawa:t la:zim bi-
tas‘ri:h  min @media ksa hal ha-algana:h wa-alt‘a:gam alagnabi: mSah
tas‘ri:h tas‘awi:r bi-fawa:ri¢ alsuSu:djah?? na-ntad‘ir alifa:dah!!??

This rotten (reporter/woman) and the screwed up (team) with her came from Dubai

An AN

and waited until late at nigh to film & & ... as far as [ know TV channels must
obtain a permit from @media_ ksa do this channel and the foreign staff have a permit
to film in the streets of Saudi Arabia ?? we are waiting for clarification!!??

In this reply, Poster-225 starts the disagreement by insulting the target, the female reporter
and her team by referring to them as <this rotten (reporter) and the screwed up (team)
with her>. The laughing emoji following the insult is very likely to be used to intensify
the condescending attitude towards the target. The poster also ends the disagreement with
multiple question marks and exclamation marks, which reflect a strong condemnation of
the content of the video attached to the MT. Therefore, it can be argued that the
“synergetic reinforcement” effect proposed by Caffi (2013, p.241) can also be extended
to aggravation devices. The intensification of the impoliteness is “more than optional
extra; it is part of what makes impolite formula attitudinally extreme, less equivocal and

more likely to cause the target to take offence” (Culpeper, 2011a, pp.153-154).

5.1.3 Disagreement strategies

The corpus analysis reveals that Saudis used ten disagreement strategies to express their
Twitter disagreements (see Section 4.5.2 for an explanation of the coding framework).
Figure 5-5 provides a general picture of the strategies Saudis used in expressing their
Twitter disagreements. The figure shows the total percentage of the occurrence of each
strategy in the SAT corpus. Act combination is the most used strategy in the SAT corpus,
which aligns with previous research (Harb, 2016). Overall, the strategies can be split into

three groups based on their frequencies: the first group contains act combination and
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verbal attacks, the second group contains contrary statements, explanations and verbal
irony/sarcasm, and the last group contains the less frequent strategies: exclamation,
reprimand, challenge, supplication, and giving advice.

30.0%
24.0%
25.0% 7 21.6%

20.0% 14.8%
15.0% 11.9%  11.7%

10.0% 6.0%
5.0%
0.0%

Figure 5-5: Disagreement strategies used by Saudis in T1/2 and T2

Figure 5-5, in isolation, does not show how each strategy was used in terms of linguistic
modification; that is, if each strategy was used with or without mitigation and aggravation
devices. Therefore, Figure 5-6 displays the percentage use of each disagreement strategy
in relation to the use of mitigation and aggravation devices in the corpus.
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D 2759
Explanation ST g | 50.7%
. (]
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Contrary statement % | 39.5% 0
. (]
1 100.0%
Verbal attack ~ 0.0% 0
0.0%
l 66.2%

Act combination | 26.6%
7.2%

0.0% 20.0%  40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% 120.0%

Figure 5-6: Percentage of disagreement strategies in each disagreement type
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The results presented in Figure 5-6 indicate that a straightforward classification of
disagreement strategies as polite (positively marked), politic (unmarked), and impolite
(negatively marked), as found in Harb’s (2016) taxonomy, is rather problematic since
these strategies can be expressed with different effects based on the use of mitigation and
aggravation devices. This variability in modification seems to indicate a variability in
perception. For example, in the case of verbal attacks and verbal irony/sarcasm, although
these strategies were always used to express aggravated disagreements in the corpus, it
remains challenging to judge whether they would always be negatively marked or
evaluated as impolite, especially in the context of Twitter. In Chapter 6, I present
examples from the corpus for those disagreement strategies expressing mitigated,
unmodified, and aggravated disagreements. Then, in Chapter 7, I present respondents’

evaluations of some of these strategies to support this argument.

5.2 Quantitative analysis of online questionnaire

As mentioned in the previous chapter, Section 4.2.2, the online questionnaire consisted
of four parts: part one collects demographic data about the respondents, part two obtains
more insight into the popularity of Twitter among Saudis and how the respondents use
the platform, part three focuses on collecting the respondents’ evaluations of the ten
disagreements taken from the SAT corpus, and the fourth and final part invites
respondents to take part in a follow-up interview. Respondents’ demographic data were
reported in the previous chapter in Section 4.3. The following sections report the findings
of the quantitative analysis of parts two and three of the online questionnaire. As pointed
out in Section 4.4.2, the analysis of part two is based on the answers of 231 respondents,

while part three is based on 178 respondents.
5.2.1 Analysis of part two of the questionnaire

5.2.1.1 The popularity of Twitter and its usage among Saudis

Respondents were asked if they agreed with the following statement: Among the different
social media platforms, Twitter is the most popular platform used by Saudis to discuss

political and sociocultural topics.
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Figure 5-7: Twitter is the most popular social media platform among Saudis when
discussing political and sociocultural issues

Figure 5-7 shows that most respondents (200 out of 231) agreed with the statement.
Twitter is indeed a platform that has provided Saudis with an open public space in which
to participate in discussions on different political and sociocultural topics, which makes

Twitter a rich resource for collecting authentic data.

5.2.1.2 Frequency of using Twitter

Respondents were asked about how frequently they use Twitter, and as shown in Figure
5-8, around 65% of respondents, that is 150, said that they use Twitter more than once a
day. Other respondents use the platform less frequently for different reasons; for instance,
one of the female respondents who selected other stated that her usage of Twitter depends
on her daily priorities. It can be argued that Twitter seems to be a platform that 80% of
the respondents use daily to connect to the world as it is used to keep up with recent

updates in politics, sports, etc., as seen in the following two sections.
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Figure 5-8: Frequency of Twitter usage as reported by Saudi respondents
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5.2.1.3 Purposes of using Twitter

Respondents were asked to select from a list of options of possible motivations or reasons

for using Twitter. They were allowed to select multiple options or write their own reasons.

60.0%

49.8%
50.0% 44.6%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0% 2.6% 2.2% 0.9% 0.0%
00% I 1 I 1
Following the Two or more of ~ Connecting with Other Keeping touch Marketing and
news the options others regarding (5) with friends business
(115) (103) topics of (2) (0)

interest

(6)

Figure 5-9: Purposes of using Twitter as reported by Saudi respondents

Figure 5-9 reveals that 115 respondents chose following the news as the only reason for
using Twitter, while connecting with friends was chosen by two respondents. This
indicates that half of the respondents mainly use Twitter to follow what is happening
locally and globally. Unsurprisingly, Twitter is also commonly used for more than one
reason, as seen in the responses of 44.6% of respondents. Some respondents provided
various other reasons, such as looking for promotion codes for online shopping, accessing
Twitter links sent to them via other platforms, connecting with people/groups sharing
similar hobbies or activities (e.g., cycling groups), finding quotes, venting personal
emotions, and sharing daily updates (i.e. treating Twitter as a journal), maintaining a
professional network by following colleagues and others in the same work/study field and

finally, using Twitter for learning and personal development.

5.2.1.4 Type of Twitter activity

As discussed in Section 4.2.1, the number of replies to a tweet is one way to measure a
tweet’s engagement level. Twitter active engagement is seen in the number of replies,
retweets, likes, etc., while passive engagement primarily refers to browsing and checking
what is going on in the platform without actively engaging with the tweets. In the online
questionnaire, respondents were given a table of five Twitter activities: tweeting,
retweeting, liking, replying, and browsing/following the news. They then were asked to
select the type of activity that described their engagement on Twitter and the regularity
of that activity. Respondents were also given the freedom not to select any activity. As

expected, most respondents chose ‘browsing’ as their most frequent activity, which was
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selected by 160 (69%) respondents, as shown in Figure 5-10. ‘Liking’ tweets was the
most frequent activity for only 68 (29%) respondents and near equally a usual activity for

67 (29%) respondents.

Similarly, ‘retweeting’ was selected as a usual activity by 73 (32%) respondents, the most
frequent activity for 53 (23%) respondents, and equally a rare activity for 53 (23%)
respondents. Interestingly, more respondents chose ‘tweeting’ as their least frequent
activity on Twitter, which was selected by 83 (36%), followed closely by replying to
others, which 68 (29%) respondents selected. This finding seems to support Benson’s
(2017, p.91) statement that online interactions generally tend to be left unfinished (i.e. to

hang); see Section 4.4.1.2.
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Retweeting Tweeting Liking Replying to others Browsing

Figure 5-10: Frequency and type of Twitter activity that Saudi respondents do

5.2.1.5 Types of relationships on Twitter

Respondents were given five different options that describe their relationship with others
on Twitter. Figure 5-11 shows that 48.9% of the respondents indicate that they only know
some or a few people in their following/follower list. In contrast, those who state they
personally know all the people in their follower/following list constitute only 1.7%. This
finding suggests that Twitter users are more likely to know relatively few people in their
follower/following list on a personal level, which seems to support the claim that
interaction on Twitter tends to be more between weak-tie networks; see Chapter 8 for
further discussion. To some users, it seems that Twitter is simply used to publish their
thoughts to a broader audience, while for others, it is used to create a sense of community

and belonging.
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Figure 5-11: Respondents’ relationships with others on Twitter

5.2.1.6 Potential platform influence on the expressions and perceptions of

Respondents were invited to express their thoughts on whether Twitter influences how
one expresses their views and how they perceive others’ different views. As the question
was optional and open-ended, 21.6% of respondents did not answer the question, and the
rest provided various responses ranging from elaborated answers to yes/no answers, as

shown in Figure 5-12. For instance, Twitter has become a source for many different

conve

their conversations; the discussions on Twitter influence how people accept the rapid

chang

a larger audience and how the number of followers might affect these opinions; as

disagreements

rsational topics; as Female-45 stated, “Some people tend to quote tweets in most of

es happening in Saudi society.” Also, Twitter has facilitated expressing opinions to

Female-86 stated,

It is suggested that some people might not express their real’ thoughts because they are

mindful of losing some of their followers. Also, Male-32 stated, “Now, many Saudis,

when

Twitter and see others’ opinions, and then make a decision.” More of these responses are

Based on my experience on Twitter since 2008, I witnessed the impact of
Twitter on Saudi society, as it opened the horizons for freedom of expression,
and completely changed how opinions are communicated. No matter how odd
and different your opinion is on Twitter, you will not be alone. There are
supporters for every opinion, whether it is positive or negative. So, Twitter
has provided freedom of expression and support, especially if you have a
large number of followers.

embarking on a new thing in their life, whether academic or business, they go on

covered and discussed in Chapter 8.
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Figure 5-12: Twitter has influenced how Saudis express their opinions and how they view
others’ different views

5.2.2 Analysis of part three of the questionnaire

As stated in Section 4.2.2, the third part of the online questionnaire involves a set of five
MTs with two replies for each. Following the relational work model (Watts, 2003; Locher
and Watts, 2005), respondents were asked to judge whether each of the ten replies
disagreed with the relevant MT. If the reply was identified as a disagreement, respondents
were then asked to evaluate the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of each
disagreement using the 5-point Likert scale: the (im)politeness scale includes “very

29 (13 29 (13 2 (13

polite”, “polite”, “neither polite nor impolite”, “impolite”, and “very impolite”. The

99 ¢ 99 <6

(in)appropriateness scale includes “very appropriate”, “appropriate”, “neither appropriate
nor inappropriate”, “inappropriate”, and “very inappropriate”. Then, respondents were
invited to write their justification explaining the reason(s) behind their classifications.
These justifications are essential to access the respondents’ understanding of the moral
order underlying their evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in these
disagreements. Respondents’ justifications or “rationales” represent the argumentative
link between metapragmatic behaviour and some underlying conception of the moral
order; respondents’ rationales offer insights into the differing conceptions of the social
order (Davies, 2018). However, as shown in Figure 5-13, not all the respondents who
identified the reply as a disagreement and classified the level of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness provided justifications for their classifications, further

discussed in Chapter 8. For example, the number of respondents who classified the MT1-

R2 is 160; out of them, only 86 provided justifications for their classifications.
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Figure 5-13: Respondents’ responses to the questions in the third part of the questionnaire

Moreover, analysing respondents’ classifications of the ten replies revealed that there is
variation in how each reply was classified in terms of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness.
For instance, the first reply to the first MT was classified as displayed in Figure 5-14; the
evaluations of the ten replies are presented and analysed in Chapter 7. The variability in
classification reflects the subjective nature of the relational work, which is subject to
discursive dispute as to what is considered polite, appropriate, impolite, etc. behaviour in
the interaction. This variability in evaluations shows that evaluations are open to
discursive renegotiation (Haugh, 2010, p.26). Also, it can be argued that this variability
might indicate that evaluative terms such as ‘impolite’, ‘appropriate’ and ‘impolite’ are

too subject to discursive dispute, see the discussion in Section 8.2.
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Figure 5-14: Respondents’ classifications of Reply 1 to MT1

In addition, the analysis revealed classifications between the two scales would often align;
for example, if a respondent classifies a reply as “very polite”, the reply is very likely to
be also classified as “very appropriate”. However, some respondents provided unaligned
classifications, for example, classifying the reply as “neither polite nor impolite” and
“appropriate”, see Figure 5-15. Therefore, there seems to be a relationship between the
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scales. To understand this relationship between
the two scales, I used the Spearman’s rank correlation® to measure the correlation
between (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness. The results showed that there is a
significant positive correlation between the two scales (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness (75 (178) = .90, p = .00), rs is very close to +1. This means that the
two scales are strongly related; in other words, it means that it is strongly likely that
whenever respondents selected, for example, the “very polite” classification in the first
scale, they select the “very appropriate” classification in the second scale. The variability
between the (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness was calculated and showed 81%

shared variability between the two scales.

69 The normality distribution test showed that the data violates the normality distribution assumption, and
based on this, non-parametric Spearman correlation instead of Pearson's correlation was used to test
the data.
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Figure 5-15: Respondents’ aligned vs unaligned classifications of (im)politeness
and(in)appropriateness

5.3 Summary

The main aim of this chapter was to explore Saudis’ disagreement strategies in the SAT
corpus; the identification of these strategies was inspired by previous taxonomies of
disagreement, which were modified as shown in Chapter 4. The analysis of the corpus
data involved two levels, namely analysing the disagreement strategies used and the
mitigation and aggravation devices used to modify these disagreements, according to
which these disagreements were classified into mitigated, unmodified, and aggravated
disagreements. The analysis showed that ten disagreement strategies were used by Saudis
in the SAT corpus; the two most frequently used strategies are act combination and verbal
attacks, whereas giving advice is the least used in the SAT corpus. It also showed that
Saudis used six mitigation devices in mitigating their disagreements, mostly hedging and
positive remarks. They also used five aggravating devices to aggravate their

disagreements, mostly insulting language and judgmental language.

In addition, the results revealed that Saudis used more aggravated disagreements in the
SAT corpus, while mitigated disagreements were used the least in the corpus. Although
not specific to Saudis, this finding here supports the observation that Saudis’ Twitter

disagreements tend to be more aggravated than mitigated. However, this finding does not
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say much about the possible reasons for the pervasiveness of aggravated disagreements
in the SAT corpus. The analysis in Chapter 6 aims to shed more light on how each
disagreement type is performed, and Chapter 7 aims to explore how the respondents
evaluated some of these disagreements in terms of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness.
Therefore, the analysis in the following two chapters seeks to find out more about the
potential reasons behind the pervasiveness of aggravated disagreements in the SAT

corpus.

This chapter also provided the results of the analysis of the online questionnaires. The
second part of the online questionnaire revealed that Twitter can indeed be a rich resource
for gaining more insight into Saudis’ views on different topics; it provides a public space
where disagreements can be observed and analysed. However, Twitter interactions are
likely to be fragmented and left unfinished, which means disagreements on Twitter can
be left unresolved. Also, the analysis showed that Twitter users are more likely to know
very few people on their Twitter social network at a personal level. Lastly, the analysis
in part three of the questionnaire revealed that the realisation of disagreements on Twitter
varied between respondents; some replies were identified as disagreements while others
were not. The variability in responses was also seen in Saudis’ classifications of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the identified disagreements. This variability
reflects the inherent discursivity in evaluations of (im)politeness, which is discussed

further in Chapters 7 and 8.
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Chapter 6 Qualitative Analysis of Corpus Data

As stated in Section 5.1.1, the SAT corpus contains three types of disagreements:
aggravated, mitigated, and unmodified (i.e. no mitigation or aggravation devices were
used). This chapter focuses on presenting and analysing the corpus data covering the ten
identified disagreement strategies by showing how each strategy was used. The analysis
also aims to show how mitigation and aggravation devices were used to modify the
expressed disagreements, see Section 6.1. As stated in Chapter 4 and Section 3.3, my
approach examines the possible (im)politeness interpretations of the linguistic forms in
the context of the thread of replies. The analysis sheds light on how (im)politeness in
Saudis’ Twitter disagreements might be triggered and performed; the analysis is
predominantly from the researcher’s perspective. In analysing these disagreements, |
primarily borrow concepts from rapport management introduced by Spencer-Oatey
(2002, 2005, 2008): face sensitivities, sociality rights and obligations, and rapport goals
and orientations. Therefore, the qualitative analysis of the corpus data presented in the
following sections does not involve a discussion of individuals’ evaluations of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness. Individuals’ evaluations are discussed in the next
chapter covering the qualitative analysis of online questionnaire responses and
interviews. In the examples below, angle brackets <> are used to identify the mitigation

and aggravation devices in the disagreements. In examples of the act combination

strategy, I used a single underline to identify the first strategy and a double underline to
identify the second strategy. In each section, I start by presenting an unmodified instance
of the discussed disagreement strategy, followed by a mitigated instance and then an
aggravated one (dependent on their occurrence in the SAT corpus). As stated in Section
4.4.3, the English translations try to follow the structure of the Arabic text, particularly
with respect to how posters use punctuation markers since, in some cases, these markers

are used as a paralinguistic cue to aggravate the disagreements.

6.1 Disagreement strategies

This section presents the disagreement strategies identified in the SAT corpus. It mainly
focuses on the linguistic modification of these strategies, showing how each strategy can
be mitigated, aggravated, or neither (unmodified); see Section 4.5. In the previous
chapter, Figure 5-6 in Section 5.1.3 revealed that all disagreement strategies had some
aggravated occurrences, some strategies had some unmodified occurrences, and a few

strategies had mitigated occurrences. The following subsections aim to provide a
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discursive analysis of the disagreement strategies with examples taken from the SAT
corpus. The discussion of these strategies is arranged based on their frequency in the
corpus; however, the strategy of act combination, which is the most frequent in the corpus,
is presented later. Act combination, as the name suggests, is a combination of at least two

of the other nine strategies; hence, it will be presented after discussing the other strategies.

6.1.1 Verbal attack

The strategy of verbal attack is the second most frequent in the SAT corpus, with 21.6%
occurrence. This strategy is used to express a strong disagreement. As the definition in
Section 4.5.2.8 indicates, the strategy is primarily utilised to attack the target (i.e.
triggering event), be it a person, such as the main poster, the poster of a prior reply, or the
content of the targeted tweets. It can be argued that when a poster employs verbal attacks
to express a disagreement, these verbal attacks reflect the poster’s orientation to neglect
or challenge rapport with the target by threatening their face or sociality rights, as shown
in the examples below. Moreover, using this strategy greatly reflects the poster’s negative
emotional attitude towards the target since it mainly consists of aggravators (Harb, 2016).
On Twitter, it is most likely that this strategy would trigger negative judgments (e.g.,
impolite/inappropriate) due to the overt aggravation of the disagreements; see
respondents’ evaluations of examples of this strategy in Section 7.4. It is important to
note that displaying emotions such as anger and contempt is not impolite in itself.
However, how they are expressed in public plays a role in inappropriate or impolite

interpretations within the specific context (Culpeper, 2011a, p.60).
Based on the corpus data, verbal attacks used by Saudis can be divided into:

1. Verbal attacks that mainly involve invoking Allah against the target, such as the

one in Example 6.1.

2. Verbal attacks that mainly involve language that aims to insult the target(s), their
family, or their country, as in Example 6.2. These verbal attacks ranged from
devaluing the target’s intellect, faith, and standards and belittling the target by
comparing them to animals (primarily dogs, pigs, and donkeys), as will be seen in

Example 6.3.

3. Verbal attacks that mainly involve dismissing or silencing the target, as in

Example 6.3.
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Example 6.1 [see MT2 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-90- T2 (R)  <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>
A8 (yadog dialy bl
allah jilfan-h w-jilan ?[ka:l-h
May Allah damn him and damn those like him

Poster-90’s reply consists of a response move (R-move) without initiating further
interaction (no retweets or likes). The disagreement is directed towards the writer,
Muhammad Alsihaimi, who is the main focus of the MT, which reports Alsihaimi’s
suspension and referral for investigation due to some media violations. The suspension

was after what he suggested in an interview on MBC17°

about reducing the number of
mosques and stopping the use of external loudspeakers to broadcast prayers and lectures
taking place inside the mosques. Poster-90’s disagreement with Alsihaimi is expressed
through a single aggravator: invoking Allah against the other. The verbal attack on
Alsihaimi shows that Poster-90 has no consideration of the writer’s face, especially his
social identity face since he was on TV speaking publicly as a writer. Also, it can be
argued that Poster-90 is disassociating from the writer, since the poster used the phrase
“damn those like him”, thus implying that Alsihaimi and those like him are people with
whom the poster does not associate. This dissociation seems to reflect Poster-90’s
deliberate disregard for association rights. Poster-90 detaches him/herself from the writer
and others like him. The verbal attack in this example is a blatant breach of the
conventionalised Islamic norms that prohibit damning someone, and it is culturally
frowned upon as it is considered inappropriate or rude.”' Damning usually results from

having a negative attitude or emotion towards the damned target, signalling anger,

irritation, or annoyance with the other.

70 Middle East Broadcasting Center (MBC). The MBC Group operates over 17 free-to-air satellite TV
channels and is a Saudi media television network operating in various locations around the world.
It was launched in London in 1991, later moved its headquarters to Dubai in 2002, and in 2021 the
headquarters moved to Riyadh

71 One of the known hadiths (i.e. narrations of the Prophet Muhammad peace be upon him) is “Those who
indulge in cursing will not be intercessors or witnesses on the Day of Resurrection” (Sahih Muslim,
Hadith no. 2595).
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Example 6.2 [see MT5 in 4.2.1]
Poster-75- T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

)| U1 gy 1 Lglaly Lguus Y1 J1a3 Y o i
haqi:rah w-la: tima®@il illa: nafsaha: wa-a:hlaha: illi: rabu:ha: haltarbjah alqadirah

[She is] despicable and only represents herself and her family who brought her up in
such a dirty way

Poster-75’s reply consists of an R-move without initiating further interaction (no retweets
or likes). The disagreement in this reply is directed towards the female reporter seen in
the video’? attached to the MT. The female reporter was wearing a white open-front
abaya’? showing what she was wearing underneath’ and partially covering her hair. The
female reporter was standing beside some cars in the street at night while reporting on
lifting the ban on women driving in Saudi Arabia. The video caused a heated debate
online; many people were angered by what the reporter was wearing, while others, like
the main poster, were also angered because they believed that the reporter was not a Saudi
national and, therefore, she should not be speaking on behalf of Saudi women.” The
disagreement here is expressed through the use of aggravators only, mainly the use of
insulting language to attack the female reporter and her family. The foregrounding of
“despicable” emphasises Poster-75’s resentment towards the reporter. This sense of
resentment is extended to the reporter’s family, demeaning their daughter’s upbringing
and describing it as “dirty”. Therefore, Poster-75’s attack targets both the reporter’s social
identity face, and her family’s quality face as reflected in the devaluation of the way that
they have raised their daughter. This verbal attack represents Poster-75’s negative
judgement of the reporter and her family. Moreover, Poster-75 dissociates from the
reporter and her family; this dissociation is seen in the use of the phrase “only represents

herself and her family”. This dissociation is a rejection of considering the reporter a

72 Her report caused a controversy and a heated a debate online that eventually led the General Commission
for Audiovisual Media to announce that the reporter would be investigated for wearing immodest
clothes and breaking regulations.

73 An abaya is a loose fitting over garment that may variously be described as a robe-like dress or long
cloak, originating in the Arabian Peninsula.

74 She was wearing a white v-neck crop top and white skinny jeans.

75 Based on her official Twitter account and on one of her interviews, the reporter stated that she is a Saudi
national who works and lives in the United Arab Emirates. The cause of confusion about the
reporter's national identity is that her last name (Alrifaie) is the name of a tribe/clan that exists in
Syria, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, and other Arab countries. This shows that national identity is one of
the resources that Saudis use to perform impoliteness on Twitter, especially seen in how this identity
is selectively activated to perform (im)politeness; see Section 8.6.2.
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representative of Saudi women and thus delegitimises her reportage; it seems that Poster-
75 denies the reporter association rights to Saudi womanhood despite her statements that

she is a Saudi woman.
Example 6.3 [see MT10in 4.2.1]
Poster-165- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

%ﬁ)&@wd\ﬂ@\j@‘ﬁggydﬁl

?qu:l la: jikOar i?nt wa alhami:r illi: misawi:n lak ritwi:t

I say don’t say [anything] no more you and the donkeys who are retweeting your tweet

Poster-165’s reply consists of an R-move without initiating further interaction (no
retweets or likes). The main poster tweeted a list of demands using the hashtag #royal-
decrees, including cancelling the General Entertainment Authority, nullifying the law
allowing women to drive and enter football stadiums, etc. Poster-165’s verbal attack
explicitly dismisses the main poster and insults everyone who retweeted the MT because
they are seen as supporters of the listed demands. In Arabic culture, donkey as an insult
is usually used to refer to someone who is ignorant, stupid, and stubborn. These supporters
are called “donkeys”, which reflects that Poster-165 has no respect for the main poster
and his supporters. The dismissal and insult in Poster-165’s reply show no consideration
for face sensitivities or sociality rights to either the main poster or their supporters. To
tell someone to “don’t say anything no more” in the context of disagreement, and on a
platform that is open for everyone to express their views, is a way of devaluing that
person’s voice, which can be seen as an insult and imposition on one’s freedom of
expression. The verbal attack here also seems to show that Poster-165 seems to regard
the voice of difference, especially a voice that rejects and resists some of the social,
cultural, and economic changes happening in the country, as a voice that should not be

supported.

6.1.2 Contrary Statement

The third most frequently used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is contrary
statements, as shown in Figure 5-6 in Chapter 5. Around 52% were aggravated, while
39.5% were unmodified, and the remaining instances were mitigated. Posters use contrary
statements to express different positions to the ones proposed by the targets. Based on
how this strategy was defined in Section 4.5.2.1, contrary statements can be explicit, as

seen in Example 6.4, in which the contrary statement directly negates the claim made in
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the targeted M T. Contrary statements can also be expressed implicitly, as seen in Example
6.5, where they do not directly negate or contradict the proposition made by the target.
Lastly, contrary statements can be expressed by contradicting the presentation of a given
claim, as seen in Example 6.6, in which the poster does not contradict or negate the claim

made by the target but rather disagrees with how the issue is presented.
Example 6.4 [see MT5 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-49-T1/T2 (R/I) <SOC, SH3.1, Un.Dis>

ygg 13505 polyatuly Shluws Jlgal (b3 pe 3ab e 0g) pib Calaisy (o))
lam juxtat‘af qudim lahum €la t‘abaq min dahab ?mwa:l wa-sera:ra:t wa-istiSra:d* wa-
?dwa:? wa-[uhrah

[our media was not] abducted, but it was given to them on a golden plate, money, cars,
parades, and fame

Poster-49°s reply consists of a response/initiation move (R/I-move) as it attracted another
poster to post an agreeing reply. Poster-49’s reply received one like and two retweets.
Poster-49 expresses a disagreement directed at the claim made by the main poster; see
Example 6.2 for more context. The MT claimed non-Saudis, particularly those living in
the country, are hijacking and stealing opportunities from Saudis. Poster-49 contradicts
the main poster’s claim by stating that the spotlight was not hijacked or stolen but rather
handed to them on a golden plate. Poster-49’s contrary statement explicitly negates the
main claim, stating that it is not the foreigners’ fault. Poster-49 shifts the blame and
suggests that we (mostly people with power) willingly give these opportunities and
incentives to non-Saudis to take the spotlight. The contrary statement in this reply is
unmodified since the poster did not employ any mitigation or aggravation devices. In the
context of the main thread, the unmodified form of the disagreement does not provide
much information about the poster’s orientation to the interaction; however, it seems that
Poster-49’s disagreement does not aim to challenge or neglect the rapport between
themselves and the main poster. The target response to the reply would have helped

analyse the disagreement in this reply further; however, the main poster did not respond.
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Example 6.5 [see MT7 in4.2.1]

Poster-14- T1/T2 (R/I) <POL, PH1.1, Mit.Dis>

%10 (3545 dpald] O <Aicl> (580 hodl o> e <lelY>
<la: ?¢lam> San hazim almablay lakini: <aStaqid> an alnisbah tafu:q 10%

<I don't know> about the amount, but <I think> it is more than 10%.

Poster-14 expresses a disagreement directed at the MT, consisting of an R/I-move, as it
starts a short thread of replies. This reply received three likes and one retweet; see
Example 6.18 for more context. Poster-14’s disagreement is directed to the MT in which
the main poster attempted to explain how much the 10% that Crown Prince Muhammad
bin Salman was talking about in an interview with Thomas Friedman.”¢ It mainly focuses
on one part of the Crown Prince’s statement :According to our experts, nearly 10% of all
government spending was sucked up because of corruption, from top to bottom. Poster-
14 disagrees with the claim that the amount of money embezzled by corruption is just
10%; the poster seems to believe it is more. Poster-14’s disagreement contains two
hedging devices: Poster-14 starts the disagreement with an uncertainty marker, <I do not
know>. Then uses the parenthetical verb <I think>, which is a subjectivizer (Caffi, 2007,
p-268). The two mitigation devices imply that the disagreement is not based on complete
knowledge of the subject. The mitigation here seems to reflect Poster-14’s concern about
shielding their quality face from potentially being wrong and corrected in a public space.
Moreover, the double mitigation might reflect Poster-14’s cautiousness given the nature
of the topic; it is an attempt to minimise the conflictive tone of the reply regarding the

statement made by the Crown Prince.

Poster-14’s reply prompted the main poster to respond and confirm that the percentage is
indeed 10%, according to what Crown Prince Muhammad said in the interview. By
responding to Poster-14, the main poster seeks to clear the doubt surrounding the amount
mentioned in the MT. The main poster’s reply to confirm the percentage received a reply
from Poster-14, expressing an agreement. It is possible that Poster-14 did not see the
interview before replying, and after the main poster replied, they might have watched the
interview and checked the information hence responding in agreement without further
discussion. From this short interaction, it seems that the main poster did not perceive

Poster-14’s disagreement negatively, but rather as an opportunity to clarify and confirm

76 New York Times journalist who interviewed Crown Prince Muhammad bin Salman in 2017.
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their statement not only to Poster-14 but also to other posters in the main thread who

disagreed with the content of the MT as those in Examples 4.7 and 6.18.
Example 6.6 [see MT5 in 4.2.1]

Poster-53-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Agg.Dis>

S3lg33 3 sl IS
<@5>°U J'KS| Y glﬂb’f)b pjag.,o\ <W)U_9>
Add> e (B S Bgad ol (3
kadalik ?ntum wa ganawa:tukum
<wa-lil?saf> as‘bahtum <?0naaaab la: akOar li-lhufi:>
fi: ala:za:mat tfu:f kul fer ¢la haqi:qth

and you and channels-your
and-unfortunately became-you.pr, tails no more for-Alhouthi
in crisis you-see everything on true-its

The same as you and your media
<unfortunately> <you became no more than taiiiils [tails] for Alhouthi
in crisis everything is seen for what it really is.

77

Poster-53’s reply consists of an R-move only, which received no likes or retweets. The
disagreement targets the main poster, a Qatari journalist; see the MT and Examples 7.1
and 7.10 for more context. Poster-53’s disagreement was expressed by countering the
main poster’s claim, reversing the claim back at the main poster, as well as the people
and media of Qatar. The contrary statement is aggravated through the use of insulting
language that aims to degrade and belittle the target, as seen in <you became no more
than taiiiils [tails] for Alhouthi>. Also, the insulting reference “tails” is emphasised by
word lengthening as a paralinguistic cue. By “tails”, Poster-53 states that Qataris,
including the main poster and the Qatari media, are inferior subordinates (i.e. lackies) to
Alhouthi (the Houthi movement), and the determiner “no more than” before tails seems
to amplify this belittling attitude. The word lengthening appears to emphasise Poster-53’s

negative attitude toward the MT and its poster.

The negative attitude is also noticed in the adverb <unfortunately>, which is usually

classified as a hedging device oriented to minimise cost to the addressee (Wilamova,

77 The Houthi movement, also known as Ansar Allah [Supporters of God], is a political movement that
emerged from Saada in north Yemen in the 1990s.The movement is said to be supported by Iran and
this is causing more tension in the region (Glenn, 2015).
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2005, pp.91-92). However, in some contexts, this adverb can be an attitude marker’s
(Hyland, 2005, p.53), which is used here to highlight the poster’s negative attitude toward
the target. In the reply above, Poster-53 does not seem to aim at minimising the effect of
the disagreement on the target but rather emphasises the negative attitude toward the main
poster. The aggravation devices used in this disagreement reveal that Poster-53 disregards
not only the main poster’s social identity face but also Qatari media, and the country as a
whole. However, it can be argued that the aggravation in Poster-53’s reply is triggered by
the aggravation in the MT. The main poster’s tweet seems to set the threshold for the level
of aggravation and impoliteness in the replies; see the discussion of these Examples 7.1

and 7.10 and Section 8.6.1.

6.1.3 Explanation

The fourth most frequently used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is explanations.
As shown in Figure 5-6 in the previous chapter, 50.7% of explanations were unmodified,
while 27.5% were aggravated, and the remaining instances were mitigated. This result
shows that explanations in disagreement contexts can be “personally and emotionally
coloured” (Kreutel, 2007, p.4). Based on how explanation as a strategy was defined in
Section 4.5.2.2, in the SAT corpus, explanations can be short statements providing a brief
answer, as seen in Example 6.7. Explanations can also be short and self-contained

statements, usually clarifying a personal position, as seen in Examples 6.8 and 6.9.
Example 6.7 [see MT4 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-200- T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.2, Un.Dis>

doye Olaeg) S5 (S gibas § didluo ded ey aaSaS)l dr gy LS duSuSIl (o S92 ool Lg)
4.7&_'&1,4_.9

laha: as‘il layawi: tusama alkaskasah kama: ju:3ad alkafkafah wa-yerrha fi:h
muba:layah fi: nut‘qaha lakin tad*al lahaza Saraberh fas‘i:hah

It has a linguistic origin called /Kaskasah/and there is also /kafkafah/ and others there
1s an exaggeration in their pronunciation but they remain authentic Arabic dialects

Poster-200’s reply consists of an R-move with no further interaction initiated, and it

received no likes or retweets. The disagreement here is unmodified and directed at a prior

78 Hyland (2005, p.53) argues that attitude markers convey surprise, agreement, importance, obligation,
frustration, and so on. Attitudes can be signalled in different ways, for instance, by attitude verbs
(e.g., agree, prefer), sentence adverbs (unfortunately, hopefully) and adjectives (appropriate, logical,
remarkable).
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reply. The prior reply posted by Poster-199 expressed approval of what the main poster
said in the short video attached to the MT. In the video, the main poster talks about the
variety of dialects spoken in the Hijaz region in Saudi Arabia. Besides the video, the MT
included the following statement, The Hijazi dialect is not just Fouad’s dialect®
#hijaz identity’. After expressing their approval, Poster-199 asked the main poster what
he thinks of the dialects spoken in other regions in which the 2™ person pronoun /k/ is
switched to /s/”. For example, hada: liki.sc r switches into hada: lis.sc.r [this is for you],
which Poster-199 describes as “a major linguistic error”. The main poster did not reply;
instead, Poster-200 responded to express a disagreement with the description of this
linguistic feature as a linguistic error. The disagreement is expressed through an
explanation clarifying and correcting Poster-199’s misconception about these dialects.
Poster-200’s explanation shows that these are documented linguistic features, and some
dialects might tend to have different, probably “exaggerated” pronunciations.
Nonetheless, the poster emphasised these dialects are authentic Arabic. Therefore, the
disagreement here highlights that these different dialects cannot be described as an error.
In the context of the main thread, Poster-200’s disagreement mainly aims to highlight
factual information; therefore, it is unlikely that this reply would be perceived as impolite

or inappropriate despite the target’s absent response.

79 This is one of the recognisable linguistic features of some Najdi dialects, spoken in the central region of
Saudi Arabia.
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Example 6.8 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-181- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Mit.Dis>

4._5.9‘;«1} CLI::J <CA3|3 U‘3> ULJ.: ua..&}‘ ‘ob.sm -y g_SJ.‘>| dj.) &3 LG-A-C C‘,au.” R )’J.J u.a.ﬁu.” O 4_5.9JU|
O8Ol dd o Y aedladl olyadl Jgoe Goyoil] (25235 U89 g 298 (girl (o Juadl oyl 03U ¢
<ehae Ul GUlg> die cusiwlg gl pusy el jlgz diaglliclibin bo> 0gd daling 418) clla

altarfi:h San alfaSb badala:n min albah Sanha: fi: duwal uxra: fa-muSd‘am
alfaSh [a:b <wa-?na wa-i?nt > nihta:3 li-ltarfi:h , qija:dat almar?ah afd‘al min
aznabi: juqu:d biha: wa-qad tataard® li-taharuf, duxu:l almar?ah almala:Sib la:
derr fi:h in ka:n huna:lik rqa:bah wa-muta:bSah fahum <bafar miflana:>, alher?h
3iha:z amni: jaxdim aldawlah wa-istaynat Yanh <wa-akba:qi: -?na maSak>

Entertaining the people instead of then looking for it in other countries, most of the
people are young and <you and I> need entertainment, women driving cars is better
than foreigners [chauffeurs] driving them, and they might be harassed, women going
to stadiums is fine if there is surveillance because they are <humans like us>, the Haji?h
[Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and the Prevention of Vice] is a security
service that serves The state and the state reduced its service, <as for the rest I am with
you>.

The reply in this example consists of an R-move without initiating further interaction, and
it received no retweets or likes. Poster-181 expresses a mitigated disagreement through
an elaborated explanation in which three mitigation devices were employed. The
disagreement is directed at the main post in which the main poster shares a list of demands
addressed to the King; see Examples 6.3, 6.12 and 7.5 for more context. In this
disagreement, Poster-181 uses the solidarity/in-group marker <you and I>, which signals
an attempt to connect with the main poster by showing consideration for equity and
association rights. Poster-181 explains that entertainment is something that he and the
main poster both need as young men. Another solidarity/in-group marker was used in
how Poster-181 refers to women: <they are humans like us>. Here, Poster-181 explains
why he disagrees with the demands regarding women driving and entering football
stadiums. The use of “human” and “like us” shows Poster-181’s focus on highlighting the
human relationship between the two genders (association rights) and that women should
be treated equally to men (equity rights). In addition to these two mitigation devices, a
third is used at the end of the reply. Poster-181 used a partial agreement marker, <as for
the rest I am with you>. As such, Poster-181 disagrees with four of the eight demands
posted by the main poster. This partial agreement marker seems to accentuate the sense
of solidarity and camaraderie between Poster-181 and the main poster, again reflecting
Poster-181’s attentiveness to sociality rights and his orientation towards rapport

enhancement, despite the disagreement with the main poster. Given the overt positive
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modification of Poster-181’s disagreement and the level of aggravation seen in other
replies in the main thread, as seen in Examples 6.3, 6.11 and 6,16, it is very likely this

disagreement would be perceived as polite or appropriate.
Example 6.9 [see MT2 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-29- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>
0o 44 7S 5} 5 soall 209 A g O sl dorlall O] gy Of (b <ald bl s>
I B3ally il JIB plawy ddde il o Jgeond! ,SI5Y (@1 23lacdd!

<gata¥ allah lisa:nah> gabil ?n jaqu:l 1?n almsa:3id dfira:r , al?da:n  juri:h algalb
wa-ja frah als‘adr hata: lau kaOur fa-fi:h min alsa%a:dah alti: la: tudkar alrasu:l
sfala: allah Saleth wa-salam qa:l arihna: bi-als‘ala:t ja: bila:l

<May Allah cut out his tongue> for saying that mosques are causing harm, the call to
prayer calms and relieves the heart even if there are many calls to prayer they are a
source of indescribable happiness the Prophet peace be upon him said O Bilal, comfort
us with the call to prayer

Poster-29’s reply consists of an R-move without initiating further interaction; it received
one like and one retweet. The disagreement targets the writer, Alsihaimi; see Examples
6.1 and 6.14 for more context. The poster on the MT reports Alsihaimi’s suspension and
referral for investigation due to some media violations. The MT shared a snippet of the
interview in which Alsihaimi talked about reducing the number of mosques in
neighbourhoods, saying that they are becoming a source of annoyance and fear to the
people living close by, mainly because of the loud sounds coming from all these mosques

at the same time. He called these mosques masa.jid al-dirar.p. [mosques of dissent].®

Poster-29 strongly disagrees with Alsihaimi and explains that, despite the abundance of
the mosques, the calls to prayer coming from these mosques carry within them a
tremendous sense of relief and contentment. Poster-29 goes on to mention how the
prophet used to ask Bilal bin Rabah®! to make calls to prayer by saying, “O Bilal, comfort
us with the call to prayer”, to show that calls to prayer are a source of comfort. It can be
argued that Poster-29 seems to consider Alsthaimi’s statement as a violation of a religious

norm, hence employing intertextuality to legitimise the disagreement; see Section 8.6.3

80 The story of masjid al dirar, mosque of dissent, was mentioned in the Quran Verse 107 of Chapter 9 (4nd
as for those who put up a Masjid by way of harm and disbelief and to disunite the believers and as
an outpost for those who warred against Allah and His Messenger aforetime, they will indeed swear
that their intention is nothing but good. Allah bears witness that they are certainly liars.); for a
detailed account of this, see the exegesis of Ibn-Kathir.

81 One of the most trusted and loyal companions of Prophet Muhammad. He is the first /mu?dn/ [the person
who officially makes calls to prayer] in Islamic history.
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for a discussion of intertextuality and (im)politeness. The disagreement posted by Poster-
29 is aggravated by invoking Allah against the other seen in <May Allah cut out his
tongue>. The foregrounding of the aggravator may indicate Poster-29’s anger and
disapproval of what the writer said. This anger is also signalled in Poster-29’s wish that
Alsihaimi’s tongue be cut before uttering these words. Poster-29 employment of
aggravation in this reply reveals a disregard for both the writer’s social identity face and
the equity rights, reflected in Poster-29’s wish for the writer to receive a divine
punishment. Poster-29’s disagreement might be considered impolite and inappropriate
given the level of aggravation employed by the poster; however, the reply received a like
and retweet, which might indicate that despite the aggravation, the disagreement might
not be evaluated negatively by some Twitter users engaging with the main thread

(particularly those agreeing with Poster-29).

6.1.4 Verbal irony/sarcasm

The fifth most frequently used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is verbal
irony/sarcasm. As shown in Figure 5-6, all instances of this strategy in the SAT corpus
were aggravated. Based on the definition of this strategy in Section 4.5.2.9, the
aggravation in these disagreements usually comes from a negative attitude that aims to
ridicule and poke fun at the target, which can be clearly signalled by paralinguistic cues
and belittling language, as seen in Example 6.10. In addition to using paralinguistic cues
to signal irony/sarcasm, posters expressing disagreements can employ polite formulae
insincerely (1.e. mock politeness), which cannot be inferred as true in the context, as seen
in Example 6.11. Similarly, the mismatch between the utterance and the context, as seen
in Example 6.12, roles out a literal interpretation, making the disagreements understood
as verbal irony/sarcasm. Disagreements expressed through irony/sarcasm vary in
explicitness, overt untruthfulness, and humour, affecting the level of inference involved
in reaching a sarcastic or ironic interpretation. Analysing
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements expressed by verbal
irony/sarcasm can be challenging because such disagreements can encode an insult

creatively in humour, as seen in Example 6.11.
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Example 6.10 [see MT3 in 4.2.1]
Poster-9-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

<yl b clld>U> 44444444466642 Y9 S)l>d
la: hidzazi: wa-la: gabili: hahahahah ja: hljllak® ja: altfur[®
Neither Hijazi nor a tribal hahahahaha <O sweet O alt*ur[>

Poster-9’s reply consists of an R-move; it expresses an aggravated disagreement directed
at the main poster and what was written in the MT. In the MT, the main poster suggested
that instead of using the hashtag #hijaz-identity, the hashtag #eject-the-racists is more
appropriate because neither a Hijazi nor a tribal person would agree with what those
participating in the hashtag #hijaz-identity are posting. At the end of the MT, the main
poster wrote, “Tribal people and Hijazis, participate in #eject-the-racists to let them
understand that we are one nation and one religion”. In the main thread of replies, many
posters were triggered by the wording of the MT, particularly the phrase “tribal people
and Hijazis”, which seems to create an opposition between the two identities (Jeffries,
2010), thus implying that tribal people are not Hijazis. This perceived opposition is seen

as an attack on the Hijazi identity of tribal people in the region.

The sarcasm in the reply is seen in how Poster-9 echoes® the main poster’s words,
precisely the phrase “neither a Hijazi nor a tribal person”. Echoing phrases can serve
different communicative functions, such as teasing, being ironic/sarcastic, expressing
scepticism or confusion, etc. (Gurillo and Ortega, 2013, p.2). It also serves to express
one’s attitudes toward the echoed phrase, such as dissociative or derogatory attitudes
(Dynel, 2014, p.631; Finkbeiner et al., 2016, p.12). The echoed phrase in this reply seems
to reveal Poster-9’s sarcastic and critical attitude towards the echoed phrase and the main

poster. The laughter?> following the echoed phrase further suggests sarcasm. It overtly

82 An endearment term used to indicate how kind, loveable, or innocent the person addressed or mentioned
is, however, in some contexts it has a negative connotation as shown in the account of this example.

83 turf, or t'urf albahar, is a degrading term usually used to refer to Hijazi Saudis from other ethnicities
(e.g., Filipino, Turk, and Burmese).

84 The notion of echo, according to Dynel (2014, p.631), is broad as it encompasses “not only direct and
immediate repetitions [...], but also attributed thoughts, and norms or standard expectations, which
are at odds with the circumstances”. Echoing by itself, especially in written communication where
paralinguistic cues like tone and facial expressions are limited, does not necessarily always express
irony/sarcasm. Echoing theory presupposes deliberateness and it mainly accounts for ostensive
irony, while it fails to account for other non-deliberate or non-ostensive instances of irony
(Partington, 2006, p.221).

85 Partington (2006, p.22) argues that laughter can express different communicative attitudes such as
aggression, ridicule, and embarrassment as well as courage, defiance, and a sense of achievement.
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highlights that Poster-9 disapproves of the categorisation ‘Hijazi’ and ‘tribal people’ and
seems to consider it absurd. This laughter is more likely “laughter of mockery” (Lampert

and Ervin-Tripp, 2006, p.40).

Moreover, Poster-9 aggravates the disagreement by using name-calling to belittle the
main poster. Poster-9 employed the conventional endearing term “ja: hljllak” followed
by the patronizing term “ja: alt'ur[”, thus intensifying the aggravation. Poster-9’s
disagreement seems more focused on attacking the main poster rather than correcting or
refuting the inaccuracy in the wording of “Hijazi and tribal people”. In this reply, Poster-
9 targets the main poster’s social identity face since the main poster is a recognised social
media influencer and the social identity face of his family, mainly his Saudi/Turkish
family. Poster-9’s reply reflects a sense of superiority over the main poster, which seems
to show a disregard for the main poster’s sociality rights as a fellow citizen. Although
some posters might find the main poster’s categorisation to be an insult to the identity of
Hijazi tribal people, thus justifying the aggravation of their disagreements. The use of the
aggravation device in this reply to insult the target is very likely to be perceived as (very)
impolite/(very) inappropriate, given its derogatory meaning. Offensive references and

name-calling violate religious norms, which prohibit such behaviour.86
Example 6.11 [see MT10in 4.2.1]

Poster-148- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

@ P yal G <3l el gl S G yeadl Joglo (e B0 cnad!

alhi:n a:dig €la t'awi:l alSumur jinafid kul al?wa:mir 1?nt bas Samir tidalal &»

I will call his highness right now to tell him to carry out all your demands you just name
what you want &

The reply in this example consists of an R-move, and it did not receive any retweets or
likes. Poster-148 expresses a disagreement with the MT through verbal irony/sarcasm.
The reply is overtly untruthful, due to its absurdity. The exaggeration in Poster-148’s
reply signals the ironic/sarcastic tone of the reply; exaggeration and understatements have

been reported to be one of the ways to signal the ironic or sarcastic tone of the utterance

86 For example, in the Quran Verse 11 of Chapter 49 (O believers! Do not let some ‘men” ridicule others,
they may be better than them, nor let 'some” women ridicule other women, they may be better than
them. Do not defame one another, nor call each other by offensive nicknames. How evil it is to act
rebelliously after having faith! And whoever does not repent, it is they who are the true’
wrongdoers.) https://quran.com/en/al-hujurat/11
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(Kreuz, 2020, p.122). In this example, Poster-148’s sarcastic disagreement targets the
poster of the MT. The disagreement is understood from the implicature, which might read
something along the lines of Your list is very absurd, and you are in no place to make
such demands. The reply in this example is similar to the one in Example 4.20 in Chapter

4; the difference is that Poster-148 reinforces the sarcastic attitude with the laughing emoji

[ L)

& at the end of the reply. Laughter in interaction can clarify what is being
communicated, add another sense to it, or contradict it (Partington, 2007, p.1558).
Laughter here seems to reflect the poster’s unserious attitude and the orientation towards
poking fun at the main poster. The conventionalised expression “name what you want” is
usually used to address someone the speaker cares about pleasing; however, in some
situations like this one, it can be used disingenuously to tease or mock the addressee. It is
a way to signal that what is being asked is unreasonable or even absurd. Poster-148 uses
the phrase to underline the absurdity of the main poster’s list of demands and to show a
rejection to approve such demands. Although Poster-148 did not deny the main poster’s
right to express his view, the reply shows Poster-148’s rejection to associate with the

main poster seen in the attempt to ridicule the main poster and his list of demands.
Example 6.12 [see MT10in 4.2.1]
Poster-183- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

VAV ple I goall (3 liadl I 1da @
hada: illi: na:gs‘ak 9) alruzu:€ i?la: fa:m 1870

This is what you are missing 9) returning to 1870

In this example, Poster-183’s reply consists of an R-move without further interaction, and
it did not receive any retweets or likes. This verbal irony/sarcasm here does not contain
any conventional politeness formulae or paralinguistic cues, such as emojis and laughter,
as in Examples 6.10 and 6.11. However, the sarcastic interpretation is inferred from the
context as a literal and factual interpretation of the poster’s utterance is very unlikely.
Poster-183, like many posters in the thread of replies, seems to consider the main poster’s
list of demands an absurd rejection of progression in the country. Instead of directly
calling the main poster regressive or backward, Poster-183 disagrees by expressing an

ironic/sarcastic statement, telling the main poster that the list is missing a ninth demand,
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which is returning in time to the year 1870.87 In this context, the overt seriousness of
Poster-183’s absurd proposition shows that Poster-183 is likely poking fun at the main

poster and ridiculing the posted demands.

6.1.5 Exclamation

The sixth disagreement strategy used by Saudis in the SAT corpus is exclamations. As
Figure 5-6 displays, exclamations in the corpus are either aggravated (54.3%) or
unmodified (45.7%) — there are no mitigated explanations. The existence of aggravated
exclamations in the data seems to support the link between emotions and exclamations,
as proposed by Kreutel (2007, pp.14-16); she pointed out that exclamations in
disagreement can be used in a way that may cause a threat to the other’s positive face as
it signals rejection. The definition in Section 4.4.2.6 illustrates that exclamations can
express a range of emotions, such as disbelief, surprise, astonishment, and wonder. The
analysis of exclamations in my corpus revealed that Saudis wused different
conventionalised markers, which occurred mostly at the beginning of the exclamations;
see the use of subhia:n Allah! [Glory to Allah!] in Example 6.13. Other similar expressions
are presented in Table 6-1. Exclamations can also be expressed by using integrative
structures or vocatives, as seen in 2 and 6 in the table below. The exclamatory
interpretation of integrative structures is usually elucidated from the context (Alghalayini,
1993); see also Example 6.15. In addition, some posters use exclamatory words such as
wonder and strange to explicitly portray their feelings of disbelief or shock, see Example

6.14.

87 The Second Saudi State (i.e. Emirate of Najd), consisting of regions of Riyadh and Ha'il, existed between
1824 and 1891. During that period, many internal conflicts prevented the unification of the regions.
The poster’s choice of the year 1870 is probably a way to symbolise a difficult time in the history
of the country, a time of less progress and prosperity.
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Table 6-1: Conventional exclamatory markers used by Saudis in the SAT corpus
1 (-+) b WM | sala:mat ja: altfaizb (...)

You ok good man (...)
Expressions 2 () wam o9 s | xerrrr wif bisstior (...)

Goodness, what is going to happen (...)

3 () 4B | ja: allah (...)
0 Allah (...)
4 () gl Lol Ul | allah ja: aldinja: .. a:s*baha (...)

O Allah what a life .. it has become
5 (-.) 4l yaszwl | astayfir allah (...)

Allah forgiveness/ good grief (...)

Exclamatory 6 () J=b | ja:rajul (...)
vocatives

O man (...)88

Explicit words 7 Mewxe | Cagifb!!!

to show shock, amazing! /(how) wonderful!!!

astonishment, 8 (SSluyil oy e 4lly | ja: allah wa-allah Sazibt min tayri:datikum w-
or disbelief (-+) Coxsly | Sazibbbbb (...)

by Allah, I am astonished by your tweets, and
I continue to be astonished

Example 6.13 [see MT1 in4.2.1]

Poster-99- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Un.Dis>

il g5 5 ppalaill (ye di S £aab 50 Y| ol £5u5 90 cye L) dll Olovpas
subha:n allah intagalna min mawd‘u:¢ alsihaimi i?la: mawd‘u:¢ a:xad haqah min

altafa:mi:m wa daxal altanfi:0

Glory to Allah, we moved from Alsihaim’s issue to another about which a resolution
has been passed, circulated, and taken effect.

Poster-99’s reply consists of an R-move without leading to further interaction, and the
reply received no likes or retweets. The disagreement is unmodified since Poster-99 did
not use any mitigation or aggravation devices identified in Section 4.5.1. The
disagreement is directed to the MT, which used the hashtag #alsihaimi
calls_for closing mosques to highlight the issue of using mosques’ external
loudspeakers to broadcast prayers and religious lectures; see the MT in Section 4.2.1 for
more context. The main poster describes the incident in the video attached to the MT as
part of the suffering claimed to result from mosques’ external loudspeakers, even during

religious lectures and lessons. Poster-99 seems bothered by how the main poster and other

88 It is usually used to indicate that someone has gone too far.
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posters confuse two different issues: Alsihaimi calling to reduce the number of mosques
and the debate about using external loudspeakers to broadcast lectures and prayers.
Poster-99 wonders why Alsihaimi’s issue shifted to another topic that has already been
addressed, and regulations had been issued. At that time, Alsihaimi had just been
suspended after being investigated for media violation. As for the regulations about
mosques’ external loudspeakers, in 2017,% a circular was passed to all mosques
instructing them to limit using the external loudspeakers to broadcast only the calls to

prayer and iga:mah.”

The phrase “glory to Allah” is used in different contexts with different meanings; for
instance, upon hearing thunder, and in prayers as a way to show admiration for Allah and
his creations (Alghalayini, 1993, p.65). In this context, it is used to show surprise,
astonishment, or shock caused by the MT in which the issue of Alsihaimi is connected to
the subject of limiting the use of loudspeakers. This connection seems unacceptable and
rather astonishing to Poster-99 as connecting the two issues appears to be used to inflame
public opinion. In expressing the exclamation, Poster-99 omitted the exclamation mark
at the end of the reply; however, the exclamation is understood even without the
exclamation mark.
Example 6.14 [see MT2 in 4.2.1]
Poster-36- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>
S Gedly el Ji > Ol gal (e Suing pliall Jimi<dsang JI> (5o cost (w0) (§ bxol
<els 9=

as’bah-na: fi: zaman yari:b hata: <alruwabid‘ah> jaStali: almana:bir wa-jatahadad
Can umu:r aldi:n <allah jinazil alruSb wa-alxu:f fi: 3u:fak>

We are in a strange time in which <the insignificant > stand on the pulpits and talks
about matters of religion <may Allah send terror and fear into your heart>

Poster-36’s reply consists of an R-move only, and it received one like but no retweet. The
poster of the reply expresses a disagreement directed towards Alsihaimi and what he said

in the interview about reducing the number of mosques; see Examples 6.1 and 6.9 for

89 In 2017, instructions were passed to all mosques but there were no follow-up checks to ensure the
implementation of these instructions. In May 2021, the Minister of Islamic Affairs, Dr.Abdullatif
Alsheikh, issued a circular to all branches of the ministry, directing mosque employees to limit the
use of external loudspeakers to raising the call to prayer and iqgaamah only, and that the volume
should not exceed one-third of the maximum volume of the loudspeaker, and legal action would be
taken against any violations.

90 Is the second call to prayer, broadcast immediately before prayer begins.
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more context. Poster-36 seems to be astonished and enraged by what the writer said,
which is clearly mirrored in Poster-36’s use of “We are in a strange time”. The
aggravation devices used with the exclamation reflect the poster’s negative emotions
towards the target. Poster-36 uses insulting language by referring to the writer as
<alruwabid‘ah>, a diminutive form of ra:bid‘ah.’’ This negative reference is borrowed
from a prophetic %adj6,®’ which means insignificant or incompetent man. Poster-36
resorts to intertextuality to aggravate the reply and insult the target; this function of
intertextuality is discussed further in Section 8.6.3. By referring to the writer as
insignificant, Poster-36 is attacking both the writer’s quality face and social identity face.
The writer is considered inferior and unqualified to speak publicly, especially in terms of
giving opinions about religious matters. The aggravation is further intensified by another
device: invoking Allah against the other, seen in the use of <may Allah send terror and
fear into your heart>. The second aggravation device reveals Poster-36’s strong negative
emotions towards the writer for presenting his particular view regarding the reduction of
mosques and the fear caused by the loud calls to prayer. Because of the apparent
aggravation, especially given Poster-36 used an inappropriate reference and expressed ill
wishes towards the target, this disagreement might be seen as (very) impolite/(very)
inappropriate; however, this disagreement received one like, which may also be an
indication that other people following the thread of replies might not negatively evaluate

this aggravated disagreement.

91 It was narrated from Abu Hurairah that the prophet peace be upon him said: “There will come to the
people years of treachery, when the liar will be regarded as honest, and the honest man will be
regarded as a liar; the traitor will be regarded as faithful, and the faithful man will be regarded as a
traitor; and the alruwabid‘ah will decide matters. The prophet was asked: "what is the
alruwabid‘ah?”’ He said: the vile or incompetent (in other records: wicked) man speaking on the
affairs of the public." (Sunan ibn Majah 4036, Vol. 5, Book 36, Hadith 4036). This saying was about
the signs of the end of time.

92 It means report, account, or narrative. Here, it specifically refers to the record of the words and actions
of the Prophet Muhammad as transferred by chains of trusted narrators.
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Example 6.15 /[see MT3 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-69- T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

L3139 3 19 0 I CByoes 3 1 gl 15y Lad @S crjlonsell O b glie 8,58 sl ulidl gil (36 g0
<!> <Bpa) s 9 s
mu: ka:fi: inu: alna:s ?xadat fikrah maylu:t‘ah in alhidzazi:n kulhum lama:
jitkalamu: jibadilu: al ¢ bi-harf al d wa al z wa <tura: 0 ana: jityajar wa junsab li-yeir-
na:> <!!>

is-not enough that people took idea wrong that Hijazis all when they-speak they-change
the- § by-letter the-d or the-z and our-heritage changes and attributed to-other-than-us

Is it not enough that people have the wrong idea that all Hijazis switch the letter 0 into
/z/ or /d/ when they speak and that <our heritage is being changed and credited to
others> <!!>

Poster-69’s reply consists of an R-move that does not lead to further interaction, but the
reply received two likes and three retweets. Poster-69 expresses an aggravated
disagreement with the main poster’s tweet through an exclamation; see Examples 6.10,
6.17 and 6.19 for more context. The poster here seems to be appalled and shocked by the
main poster’s statement, “Tribal people and Hijazis”, which implies that Hijazis and tribal
people are not the same. This categorisation might have been taken as a threat to the Hijazi
identity of the tribes belonging to the Hijaz region. The use of a rhetorical question,
double exclamation marks and “us” and “others” highlights the poster’s frustration and
disappointment. Poster-69 seems to protest against the main poster tweet by pointing out
that people outside the region already have the wrong impression about how Hijazi people
speak; the poster wonders if this misconception is not damaging enough to the region’s
identity.”> To Poster-69, the linguistic identity of Hijaz has been manipulated, and now
the region’s cultural identity is being influenced, changed, and credited to others. The
poster probably suggests that the people who immigrated to the region long ago are
changing the region’s identity and attributing the heritage to them, thus gradually
removing the Hijazi identity from the original tribes. Although the poster acknowledges

that some Hijazis speak in that way, the use of “our heritage” and “others” at the end of

93 There are different dialects spoken in the region; these dialects have some specific phonological features
such as the one mentioned in the reply. The poster of the reply is focused on one particular dialectal
feature, that is the tendency to substitute the /0/ sound either by /z/ or /d/; for example, the
demonstrative pronoun (this) in Fusha and some other dialects is pronounced and written as hada,
but some speakers of certain varieties of Hijazi dialect pronounce and write (this) as ha:da or da
(singular. Masculine) or ha:di or di (singular.feminine) as seen in the main poster’s tweet. These
phonological features have gained more attention and claimed representativeness mainly due to its
strong presence in media, specifically comedy shows and dramas.
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the reply may indicate that Poster-69 ignores equity rights. The denial of equity rights is
seen in excluding the main poster, a Saudi of Turkish descent, and the families that

immigrated and lived in the Hijaz for generations, from being part of the region’s heritage.

6.1.6 Reprimand

Reprimand is the seventh most used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus, and as
Figure 5-6 displays, 91.3% of the instances of reprimand were aggravated, while the
remaining instances were mitigated. As shown in Section 4.5.2.4, reprimands involve
telling the other that his/her behaviour is causing displeasure, irritation, or is otherwise
unacceptable to the poster expressing the disagreement. Reprimands do not necessarily
serve to benefit the target, unlike, for example, giving advice, which is discussed in
Section 6.1.9. From the examples below, it seems that reprimand is typically performed
by imperative sentences, in both affirmed and negated constructions. These imperatives
are employed by posters to request or demand the target correct what is seen as wrong or
unacceptable, as seen in Example 6.16. Reprimands can also be used to ask the targets to
refrain from doing something and reflect on their behaviour, as in Example 6.17. The
posters that use reprimands requesting the target to change or reflect on their behaviour

seem to provide brief justification, as seen in Examples 6.16 and 6.17.
Example 6.16 [see MT10in 4.2.1]
Poster-128-T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>
Js SV bl S e 71 b wSE SS9 <canddl Oludy udy il o85> (o5 J&5 Y9 3l JB

s 7 Lo 15 5 gt cimne JI

qil a:bi: wa-la: tigl nibi: < tikalam bi-lisa:nak wa-lai:sa bil-lisa:n alfatb> wa-bkul
j?ki:d ma: ra:h ta¥3ibk kul alqara:ra:t wa-lakin 1xi0 illi: bi-ja¢3ibk minha: wa itrik illi:
ma: ra:hjazibk

Say I-want and do-not say we-want speak with-your-tongue and not with-tongue-of-
the-people and of course not will you-like all decrees but you-take what you-will-like
from them and you-leave what you-will-not-like ..

Say I want not we want <speak for yourself not for the people> of course you won’t
like every decision but take what suits you and leave what does not suit you..

Poster-128’s reply consists of an R-move without leading to further interaction, and the
reply did not receive any likes or retweets. In the reply, Poster-128 reprimands the main
poster for posting a list of demands using the hashtag #royal-decrees; see Examples 6.3
and 6.8 for more context. Like other posters in the main thread of replies, Poster-128

seems to find the list of demands in the MT unacceptable, which has driven Poster-128
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to reprimand the main poster. Poster-128 tells the main poster that one does not have to
like all the royal decrees and the new changes in the country, and that the main poster has
the option to refrain from doing what he does not like in these new changes. The
reprimand is aggravated by the dismissal device, which is seen in the personalised
statement <speak for yourself not for the people>, which creates some distance between
Poster-128 and the main poster. Poster-128 seems to highlight that the main poster had
crossed the line when he spoke for the people; this overstepping of the line warranted the
use of the dismissal device to show the main poster that he has no right to speak for
everyone in the country. The dismissal device used in the reply seems to target the main
poster’s social identiy face, especially how he is categorised as a person who is opposing
the social and economic progress the country is experiencing. It also neglects the
association rights with the poster; it seems that Poster-128 does not want to associate with
the main poster’s negative views of the changes in the country.
Example 6.17 [see MT3 in 4.2.1]
Poster-98-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Mit.Dis>
Sl 2535 Y <slay> oyl Bos @ dybs i ddye djlrs> JiLE Jla <(3ys0dl @ul) (951>
e 455 (0
<?xu:ji> (first name of the main poster) huna:k qaba:?]1 hidzazi:ah Cari:qah

d*a:ribah fi: Qu:mq alta:ri:x , <raza:?n > la: tuxriz alhidzazi: min kaunh algabili:

<My brother (first name)> there are deeply-rooted Hijazi tribes with a long history, so
<please> do not exclude tribal people from being Hijazi

Poster-98’s reply consists of an R-move, only expressing a disagreement directed to the
main poster; see Examples 6.10 and 6.15 for more context. The disagreement in this reply
is mitigated by two devices; the first is the vocative <Zxwj> “my brother” followed by the
main poster’s first name. The use of the kinship address term “my brother” indicates that
despite the disagreement with the main poster, Poster-98 aims to acknowledge the
presence of some social connection with the main poster. Kinship address terms,
particularly brother(s) and sister(s), are commonly used in Muslim communities; this
practice is rooted in the religious discourse (see footnote 50 in Chapter 4 Section 4.5.1.1).
It is worth noting that Poster-98 employed a colloquial form instead of the standard form
of brother (7x), which seems to convey a sense of familiarity compared to the standard
form, which conveys a sense of formality. Therefore, the kinship address term seems to
reflect Poster-98’s consideration for association rights. This goes in line with what Larina

and Khalil (2018, p.302) reported in their study that the use of kinship address terms is a
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common practice not only within the family circle but also with acquaintances and

strangers, and it usually signals respect and familiarity.

Moreover, Poster-98 employed another mitigation device seen in the use of <please> to
hedge the reprimand in the negative imperative “do not exclude tribal people from being
Hijazi”. The double mitigation devices “my brother” and “please” signal Poster-98’s
awareness of sociality rights and face sensitivities. It can be argued that the use of these
mitigation devices might reflect an attempt by Poster-98 to mitigate the reprimand to
minimise the impact of the reprimand on the main poster’s social identity face since he is

a social media influencer.

6.1.7 Challenge

This strategy is the eighth most used strategy in the SAT corpus, and as Figure 5-6 shows,
about 50% of the occurrences were unmodified, and 33.3% were aggravated. Based on
the definition provided in Section 4.5.2.7, this strategy involves asking the target
challenging questions indicating that posters are either positively or negatively critical of
the target’s behaviour. As Bousfield (2008, pp.132-133) proposed, some challenges are
response-seeking; these challenges require, invite, or even force specific answers from
the addressee. Hence, they might be perceived as imposition or face-threatening
depending on the context. These response-seeking challenges are divided into two
subtypes: the first is response-seeking challenges that allow the addressee to offer an
account or explanation, as seen in Example 6.18. The second is response-seeking
challenges that function as verbal traps, in which case the target response might cause
self-inflicted face damage, as seen in Example 6.19. Similarly, challenges sometimes are
mainly used to provoke or undermine the other, as seen in Example 6.20. As noted in
Section 4.5.2.7, the difference between the categories of response-seeking and verbal trap
challenges is not always clear, although it may be possible to infer from the context and/or

when the addressee provides a response.
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Example 6.18 [see MT7in 4.2.1]

Poster-7-T1/T2 (R/T) <POL, PH1.1, Un.Dis>

Cedll oy o0
Y93 5lde V- Ul glniile gl pylel pladl CSWI
T35 S Jly sl £+ 5 le om
min wem alragm?
alna:?ib alfa:m aflan anaha: ma: tataza:waz al 100 milja:r
dula:r ja?ni: ma: tizi: hata: 400 milja:r rijal kerf tiril oun?

From where [did you get] this number?
The Attorney General announced that it does not exceed 100 billion dollars
which means that it won't reach 400 billion riyals, so how does it become a trillion?

Poster-7’s reply consists of an R/I-move, which created a sub-thread of three turns.
Poster-7’s reply is unmodified since the disagreement has no mitigation or aggravation
devices. The main poster attempted to deconstruct the amount of money wasted due to
corruption, as stated by Crown Prince Muhammad bin Salman in his interview with
Thomas Friedman; see Example 6.5 for more context. Poster-7 does not agree with the
main poster about the exact number and challenges him to clarify how he came up with
the number stated in the MT. By challenging the main poster, Poster-7 seems to seek an
explanation and further clarification. Starting and ending the reply with questions may
show that the MT does not convince Poster-7 and is asking the main poster to provide a
more convincing explanation. The questions in this reply drew the attention of another
poster, Poster-8, who responded by explaining how the main poster broke down the 10%
in the main post. This interaction prompted the main poster to respond to Poster-8’s reply
confirming and approving his explanation regarding Poster-7’s questions; that is how the
interaction ended. The interaction between the three posters highlights that the challenges

in the Poster-7 reply were perceived as response-seeking challenges.
Example 6.19 [see MT3 in4.2.1]
Poster-21-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Mit.Dis>

) e @ Ui Bilo 36 i) Ayme s <00 B Lo 3451> (3yaall puel) B ya5 allg
T
<wa-allah tayri:dat (first name of the main poster) atafiq maSa-ha: qali:lain>
lakin daxalt mu€Sarifah ligert-ah ka:tib  hidza:zna: haqana: .. haq
mi:n lau tifrah

<I agree with> (first name of the main poster)’s tweet <a little.. but> I saw that he wrote
in his bio our Hijaz is for us,..for whom if you can explain
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Poster-21’s reply contains an R-move only, and it received one retweet. Poster-21
expresses a mitigated disagreement with the MT; see Examples 6.10, 6.15 and 6.17 for
more context. The disagreement is mitigated by using the partial agreement marker <I
agree with...but>. However, this agreement was minimised by using the quantifier
“little”. Poster-21 checked the main poster’s bio and saw this statement on the bio “Our
Hijaz is for us”, which made Poster-21 respond to the MT with a challenging question
“For whom if you can explain”. The question here seems to be what Bousfield (2008) has
termed a ‘verbal trap’. Poster-21 demands that the main poster clarify what is meant by
“our Hijaz is for us”. Since the reply did not receive any response and no further
interaction occurred, it seems difficult to assess whether Poster-21 intended the
challenging question as a trap or as a genuine query. However, the broad context of the
MT where the main poster emphasises the idea of “one nation and one religion” seems at
odds with the inclusive message in the main poster’s bio “for us”. This suggests that the
question is likely a trap because whatever answer he provided would likely put the main
poster in a difficult position: either admitting the mistake and offering a public apology
or defending what he wrote in the MT and bio, thus opening himself up to a further
negative response. The main poster did respond to the disagreeing replies in the main
thread; however, he changed his bio and removed the statement ‘our Hijaz is for us’ to
dilute the disagreements. This change represents the perlocutionary effect of the

disagreements; it represents the main poster’s reaction to the disagreement he received.
Example 6.20 [see MT3 in4.2.1]
Poster-39-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

Sl 39290 OF Ay (Syiall Able gl b 4l ase) ol G Il (30l Ale ounl) b>

<819 b> dww Al J 93l o (3> e Y- - B

<ja: (last name of the main poster)> a:thada:k tiji:b isim (having the same family
name as the main poster) wa:hid ka:n mawazu:d bi-alhidzaz qabil 300 sanah hata:
mara:h ?qu:l a:lf sanah <ja: wa:fid>

<O (last name of the main poster)> I dare you to name one person (having the same
family name as the main poster) who was present in Hijaz 300 years ago I won’t say a
thousand years <O immigrant >

Poster-39°s reply consists of an R-move, and it received one retweet only. The reply
contains an aggravated challenge targeting the main poster; see Examples 6.15, 6.17 and
6.19 for more context. Poster-39’s challenge is evident in the used verb athada:k [1

dare/challenge youl]; this challenge is more likely aimed to provoke and insult the main
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poster, a Saudi from a Turkish background. Poster-39 asks the main poster to name one
person with the same family name as him who existed in the Hijaz region 300 years ago.
Poster-39 invokes the long history of the tribes in the region to highlight their right to
claiming regional identity, thus denying the regional identity of more recent immigrant
families in the region. Poster-39’s negative attitude is reflected in the insult, which is
signalled by name-calling in the vocative at the beginning of the reply, calling the main
poster by his last name to highlight his foreign origin. It is not always the case that calling
someone by their last name would be meant as an insult, but in the context of the main
thread here, where the poster emphasises the outsider status of the main poster, it can only
be seen as an insult. Poster-39 intensifies the aggravated disagreement by using name-
calling again, seen in the second vocative, <o immigrant> at the end of the reply. By
calling the main poster an “immigrant”, Poster-39 belittles the origin of the main poster.
Poster-39 draws a clear boundary for the main poster by showing him that although he
has lived in Saudi Arabia all his life, he is still not ethnically Hijazi. The aggravation in
this disagreement shows Poster-39’s disregard for the main poster’s social identity face
and his equity and association rights by ignoring his national identity and treating him as

an outsider.

6.1.8 Supplication

Supplication is the ninth most used strategy in the SAT corpus, which Figure 5-6 shows
that 67.3% of the occurrences were unmodified and 35.7% were aggravated. There were
no mitigated supplications. As illustrated in Section 4.5.2.3, supplication as a
disagreement strategy involves using religious expressions to express disapproval or
rejection of the targeted claim or behaviour without stating specifically one’s views on

the topic.
Example 6.21 [see MT2 in4.2.1]
Poster-69-T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Un.Dis>
LS i )
hasbu-na: allah wa-nifm alwaki:l

suffice-us allah and-best the-disposer of affairs

Allah is sufficient for us and He is the best disposer of affairs.

Poster-69’s reply consists of an R-move only, and it received no likes or retweets. The

reply expresses an unmodified disagreement directed at the writer, Alsihaimi, and what
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he said in the interview about reducing the number of mosques and limiting the use of
external loudspeakers; see Examples 6.1, 6.9, and 6.14 for more context. Instead of
expressing their view and why they disagree with the target, Poster-69 resorts to
supplication using a conventionalised religious expression, Allah is enough for us, and he
is the best disposer of affairs (i.e. protector), which can be used in certain contexts to
signal disagreement or discontent. It is worth noting that the same supplication could also
be formulated as Allah is enough for me, and he is the best disposer of affairs, in which
the first person singular object pronoun -i: is used instead of using the first person plural
object pronoun -na.. The use of the first-person plural object pronoun -na: does not have
any mitigation effect since the expression is formulaic and conventionally used whether

the person is talking about themself solely or as part of a group.

Example 6.22 [see MT5 in4.2.1]
Poster-44-T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

IS @39 bl b <3eias Lo dll (o gude>
<Qalerhal min allah ma: tastahig> hasbu-na: allah wa-niYm alwaki:l
suffice-us allah and-best the-disposer of affairs

<May Allah punish her as she deserves> Allah is sufficient for us and He is the best
disposer of affairs

Poster-44’s reply consists of an R-move only, and it received no likes or retweets. The
reply expresses a disagreement directed at the female reporter in the video attached to the
MT; see Examples 6.2 and 6.4 for more context. The supplication in this reply is the same
supplication used in Example 6.21; however, Poster-44 aggravates the disagreement in
this reply. Poster-44 uses the aggravation device invoking Allah against the other <May
Allah punish her as she deserves>. The aggravation reflects Poster-44 negative attitude
towards the female reporter, mirrored in the ill wish for her to receive a divine punishment
for what Poster-44 perceives as completely unacceptable and probably immoral
behaviour. In the supplication, Poster-44 seeks Allah’s protection for him/herself and
others, but at the same time, seeks Allah’s punishment for the female reporter. There is a
contrast between the aggravation and the supplication in this reply. By seeking protection
for self and seeking punishment for the target, Poster-44 does not seem concerned about
the equity rights of the female reporter. This contrast in wishes might also reflect that
Poster-44 is ignoring the female reporter’s sociality rights, the right to be treated fairly
and to be given the benefit of the doubt.
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6.1.9 Giving advice

The least used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is giving advice. Figure 5-6 shows
that 66.7% of the instances of this strategy were mitigated, such as the one in Example
6.23, and there was one occurrence in which the advice was unmodified, which is
presented in Example 6.24. As illustrated in Section 4.5.2.5, the communicative goal of
giving advice is to encourage the target to carry out or consider a specific action or thought
because it would be better and more beneficial to them. Culturally and religiously, giving
advice is seen as a good deed: it is one of the ways that someone can express love and
care to others, especially when the advice is genuine and selfless. It seems that the overall
low frequency of giving advice in the SAT corpus could be because advising others,
especially when the target has not asked for the advice (i.e. unsolicited advice), is not
common because it might be perceived negatively even if the merit of the advice is

good.”
Example 6.23 [see MTI1in 4.2.1]
Poster-110- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Mit.Dis>

< Al D> 4 £l Jy L dde el
La: tid Si:n Salerh. bal idSi: lah. <zaza:k allah xerr>
Do not pray against him. But pray for him. <May Allah reward you>

Poster-110’s reply consists of an R-move and received no likes or retweets. Poster-110
expresses a disagreement directed at the poster of the prior reply. Poster-109 expressed
an aggravated disagreement directed at the man in the video attached to the MT. Poster-
109’s disagreement was expressed through a verbal attack that mainly consisted of
invoking Allah against the other. Poster-110 seems to find the verbal attack excessive,
which motivated them to respond to Poster-109 by giving advice. Poster-110’s advice
seems to be religiously motivated because the advice is focused on encouraging the poster
of the prior reply to pray for the man in the video instead of wishing him harm. Poster-
110’s advice is mitigated by using the positive remark <May Allah reward you>, which
seems to be used here as a reminder that the rewards for good prayers are worth more

than invoking Allah against someone. Poster-110’s mitigated advice seems to reflect the

94 As a Twitter user myself, I came across some tweets that claim that the abundance of advice on Twitter
make these pieces of advice hollow, ineffective, or even cause inconvenience. Saudis’ attitudes
towards advice in online communication, whether solicited or unsolicited, is worth further
investigation.
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poster’s awareness of how advice, especially in public space, might be considered an

imposition on one’s freedom to express their thoughts and views in a public space.

Example 6.24 [see MT4 in 4.2.1]

Poster-95- T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.2, Un.Dis>
doradd] 7y09 duid) gulix!
SN & it sy ro Lo
doshae 0S5 I dsasy
ja: na:s  xalu: Sna-kum  alna:s ja: na:s
i3tanibu: alyi:bah w-harg  alnami:mah

m: min wara:? alfintem yer  ali?fla:s
wa-Suqubat illi: jirtikibha: $ad‘i:mah

O people leave other people (o people)
Stay away from backstabbing and gossiping

These two lead to impoverishment
Whoever does them is going to be punished.

Poster-95’s reply consists of an R-move, and it received one like. Poster-95 expresses a
disagreement directed to other posters in the main thread of the replies; see Example 6.7
for more context. The disagreement here is unmodified since Poster-95 did not use any
of the mitigation or aggravation devices identified in Section 4.5.1. The reply contains
general advice to posters in the thread, asking them to refrain from talking ill of other
people and reminding them that backstabbing and gossiping are religiously punishable
sins. The common belief is that these sins wash away a person’s good deeds; Poster-95
describes engaging in these sins as going into a business that leads to bankruptcy. Some
posters in the thread of replies expressed negative views of some dialects spoken by
groups of people in the Hijaz region; for example, some posters described these dialects
as broken dialects or dialects of immigrants. Poster-95 seems to evaluate these replies
commenting on people’s dialects and origins as unnecessary and harmful in the same way
as backstabbing and gossiping. Poster-95’s advice aims to remind other posters to refrain
from engaging in hurtful talk and protect their good deeds. Interestingly, Poster-95
attempted to formulate the advice as a poem, which may reflect Poster-95’s styling effort

to make the advice attractive and thus resonate more with other posters.
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6.1.10 Act combination

As shown in the previous chapter, Figure 5-5 act combination is the most used strategy
in the SAT corpus. Based on Figure 5-6, 66.2% of the occurrences were aggravated, while
26.6% were unmodified. Act combinations in the SAT corpus are usually formed by using
two strategies, as seen in the examples below. In the examples below, I use a single
underline to identify the first strategy and a double underline to identify the second

strategy.
Example 6.25 [see MT4in4.2.1]
Poster-57- T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Un.Dis>

ALY 863 Y9 JogmY
Jalgs Gl iz o . oy Al ol Mol | 2l gf dus il Jasl el oIS 102 e olyd)l $luo oyl
) olsly> ol 3,53
la: hawla wa-la: quwata i?lla: bi-alla:h

?in s*una:{ algara:r min hada: ? ?in ald0*wa:bit* alfarSi:ah? wa-ma: hi:a a:s’la:n
ald‘wa:bit® alti: wudiSat. lam nazid ?i: d&fwa:bit® dukirat ?w 3aza?a:t

There is no might and no power except by Allah
Where are the decision makers for this? Where are the legal [religious] regulations?

And what are the regulations that were originally set. We did not find any regulations
or punishment mentioned.

Poster-57’s reply consists of an R-move only and received one like and two retweets. The
disagreement here is unmodified since the poster did not use any of the mitigation or
aggravation devices identified in the study. The two strategies used in the disagreement
are supplication (single underlined) and exclamation (double underlined); see Examples
6.2, 6.4 and 6.22 for more context. Poster-57 used the invocation “There is no might and
no power except by Allah”, known as Aawgqalah; this supplication is usually used when
someone is facing a difficult situation or is going through a hard time and feeling helpless.
In the context of disagreement, it is employed to signal frustration and distress that is
caused by a person’s behaviour or situation. Here, Poster-57 is most likely upset because
of the female reporter’s clothing and behaviour in the video attached to the MT. This
frustration is further seen in the chain of exclamatory questions that expresses Poster-57
astonishment as to why the regulators in the General Authority for Audiovisual Media
granted permission to the female reporter and her team and allowed the filming of the
report. The poster further wonders about the regulations in force to manage such
behaviours, especially during this period of change in the country, and whether such

regulations, rules or punishments exist because the poster claims that none could be
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found. Although Poster-57 disagrees with the content of the video attached to the MT,
Poster-57 does not attack the female reporter. Instead, the focus was on the observed lack

of regulations and rules to manage the changes.
Example 6.26 [sece MTI in4.2.1]
Poster-43- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Mit.Dis>

LAJMtycL,JLEJL,WUM\Q.C)M\umwﬂd\ww\unfwg,oﬂubé)h»u\<@~\>
(35 6553)))))) ovoud] O g MS <ol Bl> ¢ 4 3 3 e Saubgall Lid e oIS
JUboYlg o5 yallg duyill dorbunall (5385 (S 93, Salls 83all JB (cpnads o)

?tman: a:n jund‘ar fi: hada: almawd®u:§ min alna:hi:ah alfarSi:ah biyad® alnad‘ar San
alfaxs* illi: jit'a:lib, bin €i0ermi:n lama: tikalam San hada: almawd‘u:§ mahad daxal
fi: nijat-h , <?na [a:jif> kathi:r jisibu:n alsihaimi ((((((wa-ka:nah ka:fir))))))

bin ¢i0emmi:n) ga:l als‘ala:t bi-almakri:fu:n mumkin tu?di: almsa:zid algari:bah wa-

almard®a: wa-alat‘fa:1

<] hope>that this issue will be looked into from the Islamic perspective regardless of
the person who is making the request. ibn Uthaymeen®’, when he spoke about this

subject, no one doubted his intention. It <seems to me>that many (posters) are insulting
Alsihaimi ((((((as if he is an infidel))))))

(ibn Uthaymeen) did say that praying with a microphone can disturb nearby mosques,
the sick, and children

Poster-43’s reply consists of an R-move only without initiating further interaction; the
reply received one retweet. Poster-43 used two strategies in expressing the disagreement:
explanation (single underlined) and exclamation (double underlined); see Examples 6.13
and 6.23 for more context. The disagreement here is directed to other posters participating
in the thread of replies to attack the writer, Alsihaimi, with whom they disagree. The
attack on the writer was triggered by what he said in an interview on MBC1. He talked
about reducing the number of mosques saying that they are becoming a source of
annoyance and fear to the people close by, mainly because of the loudness of the sounds
coming from these mosques simultaneously. He described these mosques as masa:jid al-
dirar (plural), meaning mosques of dissent, which many posters consider a misuse of a
specific historical reference. The MT supports the writer’s statements about limiting the

use of external loudspeakers, particularly during lectures and religious lessons. The main

95 Muhammad ibn Saalih Al Uthaymeen, also known as ibn Uthaymeen (March 9, 1925 — January 10,
2001), was an Islamic scholar in Saudi Arabia. He is considered to be one of the greatest Faqih
(Islamic jurist, an expert Islamic jurisprudence and Islamic Law) of the modern era.
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poster states that external loudspeakers are affecting the quality of life of people living

nearby.

In this reply, it can be inferred that Poster-43 is not disagreeing with the main poster but
rather with the other posters in the main thread of replies. In expressing the disagreement,
Poster-43 employed two hedging devices in the explanation of their position on the
matter. The first hedging device is the wishing clause, “<I hope >that this issue will be
looked into from the Islamic perspective regardless of the person who is making the
request” at the beginning of the reply, which is expressed in the passive voice. This
wishing clause contains a general call for a more judicious way to look at the issue without
focusing on the person making the request. The second mitigation device is the use of a
personalised opinion, <I see that> in the exclamation, which Poster-43 employed to
express their astonishment at the attack on the writer seen in the main thread. Poster-43’s
mitigated disagreement seems to be a recognition of the subjectivity of the view

expressed, thus giving room for more discussion, correction, or rejection.

Poster-43 expresses a great disappointment or astonishment at how others are talking
about Alsihaimi, especially their misjudgement of his intention. Poster-43 seems to think
that other posters were extreme in their responses to what the writer stated and treated
him as if he was “an infidel”. The use of multiple round brackets in “(((((as if he is an
infidel))))))” seems to index Poster-43’s intense emotional reaction and shock caused by
what others posted about the writer. On the other hand, the use of single parentheses
“(even though ibn Uthaymeen)” seems to be an attempt to highlight or emphasise the
point that Poster-43 attempts to make. Poster-43 points out that several years ago when
ibn Uthaymeen, a prominent Saudi scholar, advised that mosques should use external
loudspeakers for broadcasting calls to prayer, but not the prayers themselves or lectures,
people did not react negatively towards his scholarly opinion. Poster-43 seems to consider
Alsihaimi’s opinion to reflect in part the (tacitly) accepted views of ibn Uthaymeen, and
hence consider the aggravated disagreements in the thread of replies as personal attacks
on the writer rather than an objective consideration of the situation. Poster-43’s
disagreement seems to reflect an attempt to defend the writer’s social identity face and

equity rights, particularly the writer’s right to fair and unbiased treatment.
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Example 6.27 [see MTI in 4.2.1]

Poster-9- T2 (R/I) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis>

Lo )l (3> dukS 2 (U By Lo cpull) Aosxd 0593 (8 Tad OF polall 0L <diic] (o Uasi>
)l 0 Casntd B polorall Slows e SLaaYl 431 ares ol by Y 4589 0540 Cu e (di V)
l<d>Bg> (Ole31 L d lgcol)s daisg .5 o (3

ka?nah la ]url d a1d1 n . bi-m%na: ?xar ahmtlna ¢ Can sama:§ almuhadqarh lai:sat
min aldi:n fi: [er? . wa-xatmuh bi(idfu:-lah _ ja: ?xwa:n) <waga:hah>

<Whoever_thought that the lecturer was tactful in his responses is wrong>.. The

sentence (religion does not bother anyone) is a truthful word by which (mockery) of
the neighbour is intended as he portrays him as if he does not want religion. In other
words refraining from listening to the lecture is not being religious at all. And he
concluded it with (brothers pray for him) <rude>!

Poster-9’s reply consists of an R/I-move, generating a sub-thread of 6 turns. The sub-
thread is an interaction between Poster-9 and Poster-10, who agrees with Poster-9’s
evaluation of the situation in the video. Poster-9’s disagreement is expressed through a
contrary statement (single underline) and explanation (double underline). It is directed
towards the lecturer in the video and some of the posters in the main thread, particularly
those praising the lecturer’s handling of the argument with the man who interrupted the
lecture; see Examples 6.13, 6.23 and 6.26. Poster-9’s disagreement is aggravated by the
use of judgmental language at the beginning of the reply, seen in the statement <whoever
thought that the lecturer was tactful in his responses is wrong>, and at the end of the reply
in <rude>. Poster-9 contradicts those posters who approve of the lecturer’s behaviour;
Poster-9 points out that the lecturer’s statement that “religion does not bother anyone” is
meant to mock the man instead of consoling him. Similar to what is seen in Example 6.26
above, Poster-9 uses single parentheses to highlight the point they make that “(religion
does not bother anyone)” was used in that situation for mockery; this is how Poster-9
interprets the lecturer’s words. Poster-9 explains that in the lecturer’s view, it seems that
refusal to listen to religious lectures reflects improper behaviour. Again, Poster-9 quotes
what the lecturer said in the video “Pray for him, brothers” to show that, in his opinion,
the lecturer’s behaviour is meant to mock the man, despite what the posters in the main
thread seem to think. Overall, Poster-9 seems to be astonished that other posters do not
recognise the lecturer’s behaviour as being rude towards the man, and it is not worth

praising.
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This reply is interesting for two reasons; it shows the discursive struggle in evaluating
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the disagreement context. In this disagreement,
Poster-9 attempts to clarify to other posters how the lecturer’s behaviour in the video can
be interpreted differently. It also shows that what Poster-9 observes as marked behaviour,
particularly the intention behind some of the lecturer’s statements, is not seen as marked
by other posters in the main thread of replies. This example clearly reflects the variation
in evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness, and that markedness can be

subjective.

6.2 Summary and conclusion

In this chapter, I have presented some examples from the SAT corpus to show how
disagreement strategies can be linguistically modified by mitigation and aggravation
devices or unmodified by any of these devices. The variation in modification seen in
almost all of the disagreement strategies in the SAT corpus shows that disagreement
strategies cannot be easily classified as polite, politic or impolite, as seen in Harb’s study
(2016). The linguistic modification of the disagreement and how that modification can be
interpreted in the context of the main thread can, to some extent, provide an indication of
how (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in these disagreements might be interpreted.
However, examining my corpus data from an analyst’s point of view shows that
discursive analysis of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements is
challenging, especially since the disagreements in the SAT corpus are mostly left
unresolved. There are very few responses from the target to these disagreements, which

prevents seeing the disagreements unfold in interaction.

Although the contextualised analysis of mitigation and aggravation devices used by the
posters in these disagreements can assist the analytical investigation of their approaches
to face sensitivities and sociality rights and obligations on Twitter, the task remains
challenging. For example, the disagreement in Example 6.18 was linguistically
unmodified; evaluating this disagreement based on its unmodified structure provides little
information as to how it might be evaluated in terms of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness. One possible way to assess the perception of
unmodified Twitter disagreements is through the target’s response, which can indicate
how the unmodified disagreement was perceived in that specific thread of replies. This
challenge in analysing (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements provides evidence that to
achieve a clearer picture of the phenomena, a collaboration between (im)politeness; and

(im)politenessz approaches is necessary. Therefore, in the next chapter, I aim to examine
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Saudi Twitter users’ evaluations of disagreements in order to gain more insight into their
understandings of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the disagreement examples. The
analysis of respondents’ evaluations aims to reveal more about their views and
expectations about the assumed shared social order when evaluating

(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements.
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Chapter 7 Discursive Analysis of Saudis’ Twitter Disagreements

This chapter focuses on the qualitative analysis of the ten tweets evaluated by respondents
in the online questionnaire, and the comments from the 20 interviewees who agreed to
participate in the follow-up interview. The presentation and examination of respondents’
evaluations are arranged as follows: first, I describe how each reply was coded and
analysed in the corpus. The corpus analysis of the replies is reflected in the headings of
this chapter; for example, replies that contained unmodified disagreements are covered
under the unmodified disagreements heading and so on. Second, I present how the
respondents classified the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the ten replies
included in the online questionnaire. The classifications are grouped into aligned or
unaligned classifications based on how the five categories in each of the two scales are
selected, see Table 4-5. Thirdly, after presenting the classifications, I analyse
respondents’ justifications for the classifications they have selected, referring to
responses from both the online questionnaire and the interviews. Respondents’
classifications are displayed through a relations map for each reply. However, some
classifications were not covered in the analysis mainly because the respondents who
selected these classifications did not provide any justifications to account for or explain
the rationale behind their classification. The analysis of respondents’ evaluations in this
chapter aims to shed more light on the claim that politeness is not a matter of doing what
is merely appropriate because appropriateness is larger in scope, covering the entire
relational work continuum, as well as that inappropriateness is not always an essential
feature of impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011a, pp.96-97). Moreover, it aims to show how
respondents’ evaluations can provide more insight into their understanding of the moral

order against which they evaluated the disagreements.

7.1 Disagreement types and strategies

The analysis of the ten replies in the following sections is organised based on the linguistic
modification of the disagreement strategies employed to express the disagreement; see
Sections 4.5. The analysis of Figure 5-1 in Chapter 5 Section 5.1.1 shows that the majority
of the identified disagreement strategies in the corpus were aggravated, a few were
unmodified and even fewer were mitigated. Section 7.2 covers three replies that were
coded as unmodified disagreement strategies in the corpus and shows how these replies
were evaluated in the online questionnaire. Then, Section 7.3 covers one reply that was

coded as a positively modified disagreement strategy and how respondents evaluated this
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reply. The other six replies, which were identified as aggravated disagreement strategies
in the corpus, are presented in Section 7.4, including how these replies were evaluated in

the online questionnaire.

7.2 Unmodified disagreements

As shown in Chapters 5 and 6, this type of disagreement is usually identified through the
absence of mitigation or aggravation devices, thus rendering the disagreement
linguistically unmodified. The analysis here shows that despite being linguistically
unmodified, respondents provided different (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness
classifications of these disagreements. This indicates that respondents’ understanding of
the contexts of these disagreements plays an essential role in how they evaluated the
disagreements; see Figure 2 in Appendix E for an overview of these classifications based

on Table 4-5.

As the corpus analysis presented in Chapters 5 and 6 revealed, six of the identified
disagreement strategies were occasionally used without any modification. The strategies
covered here are act combination in Example 7.2, explanation in Example 7.3, and
argument avoidance in Example 7.1, which occurred only once in the SAT corpus. This
strategy of argument avoidance was not included in the taxonomy, as stated in Section
4.5.2. The reason for this was its singular instance in the SAT corpus. Also, in online
communication, argument avoidance could take different forms, such as the complete
absence of a reply; therefore, it is difficult to measure and examine — at least in the
context of this study. The motivation behind including this example in the present analysis
was mainly to show the challenges in measuring what counts as a disagreement avoidance
strategy in online interaction. Also, to show how interpreting expressions such as “no
comment” does not necessarily indicate that the person is avoiding disagreement, as seen

in the respondents’ justifications below; see Section 8.1.2.
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7.2.1 Unmodified disagreement 1: Argument avoidance

Example 7.1 [see MT11in4.2.1]

Poster-109-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Un.Dis>

la: taSli:q

No comment

Poster-109’s reply consists of an R-move only with no further interactional turns, and the
reply did not receive any likes or retweets; see Examples 6.6 and 7.10 for more context.
The disagreement here is unmodified, as there is no use of mitigation or aggravation
devices. The disagreement is expressed through argument avoidance, a strategy not
included in the coding framework (see the section above). As shown in Figure 5-13 (MT3-
R2), out of the 178 respondents, 102 (57.30%) identified this comment as a disagreement,
while 42.70% did not find the reply to express a disagreement. It appears that respondents
were almost split in half based on their interpretation of the reply as a disagreement.
Respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement provided different classifications.
In the follow-up interviews, I was able to ask some of the 42.70% of respondents who did

not identify the reply as a disagreement for their justification:%¢
(1) FP7-Khulud®’

I think this poster did not want to say anything clear but wanted to
comment; maybe the poster wanted to say this is true but was hesitant to
say so.

(2) MP3-Ahmed

For me, the poster of the reply agrees with the main tweet. It is possible that
the poster disagrees but does not want to argue. However, because the main
tweet contains an attack and overgeneralisation, the response should be
something like this is not true or there is nothing worthy of arguing here.
So, for me, using “no comment” as a reply is most likely an agreement
because it is too weak. It is like someone sitting in the corner agreeing with
you but does not know how to express it.

96 Respondents” comments were provided in Arabic, and I have translated them into English.

97 Respondents who were interviewed are presented by their code in the online questionnaire and their
interview code too.
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(3) MP2-Faisal

This is not a disagreement; the main tweet is clear, and the “no comment”
reply verifies the main tweet.

(4) MP1-Ali

I do not know if the poster of the reply agrees or disagrees; it could be just
a way to signal a presence no more or less.

From these responses, it seems that identifying this reply as a disagreement is problematic
or challenging for some of the respondents, mainly due to the vagueness of the poster’s
stance on the content of the MT. This difficulty in assessment is briefly described by these
four interviewees, who seem to agree that the “no comment” reply does not, in essence,
express a disagreement. Interestingly, they seem to have slightly different interpretations
of what it means. These interviewees see the “no comment” as a sign of hesitation in
expressing a clear view, and it is too weak to be interpreted as a disagreeing opinion. This
invokes the notion of matching the degree of (im)politeness in the triggering event (i.e.
the main tweet), which is also mentioned below and is discussed further in Section 8.6.1.
Additionally, Ali’s comment shows that replies in online communication do not
necessarily aim to engage and add to an interaction; replies like the one here, according

to him, can be a way of signalling one’s presence in the interaction.

On the other hand, respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement provided
different evaluations of the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the reply, as
shown in Figure 7-1 below. In general, it appears that 67.6% of respondents chose aligned
classifications between the categories in the two scales, whereas 32.4% selected

unaligned (i.e. mixed) classifications between the categories.
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inappropriate

neither appropriate nor inappropriate
appropriate

very inappropriate

1

very appropriate

ve olite
very impolite P

polite

neither polite nor impolite

Figure 7-1: Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 2 —

MT3

As Figure 7-1 reveals, 30 out of the 102 respondents classified the reply as neither polite
nor impolite and neither appropriate nor inappropriate. Looking at the provided
justifications depicted in Figure 7-1, it seems that some of these respondents, such as the
ones in (5) and (6), appear to provide similar justifications to those stated above,
particularly those in (1) and (4). The politic classification of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness stems from the vagueness of the poster’s position
since, to these respondents, the “no comment” reply does not communicate much except
marking a presence in the thread of replies. These respondents are unsure of the poster’s
position and find the contextual evidence insufficient to evaluate the reply. The
respondents’ justification here indicates that judgments about
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness can be suspended until more evidence reveals what is
more likely to have been intended (Terkourafi, 2008, p.45). The other justifications for
this classification focused on the point that “no comment” is a common, respectful, and
sufficient way to signal an avoidance of unnecessary arguments, as stated by the
respondent in (7). It is also a comment used to avoid making any self-incriminating

statements.

(5) Male-32 (MP5-Nawaf) (neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)
The reply can be interpreted in two ways, either an agreement or a

disagreement. There are few details to judge what is meant, so I evaluated
the reply as neutral.
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(6) Male-55 (MP10-Malek) (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

As they say, “I cannot talk because there is water in my mouth”. I do not
know if the poster is agreeing or disagreeing because the reply could mean
either. The poster could have explained what was wrong; otherwise, some
people might see the reply as an agreement.

(7) Female-93

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

This is a respectable way of avoiding a fruitless argument and an indirect
way of expressing a disagreement.

Other respondents also classified the reply as (very) polite and (very) appropriate, as
shown in Figure 7-1. The justifications provided for both classifications, like the ones in
(8), (9) and (10), are similar and centre around one major point that is related to the
respondent’s view in (7). These respondents stated that argument avoidance is the “best”
or “appropriate” way to avoid getting oneself into thorny arguments; it is a way of
showing “self-respect”. To these respondents, the “no comment” seems to be a
conventionalised expression used to signal disengagement in arguments or unwelcome
interactions. Respondents who classified the reply as (very) impolite and (very)

inappropriate did not provide any justification.
(8) Male-10 (very polite and very appropriate)

“No comment” is the best comment, it indicates that the topic is very
irritating or stupid, and the poster does not want to waste time arguing.

(9) Female-123 (very polite and very appropriate)

The reply reflects self-respect and refraining from getting into quarrels and
strife.

(10) Female-84 (polite and appropriate)

This expression is usually used to express disagreement and, at the same
time, refrain from responding.

In addition to the aligned classifications, other unaligned classifications are provided by
respondents, as shown in Figure 7-1. Although there are different classifications here, the
provided justifications seem similar. For instance, respondents who classified the reply

as: polite and very appropriate, very polite and appropriate, very polite and neither



210

appropriate nor inappropriate, as well as polite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate provided justifications that are similar to those in (8), (9), and (10).
(11) Female-113 (very polite and appropriate)

Sometimes silence and not commenting are better than responding to
offensive and rude language.

(12) Female-29 (polite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

The poster does not want to argue with an ignorant person.

(13) Female-78 (polite and very appropriate)

Avoiding commenting on tweets that do not suit you is better than starting
an argument.

The respondents who classified the reply as neither polite nor impolite and (very)
inappropriate, and very polite and (very) inappropriate seem to find the reply politic. In
this context and as a response to the MT, the reply seems not impolite, but it is considered
as (very) inappropriate. The respondents’ justifications, like those in (14) and (16), agree
that the reply should have expressed a clear and strong opinion. This emphasis on
expressing a strong reply seems to be the result of the perceived power imbalance between
the reply and the MT, which these respondents perceive as insulting. The
inappropriateness of the reply comes from its perceived vagueness and weakness
compared to the MT, which is considered offensive. The respondents’ comments here
appear to fit the notion that the level of impoliteness in a prior post (i.e. the triggering
post) sets the threshold at which others might be expected to engage — a kind of tit-for-
tat; nonetheless, this is culturally and contextually sensitive (Culpeper, 2011a, p.205).

This notion is elaborated upon in the next chapter in Section 8.6.1.
(14) Female-1 (FP8-Samar) (neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate)

If you have no opinion when responding to a tweet that insults your country,
then it is better not to respond at all.

(15) Male-57 (MP8-Muhammad) (neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate)

The reply should match the level of the main tweet; responding with “no
comment” is ignoring the point which should have been argued.
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(16) Female-63 (very polite and inappropriate)

The reply does not express a strong argument, and the main tweet deserves
a strong reply.

(17) Male-40 (very polite and very inappropriate)

The reply is very polite, but it shows that Saudis do not understand these
political matters, and this obliterates the true power of the Saudi people.

The expectation of responding with a strong reply is also emphasised in the justifications
offered by respondents who classified the reply as very impolite and inappropriate,
impolite and very inappropriate, and impolite and neither appropriate nor inappropriate,

see (18) and (19).
(18) Male-50 (impolite and very inappropriate)
There should be no lenience when defending your country.

(19) Male-105 (impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

This is absurd; it is natural that a person will defend himself and his
country.

To these respondents in (18) and (19), the MT is seen as an attack on their country’s social
identity face (Spencer-Oatey, 2002); more precisely, an attack on every Saudi’s social
identity face. Hence, defending the face of their country and its people is a priority. This
connection between a country and its nationals was concisely described by Magistro
(2011, p.234) as “nationals of a country possess a national esteem, a public national image
which commensurate to the sense of reputation that they attribute to their country and
they want others to appreciate ...and ...respect”. It is worth noting that feelings of
national pride and belonging may greatly vary between different national communities
and even within the same national community (p.249), see Section 8.6.2 for further

discussion.
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7.2.2 Unmodified disagreement 2: Act combination
Example 7.2 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-18- T1/2 (RI)  <SOC, SH1.1, Un.Dis>

T8 lae (S | oued § AUl Bblao o s3>

Cdbg 35 Al 158 Lalul Couble 53 1is.. o L dos Yo Lo  ilade Ak (3 955 Ol 3Llanll
OISl LaBgly poloradl el § o] o8 13leg ol sl Jlal

S8blaall pld

o gall (21 dadu b Yo dSe (Y1 Vg db il Yl zmicw o)

dzuz min mu¥a:na:t alkathi:r? tisami: hadi: mufa:na:t?

almuSa:na:t a:n taku:n fi: mufkilahwa-tu¥a:ni: minha: wa-la: tazid laha: hala:n .. hada:
daxal ya:d‘ib bi-islu:b fad® wa-yeir la:?ig wa-t'alab igfa:l almukabira:t wa-ma:da:
ka:nat alnati:zah? i€tadar lah almuhad‘ir wa-a:wgaf almukabira:t

fa-?jn almuSa:na:t?

lam jahtaz i?la: alfurt‘ah wa-la: i?]la: mahkamh wa-la: yerrha bi-daqi:

almawdfu:§ ....

Part of the suffering for many? You call this suffering?

Suffering is struggling with a problem without finding a solution ..This man angrily
entered the masjid and rudely and inappropriately demanded the loudspeakers be
turned off and what was the result? The lecturer apologised to him and switched off the
speakers

So where is the suffering?

He did not need the police or the court or anything else as the situation was over in a
minute....]

This reply consists of an R/I-move that created a sub-thread of three turns; see Examples
6.13, 6.23, 6.27, and 7.7 for more context. The next poster replied to support and express
an agreement with Poster-18’s reply to the MT. Poster-18 then replied to thank Poster-19
for their supportive response. The disagreement in this example is unmodified as it does
not contain any of the identified mitigation or aggravation devices that were presented in
Section 4.5.1. The disagreement is expressed through the use of an act combination
strategy: exclamation (single underline) and explanation (double underline). Poster-18
started the reply with an exclamation®® highlighting their astonishment at the main
poster’s description of the situation in the attached video as “part of the suffering for many
people”. The exclamation is also seen in the several rhetorical questions, each followed
by an explanation (i.e. answers). Poster-18 used these rhetorical questions as signposts

leading to the explanation. The provided answers seem to corroborate that the rhetorical

98 It is noted that some posters seem to use a question mark without an exclamation mark when expressing
exclamatory questions or even expressing an exclamatory statement like the one in this example.
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questions are used by Poster-18 to vent their frustration or astonishment and to lead the

readers of the reply in a specific direction.

Examining how the respondents evaluated this reply in the online questionnaire was
shown in Figure 5-13 (MT1-R2). Of the 178 respondents, 123 (69.10%) identified the
reply as a disagreement with different classifications, as displayed in Figure 7-2. In the
follow-up interviews, I was able to ask three of the interviewees who did not identify the
reply as a disagreement what their reasoning was. Their responses were similar in that
they thought the reply was just a description of the incident in the video attached to the
MT, and they did not connect the reply to the content of the MT. This challenge in
identifying the target of a disagreement in online communication, especially on a platform

where there are potentially multiple targets, was covered in Sections 4.4.1.3.

inappropriate
neither appropriate nor inappropriate

appropriate

very inappropriate

4

N 4
very appropriate ery polite

very impolite

impolite

neither polite nor impolite

Figure 7-2: Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 2 —
MT1

The analysis revealed that 63.4% of the 123 respondents selected aligned classifications
for the reply. Respondents who classified the disagreement as (very) polite and (very)
appropriate provided similar justifications. The justifications for these classifications
mostly revolved around the absence of insulting language and specifying the point or
source of disagreement, that is, the use of “suffering” as seen in the respondents’
statements in (20) to (22). Similarly, the 23 respondents who evaluated the reply as
neither polite nor impolite and neither inappropriate nor appropriate provided analogous

justifications to those mentioned in (20), (21) and (22).
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(20) Female-107 (polite and appropriate)

The poster of the reply expressed a disagreement with one specific point,
which is the main poster’s use of the word ‘suffering’ to describe the
situation, and the disagreement did not personally attack anyone.

(21) Male-31 (MP5-Nawaf) (polite and appropriate)

The poster did not accuse or belittle the person’s faith but rather looked at
the situation rationally.

(22) Female-91 (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster’s comment referred to a specific part of the tweet, which is the
use of ‘suffering’. It seems that the poster does not see it as suffering, or
maybe because the poster thinks that the main poster was exaggerating.

(23) Female-33 (FP4-Abeer)

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
inappropriate nor appropriate)

The reply does not contain offensive words or personalised comments
about others, and it addresses the main topic presented in the main tweet.

(24) Male-55 (MP10-Malek)

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
inappropriate nor appropriate)

I do not like this style of emotional exploitation; using questions is a good
way to gain more information and inspire others to think, but it can
sometimes be used in an irritating way.

Some respondents observed that the reply seems to be somehow emotional, as seen in
(24). MP10-Malek’s comment shows there are different uses for questions, and one of
these uses is emotional talk. Questions, particularly rhetorical ones as seen in this reply,
can be used to vent frustration and express irritation. Similarly, MP5-Nawaf, whose
justification is presented in (21), stated in the interview that “the poster’s use of multiple
questions shows that the poster is possibly emotionally charged; however, this emotional
response 1s not necessarily inappropriate. This style can be used to direct others’ minds
in a certain direction”. These respondents seem to recognise the emotional aspect of the
reply, which shows how emotions are crucial in evaluating impoliteness (Culpeper,
2011a, pp.59-60). Another interviewee, FP8-Samar, pointed out that the use of several
questions might be a way to undermine the main poster’s perceived exaggeration of how
many people are suffering due to the high volume of mosques with external loudspeakers.
Poster-18’s use of these rhetorical questions seems to be an attempt to clarify and

probably convince the main poster that what he claims is causing suffering is, in fact, not.
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The last aligned sets of categories selected by 12 respondents were (very) impolite and
(very) inappropriate, as shown in (25) and (26); these respondents offered similar
justifications for these two classifications. The justifications provided here seem to appeal
to equity rights — that everyone has the right to identify, describe, and talk about what
makes them suffer without being judged, belittled, or denied speaking rights. It is worth
noting that these respondents mentioned a sense of “belittling” invoked by the reply even
though it does not contain any of the aggravation devices identified in the study. This
could be the result of using multiple rhetorical questions in the reply, which might not
always be perceived positively. This also shows that markedness can be subjective and

does not always depend on the surface structure of the utterance; see Example 6.27.
(25) Female-89 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster of the reply belittles the suffering of others. Not all mosques
have the same imam/lecturer who will react in a good way, like the one in
the video, and this is a mistake.

(26) Female-102 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The poster has no right to deny others from expressing and talking about
what annoys them and makes them suffer.

Shifting the focus to the unaligned classifications between the categories as represented
in Figure 7-2, 36.6% of respondents chose different unaligned classifications for the
reply. Given the similarity of the justifications provided, I grouped these classifications:
neither polite nor impolite and (very) appropriate, polite and very appropriate, as well
as polite and neither inappropriate nor inappropriate. The justifications provided by the
respondents here focused on the absence of offensive language and how the poster did
not make the disagreement personal since it addresses the main poster’s use of the word

“suffering” without insulting the main poster.
(27) Female-51 (neither polite nor impolite and appropriate)

The poster of the reply explained and clarified his/her point of view without
using offensive words, provocation or allusions.

(28) Male-56 (polite and very appropriate)

The poster directly addressed the issue presented in the main tweet without
insulting or personalising the disagreement.

Other respondents who classified the reply as neither polite nor impolite and

inappropriate, as well as polite and inappropriate, as seen in (29) and (30), do not find it
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impolite but rather inappropriate. The justifications revealed that the inappropriateness of
the reply comes from its narrow focus on the use of the word “suffering” while ignoring
the central issue, which is the inconvenience caused by loudspeakers to people who live
near the mosques. The focus on the word “suffering” is seen to be based on a personal
standard that disregards the views of others. It is argued here that the idea of suffering is

subjective and not measured in the same way by different individuals.

(29) Female-80 (neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate)

The poster measured and defined the suffering based on personal standards
without considering the other person’s point of view.

(30) Female-35 (polite and inappropriate)

This reply is unrelated to the main issue. The poster took one word out of
the main tweet and focused on it without addressing the real issue.

The last unaligned classification, which is impolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate, was selected by three respondents and justified by only one.

(31) Female-63

(impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

The poster of the reply seems to be a bit agitated.

The offered justification pointed out how the poster seems emotionally triggered by the
MT; this observation is similar to the one in (24). The respondent here appears to be
judging the emotional state of the poster by describing the poster as “agitated”. This
agitation is probably mirrored in the use of multiple rhetorical questions. To these
respondents, Poster-18’s public display of emotions in this context is perceived to be
inappropriate or impolite because, in this emotional response, the poster ignored that main

issue and focused solely on lexical choice.
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7.2.3 Unmodified disagreement 3: Explanation
Example 7.3 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-27- T1/2 (R/I) <POL, PH2.2, Un.Dis>

dnymo sl ) ¢ lg duz g3l o doluo sliinl WS CeMadl J o309 8lyall 53L8 g dud I
2y Low 9 a9l R gl 9> : 9539 9
Bylaly 5443 (o 4l e el 095kt Geldl Jazg ol dgd Buglly

altarfi:h wa-qija:dat almar?ah wa- duxu:l almala:€ib kulaha: a:fja:? muba:hah
hawalu:ha: ali?xwan3zi:ah wa-als*ahawji:n i?la: a:fja:? muharamah wa-alhadaf
tafwich aldi:n wa-3aSl alna:s jandfuru:n li-li?slaxm  €la  ?nah di:n tafadud wa-
tat'aruf

Entertainment and women driving and going to stadiums are all permissible things
which the ali?xwanzi:ah [members of Brotherhood]99 and sfahawi:n [members of

100 o . . .
Sahwa movement]  prohibited aiming to distort the religion and make people see
Islam as a strict and extreme religion

The reply consists of an R/I-move which created a short thread of three tweets but
received no likes or retweets; see Examples 6.3, 6.8, 6.12, and 7.5 for more context. The
poster’s disagreement explains why some of the points in the MT, particularly those
related to women driving and entertainment, are not religiously prohibited, and attributes
their prohibition to the ideologies of the Brotherhood organisation and Sahwa movement.
The next poster disagreed with Poster-27’s explanation, especially the claim about the
Brotherhood, which the poster argues has no presence in Saudi Arabia. Poster-27
responded by stating that some individuals were wearing religious cloaks and had been
loyal to the leaders of the Brotherhood outside Saudi Arabia, but thankfully, these
individuals were identified and placed under arrest.!0! In the corpus analysis, this reply
was identified as an unmodified disagreement expressed through explanation as it does
not contain any mitigation or aggravation devices identified in this study; see Section
4.5.1. Despite being linguistically unmodified, respondents to the online questionnaire

classified the reply in different ways, as shown in Figure 7-3.

99 Also known as the Muslim Brotherhood, this term refers to the organisation founded in Egypt by Islamic
scholar and Hassan al-Banna in 1928, which has some influence on some political parties.

100 Also translated as ‘Awakening movement’, it refers to as an Islamic political and social movement in
Saudi Arabia from 1960-1980.

101'1n 2014, a royal decree declared the Brotherhood as a terrorist organisation and that Saudi Arabia would
not tolerate any activities supporting the organisation.
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neither appropriate nor inappropriate

inappropriate

appropriate

wvery inappropriate

very appropriate ~

very polite

very impolite polite

polite nor imp

impolite

Figure 7-3: Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 1 —
MTS5

The reply was identified as a disagreement by 86% (153) of the 178 respondents, as
presented in Figure 5-13 (M5-R1). All the 20 interviewees identified the reply as a
disagreement; hence it was not possible to investigate the reasoning behind why some
respondents did not identify the reply in this way. Examining respondents’ classifications,
it appears that around 73.9% of the 153 respondents chose aligned classifications between
the categories of the (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scales, while 26.1% chose
unaligned classifications. The analysis reveals that respondents who chose the aligned
classifications (very) polite and (very) appropriate, and neither polite nor impolite and
neither appropriate nor inappropriate provided various, yet similar, justifications for
these classifications; see the justifications in (32) to (35). The reasons offered mostly
focused on how the reply did not attack, insult, belittle, or offend the main poster. The
reply is impersonal and mainly explains Poster-27’s perspective. Despite these polite,
appropriate, and politic classifications, some respondents highlighted their discontent
with Poster-27’s use of labels such as ‘ali?xwan3zi:ah’ (members of the Brotherhood
group) and ‘als‘ahawji:n’(members of the Awakening movement). The categorisation of
people in this reply seems to reveal something about the poster’s ideological reception of
others who find entertainment, women driving cars and attending football matches, to be

religiously unacceptable.
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(32) Male-61 (polite and appropriate)

The poster explained why these points are permissible, but he is wrong for
classifying whoever is asking for these demands as being influenced by the
Brotherhood or Sahwa, because probably the person asking for these
demands is just from a conservative family and has no connection to the
Brotherhood organisation.

(33) Female-44 (FP3-Maha) (polite and appropriate)

The poster did not insult anyone, and the reply was not personalised. The
poster used the term ‘ixwangijah’, not ‘mit‘a:wSah’,'% and it is known that
we have political disagreements with the Brotherhood organisation. So, the
poster is connecting the issue to politics, not religion. Saudi Arabia [the
government] had talked about the danger of this organisation and banned
their publications, so, as a Saudi, one should be against the ideologies of
the Brotherhood organisation.

(34) Male- 38 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster did not offend the main poster, but he classified the people who
differ from him.

(35) Female-107 (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster explained his position and did not personally insult the main
poster; the poster just stated that certain groups had affected some people’s
views.

FP3-Maha’s justification in (33) referred to the religious and political aspects of the claim
in the reply. She seems to think that the appropriateness of the reply comes from its
compatibility with the country’s position against these ideologies. Her justification shows
how the religious and political aspects of the Saudi identity overlap, see Section 8.6.2 for

further discussion.

On the other hand, respondents who have more of a negative perception of the reply
selected the aligned classifications (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate; these
respondents offered various and somewhat homogeneous justifications. These
justifications centred around how the reply was short-sighted and narrow in its focus,
making it seem prejudiced. This perceived prejudice is probably caused by the

political/religious categorisation of people’s orientation in the reply, which some of these

102 mitfa:wSah is a colloquial term used to generally refer to religious conservative people whereas
ixwanjah is a term used to refer to a very conservative political group.
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respondents saw as an “attack”, “accusation”, or “stabbing”. To them, Poster-27 seems to
implicitly connect the ideology of the main poster and others agreeing with him to the
ideology of two groups that are seen as a threat, and, in the case of the Brotherhood, it is
classified as a terrorist group. The idea of categorising and labelling others purely because
they are not on the same side or have different views could be seen as a personalised
attack, targeting particularly individuals’ autonomy. What is also notable here is the
invocation of the general overarching religious-identity in (38) in contrast to the national-

religious aspect of identity as pointed out in (33); this is discussed further in Section 8.6.2.
(36) Female-93 (impolite and inappropriate)

The reply is based on inaccuracies and lacks objectivity and fairness. This
is why I do not like replies like this one.

(37) Male-53 (MP1-Ali) (impolite and inappropriate)

The reply puts people into categories based on (the poster’s) political
whims.

(38) Female-10 (impolite and inappropriate)

Tweets like this should not be responded to or commented on because of
the clear bias and inappropriate overgeneralisation that any Muslim should
avoid, Saudi or non-Saudi.

(39) Male-79 (very impolite and very
inappropriate)

The reply contains accusations, stereotyping and pushing people into
categories.

The justifications provided in support of the unaligned classifications of this reply tell a
similar story. Respondents who classified the reply as: polite and very appropriate and
neither polite nor impolite and (very) appropriate, provided justifications that are similar
to the ones in the aligned classifications seen in (32) to (35). These justifications focused
on the absence of cursing and offensive words and how the poster explained the points of
disagreement in the MT. Other respondents who chose polite and inappropriate provided
justification similar to (34) that the reply did not insult the main poster, but it presented a
limited view and contained a negative association, which are considered inappropriate.
Moreover, the justification for the neither polite nor impolite and (very) inappropriate
classifications pointed out that the reply is a divergence from the issue in the MT.
Additionally, respondents who classified the reply as: impolite and neither appropriate

nor inappropriate, impolite and very inappropriate, and very impolite and inappropriate



221

offered similar justifications to those presented in (36) to (39). Respondents’ justifications
for these unaligned classifications concentrated on the alleged overgeneralisation and
accusation seen in the categorisation of others who find entertainment, women driving
and going to football stadiums to be incompatible with Islamic teaching. Interestingly,
respondents’ classification of this disagreement appears to lean towards both ends of the
(im)politeness spectrum. It can be argued respondents who chose polite or politic
classifications seem to focus more on the part of the argument that women driving and
entertainment are essentially permissible in religious terms, but find the categorisation
somehow problematic given its negative political-religious connotation. These
respondents reflected their agreement in their classifications but pointed out their
reservations about the labels used in the reply. On the other hand, respondents who
provided negative classifications (i.e. impolite) were more focused on the negative
connotations of the categorisation; their strong reaction was reflected in both their
classification and justification. There seems to be a connection between such labels and

positioning people as either for or against some of the changes happening in the country.

7.3 Mitigated disagreements

Positively modified disagreement, as shown in Chapters 5 and 6, is usually identified
based on the existence of mitigation devices, thus rendering the disagreement
linguistically positively modified. However, as the analysis in this section reveals, this
positive linguistic modification does not necessarily mean that mitigated disagreements
will always be judged by all respondents as polite or even politic. Given the overall low
frequency of mitigated disagreements in the SAT corpus, this section covers only one
example that was classified and evaluated by respondents in the online questionnaire.
Example 7.4 shows how the disagreement strategy act combination, which is the most
used strategy in the corpus, was used to express a mitigated disagreement and how

respondents to the online questionnaire evaluated this mitigated disagreement.
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7.3.1 Mitigated disagreement 1: Act combination
Example 7.4 [see MT9 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-4- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.1, Mit.Dis>
eVl O8GuYlg Hlakiwdls 8ylnills Joall pio Cuaio e aa clgiuw 4 O pdio bo e (3 4SI

O 2L bladb ST ¢ g die adday () Ol 4 S35 Lo g B S A 9bun egde Jodn ¢
<"L§i) .)J.?uo"> dq.lai B A radewn Biliow

lakin fi: wouza:ra? ma: jinfa§ jikamilu:n 4 sanawa:t, ja?ni: ma6ala:n mans‘ib
wazi:r al{amal wa-altiza:rah wa-alistidma:r wa-ali?ska:n wa-ali?S{la:m , hadu:li: Caler-
hum masu?u:li:h kibi:rah wa-saSib tintid‘ir 4 sanawa:t lein jit‘la§ minah fer? , wa-
lakin bi-lmauga:bil ida: alnata:?3 ka:nat mumta:zah jistimr li-fatrah ?t*wal
<’muzarad r?i:">

<But>_some ministers are not fit to stay 4 years, for example the position of Minister

of Commerce and Minister of Labour and Social Development and Minister of Housing
and Minister of Media Information, they have a great responsibility and it is difficult
to wait 4 years to see what they can achieve, but in return if the results of their work
are excellent they can stay longer < “just an opinion.”>

Poster-4’s reply consists of an R-move only without initiating any further interaction, but
the reply received one like and one retweet, see Example 7.8 for more context. The
disagreement is expressed through act combination: a contrary statement (single
underlined) and explanation (double underlined). In the corpus analysis, this reply was
classified as a mitigated disagreement because of the hedging at the end of the reply, “just
an opinion”. Poster-4 used the mitigation to highlight that what has been stated is just a
personal opinion, which can be accepted or rejected. The hedging device here is similar
to the one discussed in Example 6.5 in the previous chapter. This personalised mitigation
1s what Caffi (2007, p.268) referred to as ““subjectivizers”; the mitigation here aims to
protect the poster from fully committing to the presented claim and giving others some
room to reject the claim. It can be argued that Poster-4 is trying to protect their quality
face from the possibility of being wrong and corrected in a public space, and at the same
time, the poster is showing awareness of others’ autonomy by not sounding forceful in

presenting a personal opinion, thus avoiding imposition.

In addition to the hedging at the end of the reply, there seems to be another mitigation
device at the beginning of the reply, seen in the use of “but”, which may imply an implicit
partial agreement. It could be that the “but” here is a short form of the partial agreement
marker ‘yes, but’. However, in this context, it is most likely just a way to mark the

contrary statement. Interestingly, one of the interviewees, FP3-Maha, noted in the
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interview that the disagreement here was easily identified because of the ‘but’ at the
beginning of the reply. Therefore, using ‘but’ at the beginning of the reply seems to signal
Poster-4’s focus on highlighting the disagreement more than expressing an explicit partial
agreement with the main poster. In general, it can be argued that the use of the mitigation
device at the end of the reply aims to soften the disagreement by reflecting Poster-4’s
consideration of equity rights, particularly autonomy-control, which assumes that people
should not be unduly controlled or imposed upon (Spencer-Oatey, 2005a; [2000] 2008).
Taking into consideration the respondents’ comments below on how Poster-4 was
respectful in disagreeing with the main poster, it can also be argued that Poster-4 also
shows consideration of association rights, particularly showing appropriate respect to
others (Spencer-Oatey, 2005a; [2000] 2008). Poster-4’s reply seems to aim to achieve
some degree of balance between a personal want to express a different opinion and the

want of the main poster to be respected and not imposed upon.

Only 77 (43.3%) of 178 respondents in the online questionnaire identified the reply as a
disagreement; see Figure 5-13 (MT4-R2). Four of the interviewees did not judge the reply
as a disagreement, and in the interviews, they provided similar explanations. For these
four interviewees, it seems that the use of explanations and providing examples did not
make the reply come across as a disagreement. This is seen in MP3-Ahmed’s statement:
“There might be a minor disagreement, but it seems to me that the reply is adding or
giving more detail, and that is why I could not say it is a disagreement. This is a good
reply, and I wish that people respond as such, meaning I see this reply as very polite and

appropriate”.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

inappropriate
appropriate \ /
1
17 7
3 2
1

very appropriate 30

very polite

polite

impolite neither polite nor impolite

Figure 7-4:Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 2 —
MT4
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Overall, when examining respondents’ classifications of this reply, as displayed in Figure
7-4, it seems evident that most respondents have a positive perception of the reply, as
reflected in the use of mostly positive classifications. Around 61% of the respondents’
aligned classifications involve the two classifications (very) polite and (very)
appropriate, as seen in (40) and (41). The respondents offered various yet homogenous
justifications that mostly revolved around the absence of insults or attacks on the other,
showing respect, explaining and clarifying a personal view logically, and ending the tweet
with “just an opinion”. Respondents who classified the tweet as neither polite nor impolite
and neither appropriate nor inappropriate, as well as impolite and inappropriate, did not
provide any justification for their classifications. There were no instances of the very

impolite and very inappropriate classifications, as displayed in Figure 7-4.
(40) Male-47 (polite and appropriate)
The poster clearly stated at the end of the reply this is just an opinion.
(41) Female-35 (FP6-Amani) (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster wrote his opinion politely without crossing the lines, showing
respect to the main poster, and did not use insulting words to support his
opinion.

The unaligned classifications in this example were minimal and also appeared to be
positive. Looking at the justifications for the following classifications: polite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate, polite and very appropriate, as well as very polite and
appropriate, they seem similar to the justifications offered by those who classified the
reply as (very) polite and (very) appropriate.

(42) Male74 (very polite and appropriate)

The poster explained and clarified his/her point of view without insulting
the main poster and then stated that it was just an opinion.

For the respondents who chose other unaligned classifications, such as neither polite nor
impolite and inappropriate, as well as polite and inappropriate, the justifications
provided for both classifications pointed out that the reply was inappropriate mainly

because it reflected a lack of knowledge about the legal process of assigning ministers.
(43) Male-22 (MP6-Bander) (neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate)

This poster made me feel like he is the king deciding who to assign or
remove. The poster should have looked at the policies, and the legal system
followed in assigning ministers and read more about the process.
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Even though some of the respondents thought the reply was inappropriate, they did not
seem to consider the reply impolite. The overall positive perception of the reply
(i.e.polite/politic) is most likely due to the poster’s orientation to maintain/enhance the
interaction with the target as reflected in the use of the mitigation device at the end of the
explanation. The justifications provided for the classifications in this reply may indicate
that to some respondents, appropriateness is strongly associated with being factually
correct, unlike politeness. Some comments produced by the interviewees made a similar
observation to this argument. For instance, MP4- Khalid stated that “politeness is more
advanced in tactfulness; it is when we embellish and enhance what we say while
appropriateness is brief and plain”; see Section 8.2 for the discussion on the relation

between (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness.

7.4 Aggravated disagreements

As shown in Chapter 5 (see Figure 5-6), negatively modified disagreements are usually
identified based on the presence of aggravation devices in the disagreement strategy, or
the use of disagreement strategies that are always aggravated (verbal attacks and verbal
irony/sarcasm), see also the analysis in Chapter 6. In this section, I present and discuss
the aggravated disagreement examples in the online questionnaire and how the
respondents evaluated the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of these examples. The
examples here include the following disagreement strategies: verbal attack (Example 7.5
and Example 7.6), supplication (Example 7.7), contrary statement (Example 7.8 and
Example 7.10), and act combination (Example 7.9). The analysis of respondents’
evaluations reveals that many respondents perceived these disagreements negatively,
except for the disagreement in Example 7.9, which mostly was perceived positively; see

the classification table in Table 4-5.

7.4.1 Aggravated disagreements 1: Verbal attack
Example 7.5 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-4-T2 (R/I) <POL,PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

<Jsadl dzlg 3929l (o Sl (M1 Cilg ©ige zoy> < sl cllal S e > <Fud § ik l>

<allah jilyi:k ja ferx> < €a kerf a:halak ilya:?> <ru:h mu:t wa-i?nt ilyi: nafsak min
alwuzu:d wa:zid afd‘al >

<May Allah cancel you> <it is not up to your family to demand cancelling> <you go
die and cancel yourself from existence that would be much better>
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Poster-4’s reply expresses an aggravated disagreement directed at the main poster, who
posted a list of demands using the hashtag #royal-decrees; see Examples 6.3, 6.8, 6.16,
and 7.3 for more context. Poster-4’s disagreement generated a thread of replies extending
over 8 interactional turns that contained a back-and-forth conversation between Poster-4
and the main poster, and this reply received three likes and two retweets. The main poster
listed a set of demands that included nullifying some women’s rights, such as driving cars
and attending football matches. Poster-4 seems to be triggered by the main poster’s list
of demands, which leads to launching a verbal attack on him.!?® The verbal attack contains
a combination of aggravation devices, starting by invoking Allah against the other <May
Allah cancel you>; Poster-4 employed the same word that the main poster used in the list
of demands which is “cancel”. In the context of Poster-4’s invocation of Allah, the word
cancel can either mean that Poster-4 wishes for the main poster to perish, or be punished
and cancelled from the platform so that he cannot express such views. This was followed
by belittling devices <it is not up to your family to demand cancelling>, which is a way
of emphasising that the main poster is not in a position that gives him the right to make
such demands. Then Poster-4 used a dissociating/dismissing device through the
statement: <you go die and cancel yourself from existence that would be much better>.
The third device makes it obvious that Poster-4 wishes death upon the main poster and
not just being cancelled from the platform. The attack provoked the main poster, who

responded by attacking Poster-4; see the entire interaction in Appendix D.

Investigating the thread of replies under the MT reveals that initially, the main poster was
active in responding to the replies that expressed disagreements with him. However, the
main poster stopped responding to these replies, perhaps because it was time-consuming
to respond to these many replies, but most likely because some of his supporters were
asking him not to respond and lower himself to the level of those disagreeing and
attacking him. For instance, in the interaction between the main poster and Poster-4,
another poster posted this reply to the main poster’s tweet after T8: “O Prince, do not

bother yourself with her, you are in the right”.

The interaction between the main poster and Poster-4 seems to offer an instance where
neither interlocutors are concerned with maintaining or enhancing rapport. From the

beginning, it seems that both interlocutors are impairing the interaction and damaging

103 For context, the main poster is a male with over 25 thousand followers while Poster-4 is a female with
a little over 120 followers.
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each other (rapport challenge orientation). The interaction shows that both interlocutors
disregard entirely different aspects of face as well as sociality rights and obligations. In
response to Poster-4’s personal attack, the main poster responded most likely to defend
himself, but such an aggravated defence was not necessarily perceived positively, at least
by some of the main poster’s supporters who thought that using impoliteness had a
negative effect on the image of the main poster and accordingly affected the impact of his

MT; see Sections 8.5 and 8.7 for further discussion.

Returning to Poster-4’s first reply, only 6 out of the 178 respondents to the online
questionnaire found the reply not to express a disagreement, see Figure 5-13 (MT5-R2).
None of these respondents were willing to be interviewed, so their reasoning could not be
investigated. The other 172 respondents who found the reply to express a disagreement
provided different evaluations of the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of the
reply; see Figure 7-5. The majority (84.88%) of the respondents chose aligned
classifications between the two scales, while the rest chose unaligned classifications. For
the group who selected aligned classification, it appears that 97.26% have a negative
perception of the reply and classified the reply as (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriate, and around 1.37% thought the reply was neither polite nor impolite and
neither appropriate nor inappropriate and a similar percentage thought the reply was
polite and appropriate.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

|
| inappropriate

appropriate |

| very inappropriate

very impolite |
| polite

impolite neither polite nor impolite

Figure 7-5: Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 2 —
MTS

Respondents who chose the aligned -classifications (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriate for the reply provided analogous justifications, as seen below in (44) to

(49). Most of these justifications revolved around the notion that invoking Allah against
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the other should not be taken lightly, even in the context of disagreements; the
personalisation of the aggravation in the reply is perceived as harsh and unacceptable
given that the main poster has not personally attacked anyone. To these respondents,
targeting the main poster, not the content of the MT, seems to be an issue, especially
given how emotionally charged the reply is; see Example 7.2. In addition, respondents
seem to find the reply to be encouraging verbal violence and excluding others’ voices,
which is a feature of what is referred to as ‘cancel culture’; see Section 8.7 for a discussion
of aggravation on Twitter. Cancel culture, from a social justice perspective, is generally
seen as the withdrawal of any kind of support for anyone who is assessed to have said or

done something unacceptable or highly problematic (Ng, 2020, p.623).104
(44) Female-35 (FP6-Amani) (very impolite and very inappropriate)

To me, it is very disrespectful when someone invokes Allah against the
other, especially from behind the screen. Even if there is a disagreement
praying against others should not be easily done.

(45) Female-71 (very impolite and very inappropriate)
The reply is very offensive and cancels out the other’s voice.

(46) Female-81 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The reply does not express an exact point, and it seems that the poster is
very agitated.
(47) Female-44 (FP3-Maha) (impolite and inappropriate)

I am on the side of the poster of the reply, but I find the invocation of Allah
against the main poster like this is very aggressive. It does show that the
poster strongly rejects the main tweet by attacking the person, not the idea.

(48) Male-66 (impolite and inappropriate)

Attacking the main poster without discussing the content of the main tweet
or providing a convincing argument.

(49) Male-51 (impolite and inappropriate)

Invoking Allah against the main poster is very aggressive.

104 In other words, cancel culture is described as the “act of withdrawing from someone whose expression
whether political, artistic, or otherwise — was once welcome or at least tolerated, but no longer is”
(Bromwich, 2018) https://www.nytimes.ccnaom/2018/06/28/style/is-it-canceled.html
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On the other hand, respondents who classified the reply as neither polite nor impolite and
neither appropriate nor inappropriate, as well as polite and appropriate, provided similar
justifications as seen in (50) and (51). These justifications reveal that these respondents
are more understanding or lenient regarding the poster’s aggravated disagreement, mainly
because the MT is perceived as a threat to social cohesion, particularly the main poster’s
views on removing women’s rights to have more social freedom. These respondents seem
to sanction or approve of Poster-4’s impoliteness in replying to the main poster’s
provocative tweet. In some contexts, like the one here, some interlocutors would find

using impoliteness to be legitimate; see Section 8.6.1 for further discussion.

(50) Female-102 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster has the right to use strong language when responding to
someone who is requesting the cancellation of other people’s rights.

(51)Male-33 (MP9-Yusef) (polite and appropriate)

The goal of the main tweet is to stir up discord. Topics like religion,
women’s rights, and football are sensitive topics in our society that usually
divide people into left or right, and it is impossible not to see clashing
views. When someone expresses a point of view that differs from the
mainstream mindset, that person chooses to be in that situation, so an attack
should be anticipated. At first, the person can be polite over and over again,
but then that person will involuntarily move to aggressive defence as well.

As for the justifications provided by respondents who chose unaligned classifications
such as very impolite and inappropriate, impolite and very inappropriate, and very
impolite and appropriate, it appears that these justifications are similar to the ones
presented above in (44) to (49), even the cases of the respondent in (53) who classified
the reply as very impolite and appropriate. Respondents who chose other classifications

were either unclear in their justifications or did not justify their classifications.
(52) Female-1 (FP8- Samar) (impolite and very inappropriate)

The poster insulted the main poster and did not discuss the content of the
main tweet.

(53) Male-39 (very impolite and appropriate)

Invoking Allah against others is unacceptable.
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7.4.2 Aggravated disagreements 2: Verbal attack
Example 7.6 [see MT3 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-8-T2 (R) <SOH,SH2.1, Agg.Dis > (verbal attack)

V"> Jgs HdiS < hadl pud 9 Jes Il gize b cal> (< aie LS Ciuaie ] yglas Jglos o>
<ellio L":U‘ &ia.]b &2 "Olajl.«.wo> )’3 L“S‘)Lz_>

<Ma: tiha:wil tid‘ihir nafsak mus‘nif tatagja? Sunsfiri:h>, <int ja: Qazizi: aldazi:l wa
lai:sa algabili: >, tiqdar tugu:l < “ la: hidzazi: wa-la: mustawt‘in jird‘a: bi-1fi?h
illi: mifilk>

< Don’t try to look fair, you spew racism>, <You my dear the intruder not tribal
people,> you can say < “no Hijazi nor a settler” accept people like you>

Poster-8 expresses an aggravated disagreement through a verbal attack. The reply consists
of an R-move without initiating any further interaction, but it received two likes and six
retweets; see Examples 6.10, 6.15, 6.17, and 7.9 for more context. Poster-8 essentially
aims to attack the main poster mainly because of the main poster’s choice of words,
specifically “Hijazi and tribal people participate in the hashtag”. The verbal attack
involves several aggravation devices: (1) judgmental language, seen in < Don’t try to
look fair, you spew racism>; (2) personalised insulting language, seen in <You are, my
dear, the intruder, not tribal people>; and (3) the dissociating/dismissing device, seen in
< no Hijazi nor a settler’ accept people like you>. The combination of these aggravation
devices aims to belittle and disparage the main poster; it is an obvious violation of the
main poster’s face, particularly his social identity face. It also shows a disregard for the
main poster’s equity and association rights since Poster-8 considers the main poster to be
an intruder and not a fellow citizen. The insult in Poster-8’s reply is also extended to other
Saudis whose families migrated to Saudi Arabia by describing them as <settlers>. The
disparagement of the main poster is further intensified by stating that he is not accepted
not only by the tribal people but even those referred to as settlers, which shows that

Poster-8 is dissociating from the main poster and positioning them as an outcast.

As shown in Figure 5-13 (MT2-R2), 154 (86.5%) out of the 178 respondents identified
the reply as a disagreement. Around 77.92% of these respondents chose different yet
aligned classifications between the scales of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness, while the
remaining 22.08% selected different unaligned classifications, as displayed in Figure 7-
6. The majority of these respondents found the reply to be (very) impolite and (very)

inappropriate for mostly the same justifications. Only two respondents classified the
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reply as (very) polite and (very) appropriate, as shown in Figure 7-6, and neither of them

provided any justifications or took part in the follow-up interview.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

inappropriate

appropriate /

very inapproprite

very appropriate very polite

polite
very impolite

neither polite nor impolite

impolite

Figure 7-6: Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 2 —
MT2

The main justifications provided by the respondents who chose (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriate classifications were mainly triggered by the personalised, “hurtful”,
“belittling”, “racist/tribalist”, and “barbaric” attack on the main poster, see justifications
in (54) to (59). These respondents found the reply to be ignoring the main point of the
MT and unjustifiably employing racism to launch a direct aggravated attack on the main
poster. The aggravation in the reply is considered a breach of religious norms'® and a
violation of social civility. This is an example of intergroup conflict that involves two
Saudis: the issue reflects a struggle over identity; see Section 8.6.2 for further discussion.
Another significant claim is seen in (55): this respondent pointed out that this aggressively

impolite statement is unlikely to be uttered in face-to-face communication. Some

105 This known as §as‘abijah, which Islam strongly condemns. It basically refers to the pride one takes in
being part of a specific tribe, clan, race, etc and feelings of superiority over others who are not in
the same group leading to treating others differently. For example, in Sahih Muslim, Book 45,
Hadith 81, it was reported that Prophet Muhammad and his companions were on a journey and they
heard a man from the Muha:girjin (meaning immigrant and it refers to people who followed the
Prophet’s order to leave Makkah and find refuge in Madinah at the early days of Islam) pushed a
man from the Ans‘a:r (people of Madinah who welcomed the immigrant and supported them). In the
argument, the man from the Ansa:r called out: O Ans‘a:r!, in a way to ask for help from the other
Ansfa:r, and the other man called out O Muhagirjin! Upon hearing that, the Prophet Muhammad said
“What are these proclamations of the Days of Ignorance? Leave it (refrain from it), it is rotten”.
There are other different religious statements from the Quran and Hadith that condemn Sasfabijah in
all its forms.
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respondents seem to believe that things would be said online but not in face-to-face
interaction; see Section 8.5 for more discussion. In addition, the perceived misjudgement
of the main poster’s intention motivated the respondent in (79) to negatively evaluate the

disagreement; see Section 8.6.4 for a discussion of intention and (im)politeness.
(54) Female-35 (FP6-Amani) (impolite and inappropriate)

I have no problem with the poster’s opinion; to each their own views. It was
unnecessary to insult the main poster. I think we have a huge problem when
we express our opinions; after we say what we think, we go on to insult the
other person, ‘those like you’.

(55) Female-33 (impolite and inappropriate)

The reply is racist and twists the topic of the discussion to attack the main
poster himself. Opinions like this one probably would not be expressed face
to face.

(56) Fmale-79 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster misjudged the main poster and based their reply on what they

thought/assumed the main poster’s intention was.

(57)Male-49 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The poster’s attitude is very uncivilised, barbaric and ignorant. You would
hope that people like this poster cease to exist. What is the point of being a
tribal person with no morals?

(58) Male-58 (very impolite and very inappropriate)
The word ‘settler’ is racist, and it attacks the main poster’s national identity.
(59) Male-7 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

This reply encourages racism, which is forbidden in our religion as well as
in other religions/societies.

Respondents who selected unaligned classifications provided justifications that are
mostly similar to the ones presented above as in (60) and (61), with the exception seen in
the justifications of respondents who classified the reply as impolite and appropriate or
very impolite and appropriate, as seen in (62). These respondents acknowledge the level
of impoliteness in the reply but still find it appropriate, mainly because they find it
matches the level of impoliteness in the MT. For other unaligned classifications, such as
polite and neither appropriate nor inappropriate, polite and inappropriate, and polite

and appropriate, the respondents who chose these classifications did not provide any
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justifications in their responses and were not interviewed as they had not agreed to

participate in the follow-up interviews.
(60) Male-68 (impolite and very inappropriate)

The main tweet advocates against racism, and on the contrary, the reply is
racist and horribly written.

(61) Male-10 (impolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate)

The reply is unnecessarily reckless and aggressive. Instead, the poster could
have clarified his/her point and advised the main poster.

(62) Female-99 (impolite and appropriate)

The main tweet is infuriating, and the reply is on the same level of

infuriation.

7.4.3 Aggravated disagreements 3: Supplication

Example 7.7 [see MTI in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-81-T2 (R) <SOC,SH1.1, Agg.Dis>

<L y0 dlll 433159 (B 50 agrald 08> adaell el dlil X1 548 g Jg> Vg dll oo
subha:n allah wa-la: hawla wa-la: quwata i?lla: bi-alla:h alSli: al{0%i:m <fi:

qulu:bihim mard® faza:dahum allah mard¢a:>

Glory be to Allah and there is no might or power except with Allah the Most High and
Great < there is a disease [spiritual turmoil/lack of faith] in their hearts so Allah added
to their disease>

Poster-81 expresses an aggravated disagreement in an R-move only, and the reply did not
receive any likes or retweets; see Examples 6.13, 6.26, and 7.2 for more context. The
disagreement is expressed through the supplication strategy as Poster-81 employed solely
religious expressions. The religious expression “Glory to Allah”, as shown in Example
6.13, can be used religiously to remember Allah as a form of worship, and pragmatically
to signal different exclamatory emotional reactions ranging from surprise, shock,
astonishment, or admiration depending on the context. Then Poster-81 used “there is no
might or power except with Allah”, which is one way to remember Allah, and it can be
used in some contexts to express frustration and disappointment. It is most likely that
Poster-81 is expressing a disagreement by highlighting their astonishment and
disappointment with the MT and its content. The supplication is aggravated by the use of

judgmental language at the end of the reply. The judgmental device consists of the
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intertextual use of a part verse quoted from the Quran;'? the verse was used to pass a
negative judgment probably of the man in the video attached to the MT. It targets the
man’s faith since he requested the lecturer to turn off the external loudspeakers because
he was trying to sleep. It might also target the main poster, who seems to sympathise and
align with the man in the video. Using the verse here to judge the targets’ faith is a good
example of how religious texts can be used intertextually to aggravate and accentuate
impoliteness; see Section 8.6.3 for further discussion. The use of religious texts in this
reply can be seen as a way to legitimise the impoliteness/inappropriateness of the
disagreement directed at the target; the religious text is used to sanction the impoliteness

(Alzidjaly, 2019, p.1052).

Looking at how respondents evaluated this reply, it appears that 160 (89.9%) out of 178
respondents found the reply to express a disagreement, see Figure 5-13 (MT1-R1). None
of the 18 respondents who did not identify the reply as a disagreement were further
questioned about their reasoning because none of them agreed to be interviewed. As for
the other 160 respondents who found the reply to express a disagreement, they provided
different classifications for the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the reply, as
displayed in Figure 7-7. Overall, 61.9% of these respondents chose aligned

classifications, while 38.1% provided unaligned classifications.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate
inappropriate

very inappropriate
appropriate

2
very appropriate

very polite

very impolite

polite

impolite

neither polite nor impolite

Figure 7-7:Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 1 —

MT1

106 The complete verse is: (There is sickness in their hearts, and Allah only lets their sickness increase.
They will suffer a painful punishment for their lies) Al-Bagarah, Chapter 2, Verse 10, Translation
by Dr. Mustafa Khattab: https://quran.com/2
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Respondents who chose the aligned classifications (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriate presented similar justifications that primarily focused on how the reply was
very judgmental and cast doubt on the target’s faith without knowing them or knowing
the circumstances of the incident. The intertextual use of the Quranic verse to express a
judgmental disagreement is seen as an aggravated and unfair accusation. This unfairness
is probably the result of the belief that judging someone’s faith is not considered a human

responsibility, but rather a divine one.
(63) Female-89 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster judged the man’s religious commitment and accused him of
lacking faith by saying that he suffers from a heart illness [suffering
spiritual turmoil]. The poster does not know the man and his circumstances
and what caused him to behave this way. The poster unfairly judges the
man without trying to be in his shoes.

(64) Female-1 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster judged the man’s faith by saying he suffers from spiritual
turmoil; no one has the right to judge one’s faith except Allah.

(65) Male-22 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The poster began the reply with supplication and then used a verse taken
from Surat Al-Baqarah, which essentially describes hypocrites. This is a
serious accusation, and it is not acceptable. Also, the poster focused on the
man but never commented on the lecturer’s mistake.

(66) Female-102 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

No one has the right to accuse others of suffering spiritual turmoil just
because they disagree with them.

On the other hand, respondents who classified the reply as neither polite nor impolite and
neither appropriate nor inappropriate explained that they preferred not to evaluate the
reply, mainly because of the religious nature of the topic. The other reason is that the
reply did not contain insulting and offensive language, and the Quranic verse was used

indirectly; hence it was not perceived as impolite or inappropriate.

(67) Male-95 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

This topic is very religious and I would like to stay neutral in my opinion.
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(68) Female-93 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster did not use swear words or insults and only used a Quranic verse
indirectly.

In addition, the justifications provided by respondents who chose the aligned
classifications (very) polite and (very) appropriate offered similar reasons to the ones
presented in (68), mainly concentrated on the absence of direct insults and offensive
words. Also, some of these respondents claim that the use of religious text in expressing
a disagreement does not render the disagreement impolite/inappropriate. It seems that the
sacred status of the source text is given more value than its intertextual use in the context

of this disagreement; this is discussed further in Section 8.6.3.
(69) Female-91 (polite and appropriate)

The disagreement is expressed succinctly and eloquently in a religious
manner.

(70) Female-98 (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster used the word of Allah to express disagreement.

Examining the unaligned classifications, it appears that respondents who have more of a
negative perception of the reply chose classifications such as: neither polite nor impolite
and inappropriate; very impolite and inappropriate; impolite and neither appropriate
nor inappropriate; and very impolite and neither appropriate nor inappropriate. Their
justifications generally seem to be similar to those in (63) to (66). Respondents pointed
out the misuse of religious text to pass unfair judgments on others, particularly judging
someone’s faith or intention. These respondents find the reply to be violating sociality
rights, especially the man’s freedom to ask the lecturer to lower the volume of the

loudspeakers during a religious lecture so that he can sleep at his home without disruption.
(71) Female-99 (very impolite and inappropriate)

Mainly the reply categorises others and judges their intention.
(72) Male-31(MP5-Nawaf)

(impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

The Quranic verse refers to something very specific, and the poster seems
to be using the verse to describe the man in the video as someone who lacks
faith and it judges his intention. So, the reply contains an accusation,
judgment of others’ intentions, and misinterpretation and misuse of the
Quran.
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(73) Male-21 (very impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

The man asked for one of his rights, and the reply is an infringement on the
man’s rights. Also, the reply exploits the Quranic verse to serve the poster’s
whims.

(74) Male-30(MP4-Khalid) (neither polite nor impolite and
inappropriate)
I do not find the behaviour in the video proper,but the reply is irrelevant to
the content of the main tweet.

Other unaligned classifications, such as neither polite nor impolite and appropriate, very
polite and appropriate, and polite and neither appropriate nor inappropriate, have an
overall more positive or politic perception of the reply. The respondents who chose these
classifications provided justifications that are similar to those in (67) to (70). The focus
is on the absence of direct insults and offensive language and the use of Allah’s words to

express disagreements.
(75) Female-85 (very polite and appropriate)

The reply did not contain offensive words or attack the man; it only
mentioned Allah.

(76) Female-66 (neither polite nor impolite and appropriate)

The use of alhawgalah!%7 is good in such situations.

7.4.4 Aggravated disagreements 4: Contrary statement

Example 7.8 [see MT9 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-47-T2 (R) <POL, PH2.1, Agg.Dis >

ﬁ))’ > ¢ i3S Lo (&211 sthu)“ fUé:.JJ\ o0 i ¢ Q‘ji.«ui ;bjjj‘ u,o.bm 8)95 O Ole) R gé_gja.o
maSru:f min zama:n in dawrat ma3zlis alwouza:ra? 4 sanawa:t, hada: min alnid‘a:m
ala:sa:si: li-lhukm ma: tyajar ,< bas la:zim alfalsafah fi hisa:bkum >

It has been known for a long time that the cabinet session is 4 years, this is the
fundamental system of the government and it has not changed, <But your account has
to get philosophical>

Poster-47 expressed an aggravated disagreement through a contrary statement consisting

of an R-move, and it received no likes or retweets; see Example 7.4 for more context.

107 See Example 6.25.
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Poster-47’s reply negates the claim in the MT by asserting that the alleged new legislative
law is already known and that nothing has changed regarding the period ministers can
stay in their positions. Poster-47’s contrary statement is followed by a dismissive device
<your account has to get philosophical>, which aims to humiliate the account holder for
trying to appear knowledgeable or informative. The MT was reporting on one of the new
royal decrees announced in late 2018 that involved new legislation regarding the length
of term for the Council of Ministers. Ministers used to serve 10 years on the council, but

the new law reduced it to a 4-year term.
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inappropriate

appropriate
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Figure 7-8:0Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 1 —
MT4

Looking at how the reply was classified and evaluated by the respondents, Figure 5-13
(MT4-R1) reveals that 68.5% of respondents, that is 122 out of 178, identified the reply
as a disagreement. | was able to ask two of the interviewees who did not identify the reply
as a disagreement about their reasoning, and they provided similar explanations. They
referred to the fact that both posters (the main poster and the poster of the reply) stated
that ministers are given a 4-year term in their positions. It seems that some of these
respondents were more focused on both posters mentioning the same number of years
without paying full attention to the whole context. In fact, one of these two interviewees,
MP-9 Yusef, stated: “Now that I think about it, it does sound like a disagreement, and the
last part is slightly inappropriate compared to the <it is not up to you> in the other

example”, he is referring to Example 7.9 below.

The examination of the classifications chosen for this reply shows that 71.31% of the

respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement selected aligned classification,
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while 28.69% selected unaligned classifications, see Figure 7-8. Respondents who chose
the two aligned classifications (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate essentially
focused on how the poster of the reply aimed to mock or ridicule the main poster, which
is perceived negatively even if the poster was trying to share what is considered the

correct information.
(77) Female-89 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster could have explained and clarified the point without belittling
the main poster.

(78) Male-79 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster could have clarified and corrected the information without
adding unnecessary words at the end of the reply.

(79) Male-22(MP6-Muath) (very impolite and very inappropriate)

Ridiculing others like this cannot be acceptable.

(80) Male-72 . : . .
very impolite and very inappropriate

The poster is attempting to mock the main poster.

On the other hand, respondents who chose these aligned classifications (very) polite and
(very) appropriate were focused on how the reply aimed to correct what is perceived as
incorrect information. Some of these respondents seem to overlook the existence of the
dismissive device and find that using aggravation in responding to some accounts is
necessary to prevent others from being misled, and think this is one of the ways that

should be used to debunk misinformation.

(81) Male-63 (polite and appropriate)
The poster corrected the main poster and told the truth so that no one is
misinformed.

(82) Female-103 (very polite and very appropriate)

Some accounts deserve this type of good silencing.

Moreover, respondents who classified the reply as neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate recognised the poster’s attempt to correct what is seen as

misinformation, but because of the poster’s use of <But your account has to get
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philosophical>, respondents seemed to find it difficult to choose a polite classification

for the reply, such as polite and appropriate.

(83) Male-49 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

The reply was good but the phrase ‘get philosophical’ made me choose
neutral.

In addition, respondents who chose unaligned classifications such as neither polite nor
impolite and (very) appropriate as well as polite and very appropriate have a positive
perception of the reply, as shown in (81) and (82). These respondents were focused on
the act of refuting what is seen as misinformation while ignoring or underestimating the

existence of the dismissive device.
(84) Male-31 (MP5-Nawaf) (neither polite nor impolite and appropriate)

There is a slight harshness in the reply, but it is acceptable since it is not a
personalised insult.

Some of the respondents who had more of a negative perception of the reply chose other
unaligned classifications such as very impolite and inappropriate, and neither polite nor
impolite and inappropriate. To these respondents, it seems that the poster of the reply is
expressing a disagreement as a way to validate that they have a voice, even when they are

not adding valuable information.
(85) Male-7 (very impolite and inappropriate)

The poster did not discuss the point but instead commented mostly to
ridicule the main poster.

(86) Female-80 (neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate)

The poster’s reply is a disagreement just for the sake of expressing a
disagreement.
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7.4.5 Aggravated disagreements 5: Act combination
Example 7.9 [see MT3 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-44-T2 (R) <SOH,SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

937> Chiual <lisS g0 3ol o> dilS 9 oy dad Sy S Bl 9 & paiadl cual (31 dllg
<!> L | ale jlosdl 08 LLS

wa-allah ini: a:mqut alSuns‘iri:h wa-a:[u:f alkul jima6il nafsah bi-di:nah wa xuluquh <bas li-
lhag mu: kerfak> tis‘anif hidziz wa gaba:jil wa-ka?: alhidzaz ma: hi: gaba:?l <!!>

By God, I detest racism, and I see everyone represent themselves with their religion and
morals.< but for the sake of truth it is not up to you> to classify people into Hijazi and tribes,
as if there are no Hijazi tribes<!!>

Poster-44 expresses an aggravated disagreement through the use of act combination:
explanation and exclamation. The disagreement consists of an R-move without initiating
any further interaction, but the reply received three retweets; see Examples 6.10, 6.15,
6.17, 6.19, and 7.6 for more context. Poster-44 starts with a short explanation to clarify
their position towards racism in general and stresses that one’s moral and religious
behaviours are reflections of oneself. Probably this to say that those participating in the
#hijaz-identity hashtag and expressing racist and patronising views are only speaking for
themselves, not the whole population. The explanation further shows that the poster
believes that the main poster was wrong in his categorisation of people into “Hijazi and
tribal people”. The explanation of personal stance is followed by an exclamation that
clearly shows the poster’s astonishment and rejection of the main poster’s choice of
words. The explanation was aggravated by the use of a judgmental device <but for the
sake of truth it is not up to you>, which reflects Poster-44’s negative perception of
separating the Hijazi and tribal aspects of identity, thus stripping the Hijazi identity away
from tribal people from the Hijaz region. The exclamation in the reply is aggravated by
the use of paralinguistic cues — the double exclamation marks — that may depict the
poster’s intensified sense of astonishment or his strong rejection of the main poster’s

categorisation.

Turning the focus to how respondents evaluated this disagreement in the online
questionnaire, Figure 5-13 (MT2-R1) shows that the reply received different
classifications from 133 respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement.
Generally, looking at these classifications as displayed in Figure 7-9, it appears that

68.42% are aligned classifications, whereas 31.57% are unaligned classifications.
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Figure 7-9:Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 1—
MT2

The justifications provided for the aligned classifications (very) polite and (very)
appropriate, are similar in their focus. These respondents centred on the absence of
offensive words and personalised attacks directed at the main poster. Some of these
respondents pointed out that the reply would have been better if the expression <it is not
up to you> was not used, but using it here did not reduce the reply to being seen as
impolite/inappropriate; see justifications in (87) to (90). In addition, some of these
respondents were focused on how the reply was logical and matched the level or tone of

the MT.
(87) Female-35 (polite and appropriate)

There is no accusation directed at anyone and there are no offensive words
used. The poster expressed his opinion honestly.

(88) Male-49 (polite and appropriate)

It is an appropriate reply, but it would have been better if the poster avoided
using <it is not up to you™>, and instead clarified that Hijaz contains both
tribal people /gabali/ and non-tribal families /aad‘ari/.

(89) Female-37 (very polite and very appropriate)

The reply fairly and logically responded to the issue in the main tweet.

(90) Male-72 (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster is polite because he/she did not use hurtful language.
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Likewise, respondents who classified the reply as neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate pointed out that the disagreement started well but ended
inappropriately or impolitely because of the use of <it is not up to you>. It seems that the
use of the aggravation devices at the end of the reply made it challenging for these

respondents to classify the reply positively, so they leaned towards classifying it as politic.

(91) Female-133

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

I think the poster attempted to be polite at first, then kind of got irritated by
the main poster’s words, especially his separation between Hijazi and
tribal.

(92) Male-50

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster expressed their loathing of racism but then scoffed at the main
poster.

On the other hand, respondents who chose the aligned classifications impolite and
inappropriate mainly focused on how the expression <it is not up to you> is disrespectful
and aggressive. These respondents were more focused on how the poster had the option
to be “nice” and “respectful” but chose the opposite. Respondents who selected that last
aligned classification, which is very impolite and very inappropriate, did not offer any

justifications.

(93)Male-22 (MP6-Bader) (impolite and inappropriate)

The expression 'it is not up to you' is disrespectful. The poster could have
politely and respectfully stated that the people of Hijaz refer to both the
tribes and the other families.

(94) Female-82 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster could have been nicer and avoided using 'it is not up to you'.

Furthermore, the analysis of unaligned classifications reveals that the respondents who
selected classifications such as polite and very appropriate and very polite and
appropriate generally positively perceived the reply and provided analogous
justifications to those in (87) to (90). Interestingly, the respondent in (95) appears to be
trying to have good faith in the poster’s good intention and assuming that the expression
“it is not up to you” is an unintended mistake mainly because the reply is generally

perceived to be positive; see Section 8.6.4.
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(®5) Female-1 (FP8-Samar) (polite and very appropriate)

The reply is not attacking or belittling anyone; the only issue with it is the
use of ‘it is not up to you’, which probably is a misspoken/miswritten
expression mainly because the reply is generally good and aims to notify
the main poster of his mistake.

(96) Female-86 (very polite and appropriate)

The poster did not offend or insult the main poster and only expressed a
polite disagreement with the way Hijazi and tribal are separated.

Other respondents who have more of a negative perception of the reply chose
classifications such as neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate, as well as impolite
and neither appropriate nor inappropriate, and impolite and very inappropriate. These
justifications are similar to the ones in (91) to (94). The respondents here seem to find a
contradiction in the poster’s reply. The poster pointed out their rejection of
racism/tribalism but then seemed to be trying to clarify what is the proper categorisation.
Moreover, some respondents commented on how the reply seems to miss the key point
of the MT, which is the call for being united, as seen at the end of the MT, “one nation,

and one religion”.

(97) Female- 81

(neither polite nor impolite and
inappropriate)

The reply is self-contradictory as it talks about despising racism but then
goes on to stress the importance of the right categorisation of Hijazi tribal
and Hijazi non-tribal and such categorisation is racist in itself.

(98) Female-106

(impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

The poster could have asked for clarification in a better way without being
racist, which they claim is something that they despise. The use of ‘it is not
up to you’ in the disagreement made the poster fall into the trap of being
patronising. The poster could have chosen not to respond because the main
poster’s tweet was clear.

(99) Male-79 (impolite and very inappropriate)

The reply is off-topic, in fact, the main poster is not advocating racism.
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7.4.6 Aggravated disagreements 6: Contrary statement
Example 7.10 [see MTI11 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-26-T2 (R) <POL,PH3.1, Agg.Dis,>
AU Cps S o= byl oes
byluadl iS5 laseadl e Sy
S 3 08959 tnedenally Cyall dice s gaudl eolg <eililag @S 06| (ruyeeg cpaii>9 (ngdl 1>
<@l okl 5 @ oledlly Q3! p bl (Sie p3-9> JaadYl Ggllarwg olliYg 15388 dale

wa-Sern alrid®a: Can kul Cerb kali:lah

wa-lakin e alsuxt® tubdi: almasa:wja:

<illi: ta:fhi:n wa-haqiri:n wa-mixaribi:n ?ntum kuntum wa-ma:ziltum> wa-?ma:
alsuu:dii:n sanad alfarab wa-almuslimi:n wa-Sawnuhum fi: kul mulimmah fa-ka:nu:
wa-la:za:lu: wa-sajad‘alu:n al?fd'al <wa-xerr minkum ja: na;firi:n alxara:b wa-
aldama:r fi: kul alwat‘an alSarabi:>

A content eye is blind to every flaw

but a discontent eye sees every flaw

<You were and still are insignificant and sordid and destructive> but the Saudis were
are and will remain the supporters of Arabs and Muslims in every crisis and they will
remain the best <and better than you> <you spreaders of ruin and destruction to all the
Arab world>

Poster-26 expresses an aggravated disagreement with the MT; the reply consists of an R-
move without initiating any further interaction. The reply received one like and one
retweet; see Examples 6.6 and 7.1 for more context. The disagreement is expressed
through a contrary statement that begins with a couplet from a well-known classical poem
by Imam Alshafi'ee.!®® These first two lines of the poem describe how a satisfied and
happy person tends not to observe the flaws of others, but once the person is dissatisfied
and unhappy, they tend to find the tiniest flaws. Most likely Poster-26 is implying that
because of the political issue between the two neighbouring countries (Saudi Arabia and
Qatar) at that time, the Qatari main poster seems to be looking for flaws in what Saudis
write on Twitter. The aggravation in the reply above is seen in the use of intensified
insulting and patronising language in <insignificant, sordid, and destructive> and <you
spreaders of ruin and destruction> as well as the dissociation from the others in <and

better than you>. The aggravation here shows a deviation from the generally advocated

108 Imam Muhammad ibn Idrees Alshafi’ee (767 C.E — 820 C.E) was a theologian, writer, and scholar, who
was one of the first contributors to the principles of Islamic jurisprudence. He was also the founder
of one of the four schools of jurisprudence in Islam, known as Shafi’ee School.
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99109

social norms seen in mottos such as “our Gulf'is one and how the conflict between the

two countries was considered to be “a fight between brothers”.!!°

Examining how the reply was classified and evaluated by the respondents, Figure 5-13
(MT3-R1) revealed that the reply was identified as a disagreement by 153 respondents,
while 25 did not find the reply to express a disagreement. I was not able to investigate
this further because none of these 25 respondents was willing to be interviewed. As for
the respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement, they provided different
classifications of the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of the reply, as displayed in
Figure 7-10. Around 67.97% of the respondents chose aligned classifications, whereas

32.03% of them chose unaligned classifications.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate inappropriate

appropriate

\
N

very inappropriate

very appropriate
very polite

very impolite

neither polite nor impolite

impolite

Figure 7-10:Online respondents’ classifications of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Reply 1 —
MT3

Respondents who perceived the reply negatively and chose the aligned classifications
(very) impolite and (very) inappropriate provided similar justifications. These
justifications focused on how the impoliteness/inappropriateness of the MT simply
prompted the impoliteness and inappropriateness in the reply. However, they still seem

to find responding to impoliteness with impoliteness as “uncivilised” and unacceptable

109 The motto is inspired by an iconic song that was written by the Kuwaiti poet Abdulateef Albanai in
1984 celebrating the 5" meeting of the Cooperation Council for the Arab States of the Gulf (GCC)
that took place in Kuwait. The GCC members are Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and
the United Arab Emirates.

110 This phrase was used by the Crown Prince Muhammad bin Salman in an interview with Graeme Wood
in The Atlantic, see: https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2022/04/mohammed-bin-

salman-saudi-arabia-palace-interview/622822/



https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2022/04/mohammed-bin-salman-saudi-arabia-palace-interview/622822/
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2022/04/mohammed-bin-salman-saudi-arabia-palace-interview/622822/
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behaviour, even when impoliteness seems to be used as a defence. Other respondents
pointed out that the reply is irrelevant, accusatory in its tone, and that it overgeneralises

the accusations.
(100) Male-31 (impolite and inappropriate)

The main poster was impolite, even though one should not respond to an
offence with another offence.

(101) Male-101 (impolite and inappropriate)

The reply is impolite and irrelevant, but it is not odd since the main tweet
itself is impolite.

(102) Female-81 (impolite and inappropriate)

Although the main poster lacks politeness, his opinion was limited to
Saudis who are Twitter users and did not say much about the political
aspects of the issue that he should be attacked in this way.

(103) Female-12 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

I think the poster’s reply and the language used in defending the country
are very uncivilised.

(104) Female-51 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The reply is filled with accusations and terrible overgeneralisation.

Moreover, respondents who chose the aligned classifications neither polite nor impolite
and neither appropriate nor inappropriate appear to be focused on two main lines of
reasoning. The first is that the impoliteness of the MT makes it impossible to respond
without being impolite; these respondents seem to find it challenging to evaluate the reply
as impolite/inappropriate since the MT is also seen as impolite/inappropriate. The second
reason is that respondents who chose this classification did so to avoid evaluating the

reply, given their perception of the sensitivity of the issue.

(105) Female-82

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

The main tweet contains offensive language, and it is impossible to respond
to it without being offensive.

(106) Male-51 (MP7-Muath)

(neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

To be honest, this is a very sensitive topic!
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In addition, respondents who classified the reply as (very) polite and (very) appropriate
seem to have a more positive perception of the reply. In fact, these respondents are aware
of the impoliteness in the reply but find it justifiable because it is used as a defence.
Overall, these respondents overlook the impoliteness of the reply given its nature as a
counter offence. The MT had set a high threshold for impoliteness, hence making the
impoliteness of the reply be perceived as polite and appropriate by some respondents, as
seen below in (107) to (109). This finding falls in line with the argument about how the
threshold of impoliteness influences the perception and reciprocity of impoliteness

(Culpeper, 2011a, p.206); see Section 8.6.1.
(107) Male-66 (polite and appropriate)
The reply has to be strong and hurtful just like the main poster’s tweet.
(108) Male-45 (polite and appropriate)

The reply is polite and appropriate because it classifies the poster's position
and how they defend their country.

(109) Female-63 (very polite and very appropriate)

The way the reply is written matches the level of the main tweet. This is
how you respond to this type of people.

Respondents who chose other unaligned classifications, such as very impolite and
inappropriate, provided similar justifications as those in (100) to (104). The argument
here is that the impoliteness of the main poster cannot justify the use of impoliteness and

inappropriateness in the reply.

(110) Female-35 (FP6-Amani) (very impolite and inappropriate)

I do not understand this heinous offensive attack! The poster could have

defended the country differently. To me, this is a very rude reply.

In contrast, those respondents who perceived the reply more positively chose other
unaligned classifications, such as polite and very appropriate and neither polite nor

impolite and very appropriate.
(111) Male-50 (polite and very appropriate)

When the target is your homeland, then there is no room for courtesy.
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(112) Male-11

(neither polite nor impolite and very
appropriate)

The main poster used ignorant language when he overgeneralised, and the
poster of the reply responded in a style matching that level. Indeed, we are
not perfect, and I do not like it when people think that the people of their
country are flawless and do no wrong.

Others who acknowledged the level of impoliteness in the reply but also perceived it
positively chose classifications such as, impolite and appropriate; impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate; as well as impolite and very appropriate. Overall, they
have similar reasons to those expressed in (105) and (107) to (109), which focused on
how the poster was defending their country and their people as well as matching the level
of impoliteness/inappropriateness of the MT. Some of these respondents appear to flag
the impoliteness in their classifications of the reply. However, given the level of
impoliteness and aggravation in the MT, they still find the reply appropriate. This shows
that in some contexts, reactive impoliteness or aggravation can be considered appropriate

by some individuals (Culpeper, 2011a, p.206).
(113) Male-34 (impolite and appropriate)
The impoliteness of the reply goes in line with the main tweet.

(114) Male-79

(impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate)

The main poster launched an attack, so the poster has to reply in the same
manner.

7.5 Summary and conclusion

As this study follows a discursive approach to (im)politeness in Twitter disagreement, in
this chapter, I primarily focused on examining Saudi respondents’ evaluations of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the ten Twitter disagreements presented in the
online questionnaire. The respondents’ evaluations were supplemented by the comments
obtained from those who participated in the follow-up interview. The evaluations of these
participants, who are lay observers of Twitter disagreements, provided insight into their
understandings of the social order from which they derive their expectations of what is
perceived to be (im)polite/(in)appropriate in Twitter disagreements in this cultural

context.
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The analysis in this chapter has illustrated that the realisation of Twitter disagreements
was not always straightforward. The ten replies in this chapter were identified as
disagreements in the corpus; however, some respondents in the online questionnaire did
not recognise these replies as disagreements. Respondents’ realisations of Twitter
disagreement seem to vary based on their understanding of the context of each MT and
how they related the replies to the MT and the identity of the target. Also, respondents’
perceptions of the disagreements in terms of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness seem to
be affected by what they notice, and how they judge the formulation of the reply within
its context. For example, the disagreements in Examples 7.8 and 7.9 were recognised by
some respondents as linguistically negatively modified disagreements because of the
aggravation devices used, but respondents’ treatment of this modification differed based
on how they understood the context. The influence of context on respondents’ recognition
of linguistic modification can also be seen in the disagreements in Examples 7.1 and 7.2,
which were linguistically unmodified as there were no mitigation or aggravation devices
in these two disagreements. In Example 7.2, for instance, some respondents found the
reply to be excessively emotional, which they perceived negatively in the given context.
This shows that the linguistic structure of the disagreement can provide some indicators
that seem to assist respondents in evaluating (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness.
Nonetheless, context plays a crucial part in how these modified and unmodified

disagreements are perceived; this is discussed further in the next chapter.

Moreover, the analysis revealed a wvariability in respondents’ classifications of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the ten Twitter disagreements; this variability,
according to discursive approaches like the relational work model, is expected.
Interestingly, examining respondents’ classifications (aligned and unaligned) uncovered
that even when respondents choose different classifications, the justifications (i.e.
rationales) they provided can be similar — for instance, the disagreement in Example 7.5
1s a negatively modified disagreement, which respondents classified differently.
However, the justifications provided by respondents who classified the reply as
polite/politic by choosing neither polite nor impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate, as well as polite and appropriate, provided similar justifications. The
justifications provided by respondents who classified the reply as impolite by choosing
very impolite and inappropriate, impolite and very inappropriate, and very impolite and
appropriate were not that different from the justifications provided for the classifications

(very) impolite and (very) inappropriate see Table 4-5. Therefore, there appears to be no
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one-to-one relationship between respondents’ classifications and their justifications; it is
respondents’ justifications that reveal more about the ideological process through which

they reach such evaluations.
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Chapter 8 Discussion

This study offers both a quantitative and qualitative analysis of disagreement as social
behaviour in Twitter communication among Saudis. The quantitative analysis in Chapter
5 explored the types of disagreement and strategies used to express disagreements on
Twitter, and the linguistic devices used to mitigate or aggravate these disagreements. The
qualitative analysis investigated the discursive struggle over (im)politeness in Saudis’
disagreements from a researcher’s perspective, seen in the corpus analysis in Chapter 6,
and from lay observers’ perspective, seen in the analysis of respondents’ metapragmatic

comments on the examples of Twitter disagreements in Chapter 7.

This chapter starts by summarising the main findings of the corpus analysis, as shown in
Table 8-1. The discussion in Section 8.1 aims to address the first research question,
focusing on the key features of Twitter disagreements in the SAT corpus. This section is
divided into four subsections: Section 8.1.1 discusses the three types of disagreements
identified in the corpus based on the linguistic modification of the disagreement
structures. Section 8.1.2 covers the main findings regarding the disagreement strategies
used by Saudis and how labelling these strategies as polite, impolite, and politic has
proven to be challenging. Section 8.1.3 focuses on the role of mitigation and aggravation
devices in categorising disagreements. In this section, I also addressed how mitigation
devices can sometimes perform different pragmatic functions, such as amplifying the
mocking tone of a disagreement or attempting to repair the damage caused by
aggravation. Section 8.1.4 addresses the lack of responses to disagreements in my data

realised in the limited occurrences of T3 replies.

The discussion from Section 8.2 to Section 8.5 aims to address the second research
question, which seeks to find out more about Saudis’ conceptualisation of (im)politeness,
particularly in relation to Twitter communication. In Section 8.2, I looked at Saudis’
conceptualisations of (im)politeness and its connection to (in)appropriateness. This
motivates the discussion in Section 8.3, where I look at some of the metapragmatic labels
that were used in the online questionnaire. Moreover, in addressing the second research
question, I discussed the variability in respondents’ evaluations of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the Twitter disagreements, and how sometimes
there seems to be inconsistency in these evaluations (Section 8.4). The analysis also led
to examining the potential factors that might have impacted the respondents’ evaluations

in Section 8.5.
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Additionally, the discussion in Section 8.6 aims to address the third research question by
identifying some of the key resources that Saudis made use of when performing
(im)politeness in Twitter disagreements. Section 8.6 is divided into four subsections, each
covering one of the four resources: the level of (im)politeness in the targeted post (i.e.
triggering event); different identity constructions; using authoritative texts (i.e.
intertextuality); and the role of intention perception. The discussion in Section 8.7 is
motivated by the discussions in the previous sections that aim to find out more about the
potential causes for the observed level of aggravation in Twitter disagreements. Finally,
the discussion in Section 8.8 addresses the last research question, which focuses on
providing a reflective account of the applicability of relational work and rapport

management in analysing (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements.

8.1 What are the key features of Saudis’ Twitter disagreements
identified in the corpus?

Based on the coding framework illustrated in Section 4.5, Table 8-1 summarises the
findings of the corpus analysis reported in Chapter 5. The results reported in the table are
discussed in the following sections accordingly: disagreement types, disagreement
strategies, mitigations and aggravation devices, and lastly, the structural order of Twitter

disagreements.

Table 8-1: Key features of Saudis’ Twitter disagreements identified in the corpus

Features of Twitter disagreements Total %
= Unmodified disagreements 140 24.14%
%]
§ 2 Mitigated disagreements 39 6.72%
= >
%‘) . Aggravated disagreements 401 69.14%
_ Total 580 100%
Act combination 139 24.0%
2 Verbal attacks 125 21.6%
8 Contrary statements 86 14.8%
g Explanation 69 11.9%
‘2 Verbal irony/sarcasm 68 11.7%
g Exclamation 35 6.0%
3 Reprimand 23 4.0%
) Challenge 18 3.10%
2 Supplication 14 2.40%
) Giving advice 3 0.50%
Total 580 100%
Insulting language 100 33.9%
E " Judgmental language 86 29.2%
§ S Paralinguistic cues 57 19.3%
a é Dismissing the other/dissociating from the other 34 11.5%
21‘) Invoking Allah against the other 18 6.1%
Total 295 100%
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§ Hedging 21 33.9%
=~ Positive remarks 16 25.8%
< Partial agreement 8 12.9%
E Solidarity/ in-group markers 7 11.3%
§D Address terms (positive vocatives) 6 9.7%
£ Paralinguistic cues 4 6.5%
= Total 62 100%
- 64 11.03%
"qé Response/Initiation move (T1/2)

S

£ 516 88.97%
1;; Response move (T2)

St

@ Total 580 100%

8.1.1 Disagreement types

The analysis revealed that aggravated disagreements were the most frequent category of
disagreement type in the corpus of Saudis’ replies on Twitter, as seen in Table 8-1. More
than half of the corpus of disagreements consisted of aggravated strategies. The potential
factors that might have played a role in this high frequency of aggravated Twitter

disagreements in the corpus are discussed in Section 8.7.

As explained in Chapter 4, the categorisation of disagreements into three types was
primarily based on the linguistic modification of the disagreement reflected in the use of
mitigation or aggravation devices and how this modification might trigger (im)politeness
evaluations within the context, see Section 8.1.3 for further discussion. This approach
was primarily motivated by Culpeper’s (2011, p.114) description of conventionalised
(im)politeness formulae. Conventionalised (im)politeness formulae can be performed by
linguistic forms, expressions, and/or other non-verbal devices. However, the analysis
showed that it is indeed not only a matter of linguistic structure because (im)politeness
can be driven by context or conventions (i.e. implicational impoliteness); see Section 3.2.
In this study, implicational impoliteness was primarily encountered in disagreements
expressed through verbal irony/sarcasm, as shown in Example 6.12. The impoliteness and
appropriateness in verbal irony/sarcasm disagreements were usually interpreted from the
context more than the structure of the disagreement. The analysis revealed that identifying
disagreements based on their form can be helpful in anticipating what possibly triggers
(im)politeness evaluations. However, relying on the disagreement form is not always
sufficient because (im)politeness can be triggered by how the respondents interpret the
context of the disagreement. It was observed that some respondents were more sensitive
to the mitigation and aggravation devices, while others were less sensitive. For instance,

in Examples 7.8 and 7.9, some respondents were triggered by the aggravation devices
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<your account has to get philosophical> and <it is not up to you>, and therefore
considered the reply to be impolite and inappropriate. In contrast, the same devices did
not trigger other respondents in the same way. This aligns with Terkourafi’s argument
(Terkourafi, 2011, p.162) that participants frequently justify their interpretations of

others’ behaviour with reference to their utterances or social norms.

In addition, the analysis showed that in the context of disagreement, even those
aggravated disagreements such as verbal attack, which, according to Harb (2016), is a
negatively marked strategy (impolite) among Arabic speakers on Facebook, can be seen
as politic by some individuals depending on their perception of the context in which the
verbal attack was expressed, see Example 7.5 and 7.6. This indicates that the markedness
of a behaviour can be subjective; in fact, the relationship between markedness and
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness remains unclear (Culpeper, 2008, p.23). The relational
work model generally acknowledges the complexity of the relationship between
markedness and politeness/appropriateness evaluations of behaviours. Locher and Watts
(2005, p. 12) do not claim that the markedness is a guaranteeing feature for
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness evaluations. For instance, in Example 7.10, some
respondents acknowledge the level of impoliteness but still find the reply appropriate
within its context. This also highlights Haugh’s (2007b, p.300) criticism of discursive
approaches, particularly relational work. He argued that the notion of positively and
negatively marked behaviours is unclear, especially in identifying in what sense a

behaviour can be marked.

8.1.2 Disagreement strategies

The analysis showed that aggravated strategies such as verbal attacks and verbal
irony/sarcasm are among the top five most frequent strategies in the corpus, as seen in
Table 8-1. In addition to these two, other strategies, such as act combination and contrary
statements, are also in the top five and were more frequently used to express aggravated
disagreements, see Figure 5-6. As shown in Table 2-2 and discussed in Section 5.1.3,
Harb’s study (2016, p.83) provided a taxonomy of disagreement strategies used by Arabic
speakers on Facebook, summarised here:

1- Unmarked (politic), including explanation, supplication, and challenges.

2- Negatively marked (impolite), including verbal attacks and verbal irony.

3- Positively marked (polite), including other strategies like counterclaim and
disagreement avoidance.
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The strategies were classified as positively or negatively marked based on how they
attended to the addressee’s face in the context of the disagreement. The unmarked
strategies are those unlikely to cause offence to the addressee in the context of
disagreement (Harb, 2016, p.83). It is important to note that Harb’s approach to these
Facebook disagreements was from a researcher’s perspective. Therefore, the notion of
markedness and the assigned (im)politeness evaluations do not necessarily reflect the
perceptions of the participants in these disagreements. As argued in the previous section,
negative or positive markedness of behaviours does not guarantee a specific
(im)politeness evaluation. Therefore, based on my analysis in Chapters 6 and 7, I would
argue that a taxonomy of disagreement strategies should avoid labelling these strategies
as marked/unmarked or impolite/polite as these notions in the discursive approaches are

influenced by the perceptions of the participants and the norms in these interactions.

In addition, some of the disagreement strategies identified in Harb’s study were either
modified or excluded based on my Twitter data. For instance, in this study, I combined
counterclaim and contradiction under one strategy called contrary statements; see Section
4.5.2.1. This combination was mainly due to the overlap between the two, given my aim
of reducing such overlaps between the categorisations in my taxonomy. Also, in Harb’s
study, the strategy of argument avoidance was identified based on expressions such “no
comment” and “I don’t want to comment to avoid imprisonment”; the second expression
represents an apparent argument avoidance, or rather an avoidance of self-incrimination,
while the first is more complicated. In my data, I did not include this strategy in the
taxonomy due to low frequency; nonetheless, I addressed the single occurrence of this
strategy in Example 7.1. The illustration of argument avoidance was important as it
showed the challenge of interpreting the meaning of the “no comment” statement as a
disagreement avoidance strategy. Respondents were divided in their perception of the ‘no
comment’ reply as an expression of disagreement. 58.95% of the respondents considered
the reply as a disagreement, while 41.04% did not see the reply as a disagreement. The
latter group pointed out that the vagueness of the response made it difficult for them to
be confident of the poster’s position. On the other hand, the former group seemed to be
focused on the most likely meaning of the reply, based on its localised context. To these
respondents, it might be that the no comment expression conventionally encodes a
disagreement avoidance. This difference in perception can be explained by Kadar and
Haugh’s statement (2013, p.140) that “[a] certain linguistic form and behaviour becomes

schematic for a group of people if it used and used again, and so in this sense also becomes
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a social practice”. Given the variation in judgement and classification of the ‘no
comment’ reply in Example 7.1, it appears that sometimes even seemingly undisputed
conventional forms may have different interpretations across the different groups within
a society (Kéadar and Haugh, 2013, p.143), see Section 8.4 on the inconsistency of

classifications and evaluations.

Moreover, one of the identified disagreement strategies strongly connected to the concept
of conventionalisation is supplication, which, according to Harb (2016), is one of the
culturally specific strategies used by Arabic speakers when expressing a disagreement. In
fact, religious expressions in this study play different roles in communication because
they can be used as a supplication (strategy) to express disagreements, as seen in Example
6.21. Also, religious expressions are used to aggravate disagreements (aggravation
device), especially seen in the practice of invoking Allah against the other, as in Example
6.22. On other occasions, religious expressions can be used to positively modify
disagreements (mitigation device), as in Example 6.23. Religious expressions can be used
intertextually as a direct quotation or modified and integrated with the disagreement form,;
such use reflects the creativity through which individuals can use religious expressions to

perform (im)politeness; see discussion in Section 8.6.3.

8.1.3 Mitigation and aggravation devices

The quantitative analysis in Section 5.1.2 showed that the use of mitigation devices in the
corpus was lower than aggravation devices. Primarily, mitigation devices were employed
to soften the disagreements. However, there were cases in which mitigation devices were
utilised to exacerbate the impoliteness and inappropriateness of the disagreement; see the
discussion in Section 8.1.3.1. The analysis revealed that both mitigation and aggravation
devices tend to occur cumulatively. The utilisation of more than one mitigation device in
a disagreement created what Caffi (2013, p.241) called synergistic reinforcement of
mitigation, which I argue to be a reflection of the poster’s orientation towards rapport
enhancement/maintenance (Spencer-Oatey, 2000) by trying to avoid the expression of a
disagreement impairing the interaction with the target. Similarly, using more than one
aggravation device reinforces the aggravation effect and reflects the poster’s orientation
towards rapport neglect/challenge (Spencer-Oatey, 2000). It can be argued that posters of
Twitter disagreements, as discussed in Section 8.5, have the option to contemplate what
they write before posting, delete the reply, and repost again. Therefore, employing
cumulative mitigation or aggravation devices might, in some cases, reflect some degree

of intentionality in using these devices, considering that intentionality is a scalar concept



258

(Culpeper, 2011a, p.52). However, my analysis does not show to what extent the number
of these devices affects respondents’ evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness.
In other words, future work needs to explore whether there is a relationship between the
number of devices in the disagreement and their effect on how respondents evaluated the

(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of the disagreements.

8.1.3.1 What are the likely pragmatic functions of using mitigation and

aggravation devices in the same disagreement?

In Section 5.1.2.1, I reported that 34 mitigation devices were not included in the list of
mitigation devices in Table 5-2, mainly because these devices were used alongside
aggravation devices. In the contexts where these devices occurred, the mitigation devices
in these combinations had no mitigation effect on the disagreements directed at the target.
Rather, it seems that these mitigation devices intensified the level of
impoliteness/inappropriateness in the reply. In these disagreements, there is an apparent
internal mismatch or verbal formula mismatch, as termed by Culpeper (2011a, p.174). He
suggests that these mismatches are created by using a conventionalised politeness formula
in the context of either a conventionalised impoliteness formula or other impolite
behaviours (Culpeper, 2011a, p.174). For instance, the poster in Example 8.1 used
conventionalised politeness formulae such as the positive address term <my brother> and
the positive remark <bless you> along with the historical reference <Seljuk>, which I

coded in this context as an aggravation device employed to attack the target.

The three examples below exemplify the mismatch in effects between the used mitigation
device and the aggravation device. In my data, the combination of mitigation and
aggravation devices in disagreements was most likely deliberate and served different
communicative purposes: mockery, an attempt to repair or address different targets in the
reply. Despite the existence of mitigation devices in these examples, I classified these
disagreements as aggravated disagreements mainly due to how the aggravation devices
employed seem to overshadow or hinder the effect of the mitigation devices in the

disagreeing replies.
1. Mockery

The poster in Example 8.1 used a combination of mitigation and aggravation devices to
mock the target of the disagreement. Notably, the poster used a positive address term and
a negative reference followed by a positive remark; see also the use of the endearment

term “my dear” with insulting language in Example 7.6. This mix of devices seems to be



259

deliberate, aiming to add a sarcastic tone to the disagreement and magnify the

aggravation.!!!

Example 8.1 [see MT3 in Section 4.2.1]

Poster-35- T2 <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

<k Hyg> <3 gxludl> < (&>
: -
el I dpuedl (e el Jlar Ode (2 el
olgs (a8 3Sag b Lol
1O galasY oy (§ Slal

<?x-1:> <alsal3gu:qi:> <bu:rika fi:-k>

maSlu:mah

alhidzaz hi: mudun 3iba:l alhidzaz min almadi:nah i?la: abha:
ama: 3idah wa makah fa-hi: tuha:mah

la-Sal-kum fi: t‘rabzu:n la: taSlam-u:n!

<My Seliuk112 brother> <bless you>

Information

The Hijaz refers to the cities of the Hijaz mountains from Medina to Abha
As for Jeddah and Makkah they are in Tihamah1 "

Possibly yvou do not know (this) in Trabzon!

Poster-35’s reply consists of an R/I-move, generating a short sub-thread of two turns. The
next poster responded by agreeing with Poster-35’s tweet. Poster-35’s disagreement was
directed at the main poster; for more context, see other replies to the same MT, such as
Examples 6.10 and 7.6. Poster-35 expressed the disagreement through act combination:
explanation (single underline) and exclamation (double underline). The disagreement is
coded as aggravated even though Poster-35 employed two mitigation devices: the kinship
address term <my brother> and the positive remark <bless you>. The address term
preceded the inappropriate historical reference <Seljuk> to address the main poster and

was followed by the positive remark. The inappropriate historical reference is employed

1T Kotthof (1993, p.204) found that the use of positive words (i.e. upgraders such as wonderful or you are
absolutely right) within a debate context can be perceived negatively due to the ironic effect of these
words in that specific context.

112 The Seljuk dynasty, also known as Seljuk Turks. This was a Turkish dynasty of mediaeval Islam which
peaked in power during the 5th-6th/11th-12th centuries, and ruled over a wide area of Western Asia,
east to Anatolia, Syria and the Hijaz in the west. The Seljuk empire was founded in 1037 by Tughril
and it began to decline in the 1140s (see entry for Saldjikids in Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2012,
Second Edition, http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912 islam COM 1119)

113 This is a historical area that is one of the five geographical regions of the Arabian Peninsula, which is
the coastal plain adjacent to the Red Sea between the regions of Hejaz and Yemen in the west of the
Arabian Peninsula.
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to insult the main poster as it alludes to his Turkish origin. To call the target “my brother”
and then insult them is both patronising and paradoxical as it highlights status inequality
based on lineage. The disingenuous use of mitigation devices adds a sarcastic tone to the
disagreement. Poster-35 seems to neglect the impact of the aggravator on the main
poster’s social identity face since he is a social media influencer, or perhaps intentionally
aimed to target his social identity face. Because the target is a social media influencer,
the target visibility seems to be exploited by poster-35 who utilised what is known about
the target to make the expressed aggravated disagreements more personalised; see Section
8.8.2. Poster-35 is snubbing the social status of the main poster by talking to him as an
ignorant outsider (i.e. someone originally from Trabzon, Turkey and not the Hijaz).
Moreover, despite calling the main poster “my brother”, Poster-35’s reply reveals a
disregard for equity and association rights since the main poster is not treated in a
brotherly way. There is a clear distancing from the main poster as well as an undermining
of his Saudi national identity. This example shows that in cases where the targets of the
disagreement are known individuals, their face and sociality rights can become the focal

point of the attack; see Section 8.8.2.

In addition, the sarcasm in this example is further signalled by the exclamation at the end
of the reply. The exclamation heightens the condescending attitude towards the main
poster by reemphasising the main poster’s Turkish origin. The particle lafalla (perhaps)
in Arabic can be used to express wonder or an exclamatory question. When interrogative
laSalla is used, as seen here, the question could have different implications, such as a
wish, doubt, denial, and exclamation (Alajiri, 2020, p.354). Poster-35 sarcastically
wondered why the main poster seemed unaware of this fact; this exclamation aims to
undermine the main poster’s position. The main poster’ family is originally from Trabzon,
a Turkish city, which is postulated to be why he does not know about the history of Hijaz,

especially its geographical boundaries.
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2. Attempt to repair
Example 8.2 [see MTS5 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-100- T2 <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>
<plgall (o W pe (S5 Loy @iy pldsuiwd dddas 350 oda>

b grdl @l O9alh < Wl il 0dd Jhal> Houo of zraw of 5 (M 10 98 Jlsus
A o9 plio (KU S <IN s & 6)dasll>

<hadih muzard mat‘i:ah lil-istixdam wa-jatim ramjuha zer yerrha min
alfawa:hir>

wa-su?a:li: hu: min illi: daxal ?w samah ?w_<li-mi6l hadih alha[ara:t> bi-isim
alsuSu:di:ja:t

<almadirah Sa baSd® al?lta:0*> li-kul mga:m waf jastahiquh

<She is just a mount for use and will be discarded just like other sluts>
My question is who gave <these insects> the permission to enter or film speaking on
behalf of Saudi women

<Excuse my language> But for every situation there is a proper saying

Poster-100’s reply consists of an R-move without generating any further interaction
except receiving one like; for more context, see other replies to the same MT, such as
Examples 6.2, 6.4, and 6.22. Poster-100’s disagreement is expressed through act
combination: challenge (single underline) and a short explanation (double underline). The
aggravated challenge draws attention to the female reporter in the video attached to the
MT and the individuals (i.e. licensing entities) who provided her and her team with a
permit to film. The video is about lifting the ban on Saudi women driving cars. The
aggravation in this disagreement is seen in the insulting and belittling language, which
describes the female reporter as a <mount> and <slut>. The poster portrays the female
reporter as something to be exploited and later discarded because it has lost its value due
to overuse. This explicit attack is directed at the female reporter’s social identity face and
quality face. The attack generally devalues her worth as a human being and particularly
degrades her honour and social status as a woman. The attack was also extended to the
filming crew, whom the poster called <these insects>. The inappropriate reference
indicates the poster’s condescending and demeaning attitude toward everyone involved

in producing the video (both in front and behind the camera).

The aggravated challenge is followed by a short explanation that essentially aims to
justify the aggravation in the reply. The justification provided by the poster is a formulaic
expression that is “for every situation, there is a proper saying”, which is usually used to

indicate that a given situation necessitates a specific action. This justification reflects the
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poster’s attitude and belief that the female reporter and the team put themselves in a
position that warrants this aggravated language. The poster is aware of the insulting nature
of the aggravation utilised in the disagreement; this awareness is reflected in the
mitigation device used before the formulaic justification. The positive remark used
expresses an apology to others who might see the reply and get offended by the language
of the reply. As noted in Sections 4.5.1.1 and 5.1.2.1, the overlap between the categories
of the devices in some cases is inevitable, and the same device can be employed for two
purposes. In this example, the use of apology can be seen as a positive remark that mainly
focuses on softening the blow of the aggravation on others who might be insulted by
reading the reply. It can also function as a hedging device through which the poster creates
a distance between the self and the aggravation used in the disagreement. The poster
seems to indicate that the content of the video is responsible for this use of aggravating
language rather than him/herself. Hence, through apologising, the poster shows that this

language is not necessarily representative of him/herself.

3. Different targets

In Twitter disagreements, as shown in Section 4.4.1.3, there is more than one potential
target. In Example 8.3, Poster-65 addresses the main poster supporting his position but

disagrees with the way the main poster engages with other posters in the thread of replies.
Example 8.3 [see MT10 in Section 4.2.1]
Poster-65- T2 <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

)] boa Y1 <J 55509 pgie 28,5 <<!H1>end gldlg 0,319 doedaidly dud iall> | 5Ly <Sduwb>

Sl pris

<ja: sajidi:> la: tina:qif almutaradi:ah  wa-alnt‘i:hah wa-alxirfa:n
wa-aldaju: Ou:n <!!!>  tiraf¥ San-hum wa-ma: naqu:l ila:
hasbu-na: allah wa-nifm alwaki:l

O sirmy  do-not respond-to the-degenerated and-the-delinquent and- the-
sheep, and-the-pimps !!! refrain  from-them and-do-not we-say except

sufficient-for-us Allah and-the-best disposer-of-affairs

[<My Sir> do not respond to <the degenerated and the delinquent and the sheep and
the pimps<!!!>> Refrain from going down to their level and all <we can sav> is
Allah is sufficient for us and He is the best disposer of affairs]

Poster-65’s reply consists of an R-move only without initiating any further interaction. It
only received two likes; for more context, see other replies to the same MT, such as

Examples 6.3, 6.8, 7.3, and 7.5. Poster-65’s disagreement is expressed through act
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combination: giving advice (single underline) and supplication (double underline).
Poster-65 advises the main poster, and begins with a positive address term <my sir> in a
show of respect. Poster-65 supports the main poster but does not agree with how the main
poster was engaging in arguments with other posters who disagree with him. The
supporters of the main poster seem to think that the aggravated responses posted by the
main poster in response to other posters disagreeing with him are ruining the merit of the
MT. Poster-65’s advice contains both mitigation and aggravation devices. The mitigation
device <my sir> aims to positively appeal to the main poster (the target to whom the

disagreement is directed).

The positive appeal is further seen in the mitigation device solidarity/in-group marker
(the plural subject pronoun -na in <all we can say>) preceding the supplication, showing
that Poster-65 aimed to emphasise the connection with the main poster through solidarity.
By using <all we can say>, Poster-65 categorises the main poster and his supporters,
including him/herself in the (we) group, while other posters who disagree with the main
poster are in the (them) group. The posters in the them-group are described as dead (in a
grisly sense) and weak animals (sheep) as well as shameless or immoral people. The use
of insulting language to refer to these other posters is further aggravated by the triple
exclamation marks <!!!>. The paralinguistic cue <!!!> is positioned directly after the
name-calling and the inappropriate references; such use of exclamation marks might
reflect Poster-65’s negative emotion towards the posters in the them-group. The example
shows that mitigation and aggravation devices can be used to address/refer to different
targets in the same reply; here, it was employed to serve the poster’s association purpose
with the main poster and dissociation from others in the them-group. It can be argued that
by insulting those disagreeing with the main poster, Poster-65 is trying to show the main
poster that the advice is from someone who cares about him, thus validating the worth of

his advice.

8.1.3.2 How do Saudis perceive the use of mitigation devices in aggravated

disagreements?

Mitigation has a “paradoxical core” in that it can give the opposite effect (Caffi, 2007,
p.129). As shown in the above examples, sometimes mitigation devices are used in
aggravated disagreements; however, their use does not usually achieve a softening effect.
Interviewees were asked what they think of the mitigation devices used in aggravated
disagreements, as found in Example 8.1. Their responses to this question could be

classified into two categories. The first group seems to believe that the mitigation devices
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used here failed to soften the effect of the used aggravation device(s). To these
respondents, mitigation devices in these aggravated disagreements are
pointless/ineffective/useless as the level of impoliteness/inappropriateness has not been
reduced. The other group involves those who think that the mitigation devices used seem
to intensify the level of impoliteness/inappropriateness in the aggravated disagreement.
Interviewees’ reactions to the combination of aggravation and mitigation devices in
disagreements, particularly of the type presented in Example 8.1, include the following

interpretations: patronising, ridiculing, belittling, and provoking.

Interviewees belonging to the first group, like Male-31 (MP5-Nawaf) and Female-12
(FP2-Fatimah) below, seem to consider this mix of mitigation and aggravation devices as
a sign of the poster’s attempt to soften the disagreement despite being unsuccessful.
Hence, it seems that interviewees take the combination of mitigation and aggravation
devices in disagreements at face value in a way that reduces the effect of the combination
on the interpretation of (im)politeness. MP5-Nawaf mentioned another interesting point:
this mix of mitigation and aggravation devices may be a trademark of the poster. He
provided an example of a known sports commentator!!4 on Twitter who is famous for his
aggressive style in responding to others, usually starting and/or ending his replies with
mitigation devices, for instance, “with all due respect” and ending “with my love ¥ .
Nawaf asserted that the commentator is not impolite in his responses; this statement
appears to be based on the fact that the commentator’s style of responding is well-
established and influenced by the genre (sports) where the threshold of impoliteness is
probably high,!15 see Section 8.6.1. Also, Nawaf’s assertion shows that the perception of
intentionality is weaker in the author’s responding style due to what Culpeper’s referred
to as “foreseeability” (2011a, p.52). Based on people’s knowledge about the author
(especially his followers), his response style may be predictable and likely to be perceived
less negatively.
Male-31 (MP5-Nawaf): It seems to me that sometimes someone tries to
convince himself to be less aggressive. However, it is possible that when he

begins writing the reply, he might lose control of his nerves, or because of his
excitement in responding, he ends up losing his cool.

114 The sports commentator has more than 350 thousand followers.
115 A few male respondents pointed out that impoliteness in sports tweets is higher based on their
observations where an affiliation and dissociation (i.e. us vs them) discourse dominates.
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Female-12 (FP2-Fatimah): I feel this is someone who is half polite; the
poster tried to use nice words but could not finish. He tried to soften the
disagreement, but it did not work. I agree some people might find it sarcastic
or think this made the disagreement worse, but I do not think like that.

On the other hand, the interviewees in the second group seem to consider that mitigation
is intentionally used to make the aggravated disagreement somewhat more demeaning
and condescending. Interviewees’ negative perception of the mitigation in the aggravated
disagreement generally pointed out that the intention behind using mitigation is most
likely for mockery. It also shows the poster has access to politeness resources but decides
not to act politely/appropriately. Consider these statements:

Male-30 (MP4-Khalid): It made it worse; it feels like the poster is taking the

other poster for a fool. It is like extending one hand for a handshake and using
the other to slap the person.11¢

Male-33 (MP9-Yusef): If I use an algorithm to assign a positive value (+1)
to the positive words and a negative value (-1) to the aggravator, the final
output of the statement, in this case, would be positive. However, I think the
negative word in this example seems to obliterate the effect of the positive
words; it sounds demeaning.

Female-61 (FP1-Nora): It made the disagreement more impolite because it
suggests that I am the opposite of what I am called. One negative word can
overshadow twenty positive ones.!!”

In sum, the difference between the two groups’ perceptions of the use of mitigation
devices in aggravated disagreements might suggest that the first group does not seem to
find this blending fully intentional, whereas the second group seem to think it involves a
high level of intentionality. This aligns with Culpeper’s view that intentionality is one of
the notions by which people try to interpret others’ words and behaviours and evaluate
(im)politeness (201 1a, p.69); see Section 8.6.4. It also shows that people within the same
cultural/language group might use and value resources of (im)politeness differently (Mills

and Kédar, 2011, p.42); see Section 8.6.

116 Another interviewee, FP6-Amani, described “it is like making rose water and urinating in it.”

117 Nora and other interviewees, like (MP7-Muath), pointed out some conventionalised address terms
particularly vocatives such as my son, my friend, my dear, my love, my lady, and your highness can
be used to perform impoliteness in some contexts.
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8.1.4 Structural order of disagreement on Twitter and the lack of responses
in T3

Section 4.4.1.2 reported that previous studies (e.g., Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016)
found third-turn responses in online disagreement to be rare. Similarly, my data contained
few T3 replies, as shown in Figure 4-2. Moreover, the majority of these T3 replies were
posted by other posters and rarely by the main posters (e.g., Housley et al., 2017, p.574
reported a lack of response by the main poster in their study). This lack of response in my
data seems to go in line with Benson’s statement (2017, p.91) that there is a high tendency

for online interaction to be left “hanging”.

Based on the responses to the online questionnaire reported in Section 5.2.1 and
interviews, it seems that Twitter is not usually used for lengthy interactions. Also, these
interactions are generally between strangers or acquaintances. Therefore, the social
obligation to continue an interaction seems weak, especially when there is a disagreement.
In fact, some posters might use platform affordances such as the Twitter mute function!!8
to silence notifications from a specific tweet receiving many replies and creating a stir.
Posters also have the option to block accounts that might express disagreements with
them instead of responding to every disagreeing reply.!l® This shows that platform
affordances such as muting and blocking give posters some degree of control to reduce

the visibility of disagreements in their timeline, reducing the chance of replies.!20

Moreover, this lack of responses in Twitter disagreements could also be driven by caution
regarding potential consequences, especially for posters using their real identity. For these

posters, a clear separation between online and offline identity seems to be blurred; see

118 The Twitter mute function was introduced in 2014, it allows user to mute an account without
unfollowing or blocking them, and the muted account will not be aware of being muted. It also
allows users to mute notifications regarding a specific tweet, so they do not see replies to this specific
tweet. See: https://help.twitter.com/en/using-twitter/twitter-mute

119 One interviewee mentioned a Saudi poet on Twitter who has more than 510 thousand followers. The
poet is so well-known for blocking people that it became his trademark; his motto for blocking
people was posted in a tweet in 2019 in which he wrote ‘blocking is not an escape or weakness, it is
a literal translation for the verse (and turn away from those who act ignorantly). The complete verse
is: (Be gracious, enjoin what is right, and turn away from those who act ignorantly) Al-A'raf, Chapter
7, verse 199, Translation by Dr Mustafa Khattab: https://quran.com/7?startingVerse=198. In an
interview with him in 2019, he explained that he tries to overlook some replies and ignore them, but
sometimes, some replies cannot be ignored especially if these replies are irrational and pointless, so
by blocking these accounts he limits the undesired noise in his notifications.

120 More functions were introduced after the data collection phase of this study. For instance, in late 2019
Twitter introduced the function of hide replies, which enable the main poster to hide unwelcome or
irrelevant replies from the thread of replies. In mid-2020, Twitter introduced another function which
give original posters control of who can reply to their tweets, see: https://help.twitter.com/en/using-
twitter/twitter-conversations
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Yusef’s statement in footnote 138 in Section 8.7. In fact, Bolander and Locher (2020)
noted that studies on digital discourse suggest that many internet users typically do not

view online and offline communication as entirely distinct spheres.

Based on the respondents’ comments, it appears that for those in professional roles and
seeking more visibility and recognition in their fields, Twitter is used to promote their
persona and probably gain higher social capital. Responding to disagreements might not
benefit these Twitter users, especially if it does not fit their brand.!2! Page (2012, pp.181-
182) argued that Twitter is a “linguistic marketplace” in which users construct their
identities as “products to be consumed by others™; those others are treated as a fandom to
be increased and maintained for social and economic profits, see Male-11’s statement.
Hence, if involvement in disagreements in an open public space might damage their self-
image (i.e. brand), then posters are more likely to choose not to respond. This idea of
protecting one’s image also appears in Female-93’s statement, in which she used
“honour” as something that needs protection from bullies and harassers on Twitter who
use foul language in their replies. Based on this, the lack of replies to disagreements on
Twitter, especially by the main posters, seems to be a strategy to avoid damaging one’s
public image by not getting involved in undesirable interactions.

Male-11: Some people might change their opinion because, in general, they

do not want to lose followers or certain followers, so they keep their real

views to themselves and avoid posting online. They might follow the opinion
of other specific individuals to polish their image in front of others.

Female-93: Whoever wants to save their honour should avoid Twitter
disagreements because some opposers will use foul and insulting language.

8.2 (Im)politeness vs. (in)appropriateness

The analysis in Chapters 5 and 7 revealed that respondents provided different aligned and
unaligned classifications of (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness for each disagreement
in the online questionnaire. The analysis also revealed that aligned classifications between
the two scales occurred more in my data; see Figure 5-15. The aligned classifications
highlight the apparent positive correlation between the two scales; there is a tendency to
classify an impolite disagreement as inappropriate and a polite disagreement as

appropriate.

121 page (2012, p.181) “self-branding and micro-celebrity are forms of labour undertaken by both elite and
ordinary persons in order to achieve the visibility and influence deemed necessary to achieve status
or fame in the offline world.”
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Moreover, the interviews uncovered that almost all interviewees believe the concepts
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness are strongly connected but not interchangeable, as
seen in the statements below. The interviews showed that (im)politeness, unlike
(in)appropriateness, invokes judgments of the other’s morals, as seen in FP7-Khulud’s
and MP8-Muhammad’s statements. According to Kadar and Haugh (2013, p.67), “an
evaluation of politeness or impoliteness thus always involves an implicit appeal to the
moral order... an appeal to a moral order perceived to be common amongst two or more
participants by at least one of those participants”. Although Kadar and Haugh suggested
that moral order is open to different appropriate/inappropriate, good/bad, and
polite/impolite evaluations, the interviews revealed that the last set of evaluations is more
attached to the moral aspect of social practice.
FP9-Manal: Politeness, as I see it, is in a higher position than
appropriateness; it has more consideration and delicacy, while
appropriateness is about being balanced, so if someone says something
irrelevant to the topic, it is inappropriate but not impolite, whereas

impoliteness means that a line has been crossed as seen in using taboo and
hurtful language.

MP8-Muhammad: Appropriateness is more about technicality, but
politeness is more about morals; I could behave appropriately but still have
not overstepped the general moral frame.

MP3-Ahmed: Appropriateness can sometimes be responding by nothing
more or less; politeness is responding in a kinder, gentler, and more pleasing
way. Inappropriate behaviour can be either polite or impolite.

FP7-Khulud: The word impolite is very strong, and I generally prefer to use
the word inappropriate, especially when telling my kids off. Saying that this
1s impolite is hurtful because it seems as if I am saying something is wrong
with their morals.

These statements highlight that subjective judgments are made by interlocutors about
social appropriateness (Spencer-Oatey, 2005, p.97; Watts, 2008, p.77). It can be argued
that the two concepts are both concerned with behaviours in social interaction but differ
in their scope of judgements. (In)appropriateness seems to be a broad concept as it
encompasses both unmarked and marked behaviours. Unlike (im)politeness, it seems that

(in)appropriateness does not invoke moral or sentimental judgments; see Section 8.3.
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8.3 What are other metalinguistic terms used by respondents to discuss
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness?

The discussion here was inspired by respondents such as FP7-Khulud’s statement above
and Male-47’s statement. Male-47 wrote in his response to MT1-R1 (the disagreement in
Example 7.7), “I do not like the use of the words polite and impolite, and it would be
better to use words like harsh and lenient or other gentler expressions.” This response
shows that metapragmatic labels, especially those in the (im)politeness parameter, seem
adverse to some respondents who might avoid or prefer not to use them. The classification
labels provided in the online questionnaire were direct translations of the relational work

model using an English-Arabic dictionary (see Appendix C Arabic questionnaire)

In light of these responses, I decided to look for other words respondents used in their
justifications. I found that respondents used various terms such as cultured, elegant, rude,
and respectful, see Table 8-2. As noted in Culpeper’s work on metalinguistic labels
related to impoliteness (2011, p.78), rude was at the top of the list of labels in his data,
but not suitable was not on that list. Also, the adjectival form of these labels was more
common than the nominal form; for instance, in my data, rude as an adjective was
mentioned nine times, while rudeness, as in there is some rudeness in the reply, was

mentioned three times.
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Table 8-2: Metalinguistic terms used by respondents to talk about (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness

Labels in Arabic Translation Frequency
Impoliteness/inappropriateness Labels
Y e not suitable 10
T rude 9
A0 uE disrespectful 5
Wigo uC not polite 4
&8l e not elegant 2
Solas e uncivilised 2
go>od savage 1
g crude 1
X bad 1
Sdao hurtful 1
§od dls not tasteful 1
Sogi attacking, savage 1
Politeness/appropriateness Labels
Wigo polite 4
a0 respectful 4
&3l elegant, sophisticated 3
K5 suitable 2
34 tactful 2
Jios beautiful 2
S,olas civilised 1
KIS tasteful 1
Total 57

Also, I noticed that respondents who used the label rude in their justifications chose a
combination of (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate classifications. Using rude with
these classifications indicates a strong connection between rudeness, impoliteness, and
inappropriateness at the extremes. This observation seems to concur with Culpeper’s
finding in his examination of (im)politeness metalinguistic terms used in English, which
revealed that terms like impolite, rude, and inappropriate — although they are not exact

synonyms — do have a close relationship (Culpeper, 2017, p.142).

A full examination of these metapragmatic labels, their similarities and differences, and
how respondents conceptualise each term in relation to the other terms is beyond the
scope of this study. However, in the interviews, I found out that some respondents do
believe that everyone knows the meaning of all these labels (words) because they are
familiar evaluators (i.e. descriptors), but what is different is how these words are
employed across individuals. Other respondents, like MP5-Nawaf, seem to think that a
precise differentiation between these labels might be difficult for some people; hence,

they use these words as synonyms. One of the key points mentioned in the interviews is
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the influence of frequency or habitual use of these words, which affects the ability to
recall these words quicker when needed.

MP5-Nawaf: Probably, the habit of using these words plays a role, but I think

not everyone can precisely differentiate between these words and how to use

them properly. I think uncivilised is less strong than rude or savage, but

sometimes people would use these words like synonyms as long as they serve
the purpose they are using them for.

FP6-Amani: I think it depends on one’s habitual use. If I use the word
respectful a lot in my daily life, then I will likely use it more in the
questionnaire.

The discussion here invites further investigation of the types of metapragmatic labels used
by Saudis when referring to aggravated or face-threatening behaviours. The collection of
words in the table shows that words are not defined in isolation but usually in relation to
other related words (i.e. words that fall within the same semantic field; see Haugh, 2016,
p-49). Based on this, it seems that not all concepts will necessarily be reflected in
individuals’ lexicons in the same way (Majid, 2015, p.376). In other words, individuals’
mappings of how these terms should be profiled against the broad concept of
(in)appropriate behaviour are very likely to differ (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.98). The
importance of further investigation of Saudis’ understandings of (im)politeness and the
evaluators they use when talking about the phenomena lies in the usefulness of such
investigations in comparative studies and teasing out the insider’s (i.e. emic) worldviews
from the outsider (i.e. etic) worldviews. For a detailed account of emic/etic

understandings of the moral order, see (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, pp.93-97).

8.4 Inconsistency of classifications and respondents’ evaluations

As shown in Chapter 7, respondents’ classifications of the (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements varied, although, in some cases, they
provided similar justifications for their classifications. It was also noted that variations do
occur within the same person’s evaluations at different times; for instance, MPS§-
Muhammad initially evaluated the reply in Example 7.1 as very impolite and
inappropriate; however, during the interview, which took place days later, he changed
the evaluation into neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate. Therefore, it appears
that there is no one-to-one relationship between respondents’ classifications and
justifications, and that variability in classifications and evaluations is not unexpected
(Kadar and Haugh, 2013; Spencer-Oatey and Kédar, 2016, p.74). There are different

reasons that might explain such variability and inconsistency in evaluations.
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First, the relational work model used in this study was helpful in providing respondents
with a set of categories to classify the (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness in the
disagreements they were evaluating; however, what seems to be clear now is that the
borders between these classifications are indeed fuzzy (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.12;
Locher, 2006, pp.256-258). This fuzziness is observed in respondents’ classifications of
the disagreements in the online questionnaire, presented in Chapter 7. Also, the variability
in classifications illustrates the complexity of the discursive struggle over (im)politeness;
it shows how (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness evaluations of social behaviour are
subject to constant negotiation (Watts, 2003, p.25). It can be argued here that these
classifications appear to be based on various differential values and evaluative beliefs
informed by the respondents’ own history of social interaction with others. Despite this
apparent variability, some similarities exist in the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness
classifications, and this is in accord with Kadar and Haugh’s (2013, p.95) statement that
evaluative beliefs between individuals are very likely to be similar but can never be

exactly the same.

Second, as pointed out above, individuals’ evaluations are usually influenced by the
experiences and expectations they built and categorised cognitively through their personal
social histories (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78). This invokes the notion of schemata, or
what is termed frames or scripts (Culpeper, 2011a, p.14). People’s knowledge of
behaviour is acquired during socialising; people use this knowledge to make judgments
of behaviour against the norms and expectations contained in that knowledge (Locher,
2011, p.192). This knowledge is structured in what is called a frame; frames form the
structures of individuals’ expectations based on their past experiences. These frames seem
to be influenced by the constant renegotiation of norms within the emergent/latent social
networks against which individuals judge behaviours as polite or impolite (Locher and
Watts, 2008, p.78; Locher, 2011, p.193). Even in cases where individuals encounter for
the first time and cannot refer back to a personal latent network, they still have
expectations about others, which are usually based on the current context and the
presumed shared knowledge (Locher, 2004, p.29). In Twitter interactions, social
networks can be small or large and involve people who do not necessarily know each
other; see Figure 5-11. These social networks are dynamic and evolve over time, and as

mentioned in Section 3.1.2, the posters of the disagreements and the respondents in this
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study, although they belong to the same national culture,!?2 do not necessarily affiliate
with the same social networks. Considering that a national culture is usually made up of
many cultures (Culpeper, 2011a, p.142), it seems that the variation and similarities

observed are indeed expected.

In addition, as pointed out by Kadar and Haugh (2013, p.238), examining (im)politeness
in discourse at a societal/cultural level reveals that there are various understandings of
norms and different sets of (im)politeness expectations within a culture. This variability
is expected due to the existence of different social networks or groups with which
individuals might identify. Based on the above, and as shown in Section 4.2.2, the
respondents in this study are providing evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness
as cultural insiders in that their evaluations reflect their understanding of the shared

social/moral order on the cultural level.

Lastly, the wvariability in wunderstanding and classifying (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness is subjective depending on the individuals’ understanding of the
behaviours in the social context (Culpeper, 2011a, p.67). Expressions of disagreement
and evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in these disagreements can be
influenced by the norms of the different social networks the person is affiliated with, the
individual personality, personal norms, or traits that affect what one says, does and
perceives (Culpeper, 2011a, p.54); see Section 8.7. For example, some people might
avoid disagreements, particularly on Twitter, because they think it is a waste of time or
prefer not to become a target of others; see, for example, Female-51 (FP7-Khulud).

Female-51 (FP7-Khulud): I do not like disagreements, and as soon as I see

a topic being argued on Twitter, I am done, and I will not even follow the

topic because there is a lot of bullying and distortion in these disagreements.

They twist things, put words in your mouth, and interpret your words in ways
you never thought of yourself.

122 National culture is viewed here roughly as the loose layer of culture that connects different regional,
tribal, and social groups under one umbrella.
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8.5 What other factors might affect Saudi respondents’ perceptions
and evaluations of Twitter disagreements?

The interviewees’ responses in this study uncovered the influence of some critical factors
that might have impacted the respondents’ evaluations of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness in the Twitter disagreements in the online questionnaire. These
factors are: the mode of communication, medium affordances (particularly anonymity
and vagueness of social factors such as age), and lastly, the topic of the interaction. The
discussion here elaborates on these factors, which were not addressed in the relational
work framework; also see Section 8.7, which covers the influence of the pervasiveness of
weak-tie relationships, longevity of interaction history, and self-awareness and personal
traits. Respondents mentioned these as potential factors for the aggravation of Twitter
disagreements. For instance:

MP9-Yusef: When reading a text, [ can’t see facial expressions or hear the

tone, so I am just reading plain words, and this affects how I read it.

FP4-Abeer: In hashtags where people target, for example, women and attack
them, I believe if the interaction was face-to-face, those posters would not be
able to say what they say on Twitter. If they knew the person (target) or their
family, they would not dare to say these things...and it feels different when
the person is in front of you, and you can see their reaction.

FP-6 Amani: You can simply write a word, and the other person would get
into an argument with you, and probably if you said the same word face-to-
face, that person might laugh with you. This happens a lot among my group
of friends. Sometimes, they get hurt because of what was written, but if we
were sitting and talking together, that would probably not have happened, and
if it did, the issue would have been resolved at the exact moment.

As FP4-Abeer and MP9-Yusef allude, although disagreements on Twitter can be
multimodal, the focus of this study was almost exclusively on verbal (i.e. textual) forms
of disagreements and some paralinguistic cues (i.e. emojis and punctuation marks), see
Section 4.4.1.1. Therefore, respondents mostly have no access to other non-linguistic cues
such as voice and body language, which can be crucial in decoding meanings of
disagreements such as tone and emotion. As argued by Kéadar and Haugh (2013, p.60),
(im)politeness evaluations are not only based on what is said but also very often on
prosody, facial expressions, gestures and so on. Misinterpretation and misunderstanding
in written communication can occur even between interlocutors with close relationships;
see FP6-Amani’s statement. In Twitter disagreements, the probability of

misinterpretations and misunderstandings is higher, most likely due to the lack of shared
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relational history between posters, see FP4-Abeer’s statement, and the fragmented
context. Twitter communication is an excellent example of what is called context
collapse; that is, when diverse contexts and audiences overlap, forming one large context.
This new context makes it challenging for people to engage in negotiations that are
necessary to manage impression and face sensitivities (Marwick and Boyd, 2011, p.123).
Previous research has shown that multi-party interactions tend to be fragmented and
broken into smaller conversations, usually between a smaller number of interlocutors
(Ermida, 2017, p.209). These Twitter interactions tend to be between posters with no or
little shared relational history. Shared history seems to play a significant role in reducing
uncertainty in the interpretation of linguistic (im)politeness; this shared history invokes
pre-existing ways of communicating and interpreting (im)politeness (Kadar and Haugh,
2013, p.7). In my data, there was little interaction between main posters and other posters,
and even between posters in the thread of replies, which resulted in fewer interactional
turns limiting the discursive negotiations of disagreements. The situation would probably
be different if the Twitter disagreements collected were extracted from interactions

between posters with a relational history.

Moreover, some interviewees have pointed out that in writing a tweet, a poster probably
takes their time to think, check, and draft a reply, giving them more control over their
thoughts and immediate impulses.!23 Nevertheless, other interviewees pointed out that
when writing a tweet, some posters might feel more comfortable, less nervous, and
probably braver and daring in expressing things they might not be able to say in face-to-

face interaction, see statements made by FP7-Khulud and FP8-Samar.

FP7-Khulud: In spoken interaction, there is more space for different
expressions, signals, and gestures, but on Twitter, you are limited to a number
of characters per tweet, so you have to be brief. Also, in spoken interaction,
there are considerations to be respectful which makes one more careful...

FP8-Samar: ... sometimes one finds freedom in writing, especially when
talking to people you do not know, but if disagreements were in direct spoken
interaction, one might be worried about getting into confrontations, so one
might prefer to avoid them. Also, disagreements usually affect the persons
involved; this effect in written communication is not as in spoken interaction,
which one might remember longer.

123 One interviewee, MP7-Muath, mentioned that he has around 300 drafts, all are tweets that he had written
while agitated or triggered but he never posted them. He also pointed out that in the draft he can
write more characters than he could post which helps him put down all his thoughts.
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This reliance on the linguistic structure alone without access to other social-
communicative aspects is seen to be restrictive; for instance, see MP8-Muhammad’s and
MP4-Khalid’s statements. The importance of social factors and how they affect social
interaction could be one of the motives behind the self-declaration of educational
background, job titles, and personal photos seen in Twitter bios. Many Saudi Twitter
users, particularly those interested in establishing their brand like professionals, tend to
share more about themselves.
MP8-Muhammad: Knowing who you are communicating with, their age

and education helps you understand more and reduces the chance of
disagreement.

MP4-Khalid: ...in written interaction, like Twitter, I think the inaccessibility
to social factors such as age, status, and educational background creates some
tension.

Furthermore, topics of discussion reported in previous studies, for instance (Sifianou,
2012; Harb, 2016), play an essential role in how disagreements are expressed and
perceived. In my study, interviewees pointed out topics such as
#alsihaimi_calls_for closing mosques, #women driving, and #hijaz_idenity are
regularly debated topics where people are usually divided into opposing sides. In fact, it
was pointed out that social topics such as those in my corpus can become quite political
depending on how they are approached; see FP1-Nora’s statement and FP3-Maha below.
Perhaps the public discussion of these divisive topics stimulates the expression of strong
ideological positions, which turns the interaction into a political one. Figure 5-2 showed
that aggravated disagreements dominated all three of these sociocultural hashtags. These
hashtags are focused on some of the societal changes that are taking place in Saudi Arabia
and how people are reacting towards these rapid developments. The country is going
through what has been called “nation rebranding” (Alsaaidi, 2020, p.6), and because of
this rebranding, some respondents believe that many of the topics being discussed in the
country are being politicised. Indeed, any society that is going through social, political,
economic and technological changes; will likely undergo changes in interactional

practices as a result of these various transformations (Grainger et al., 2010, p.2160).
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FP1-Nora: ...when we talk about women driving, this topic has become
political. Also, in the questionnaire, you have some tweets about mosques,
which I also think is not exclusively a religious topic but rather a political-
religious topic; probably now, many of the topics in Saudi Arabia cannot be
separated from politics.

FP3-Maha: ...social topics, such as the issue of begging,!?4 are generally
easier to talk about, but topics related to women are more controversial, and
political topics that involve foreign policies are less controversial. So yes, the
topic does affect how one expresses disagreement.

MP1-Ali: There are topics that are considered a violation of cultural norms,
traditions, and religion, and in the discussion of these topics, people tend to
have strong disagreements defending their side. Also, political topics that
target our country would generate many aggravated disagreements.

On the other hand, topics discussed in the political hashtags are different, and this
difference is realised in FP3-Maha’s and MP1-Ali’s statements. Figure 5-2 showed that
disagreements, particularly aggravated ones, occurred more in the topics #gulf crisis and
#royal decrees, whereas #the king fights corruption has the least disagreements, see
Section 5.1.1. It appears that how posters position themselves in relation to the topic and
how the topic is presented have some effects on the expression and evaluations of

disagreements.

Lastly, many respondents stated that they believe anonymity does affect how posters
express disagreements and how the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in these
disagreements is evaluated. Anonymity enables posters to remove or conceal social
factors such as age, gender, and level of education, thus blurring their identity; see the
discussion in Section 8.7 of how anonymity is linked to aggravation on Twitter. Although
unknown identities might play a significant role, respondents seem to agree that unknown
identities are not always the determining factor in the high level of aggravated
disagreements or impolite/inappropriate behaviours generally; see the statements below.
Interestingly, two respondents, like FP3-Maha, mentioned that anonymity could be an
excellent vehicle for expressing one’s authentic or true self since it gives more freedom

from social restrictions.

124 The Saudi government has been fighting against begging which is considered an illegal offence in the
country. Begging is considered a destructive act both for the individual doing it and for society.
Beggars put themselves in vulnerable and humiliating situations; and begging affects the safety and
security of the public as it allows random free access to money which might not be used properly,
for example, money used for supporting illegal activities. People in need are encouraged to seek
support from non-profit (private and public) organisations. In 2021, the anti-begging law was
updated, to include online begging and to outline the strict penalties such as 50-100 thousand SR
fines and a 6-month to 1-year prison sentence.



278

FP3-Maha: Being anonymous sometimes gives you the freedom to say what
is in your mind without being restricted by your background, and so it makes
your thoughts more authentic.

MP8-Muhammad: It is not always true that anonymous posters are rude
because sometimes we see known posters who are rude.

FP7-Khulud: Unknown posters usually are not fearful; they do not represent
a specific person, family, or institution, so they do not care about the
consequences of their words. However, there are some posters that are not
anonymous, and they use an antagonistic style in their responses.

8.6 Key resources identified in the analysis of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness in Saudis’ Twitter disagreements

The discussion in the following sections focuses on four essential resources that Saudi
posters in the SAT corpus seem to draw on when expressing Twitter disagreements
(im)politely. As van der Bom and Mills (2015) argue, these resources are not fixed but
rather flexible, which the discussion below supports. The discussion here endorses Mills
and Kadar’s (2011, p.42) argument that people within the same language/cultural group
will use and value these resources differently. The first two resources are somewhat
connected to what is called “defensive impoliteness” (Culpeper, 2011). The first resource
covers how reciprocity norms can be used to perform (im)politeness by matching or
mismatching the level of impoliteness and how the respondents perceive exploiting such
resources in expressing a disagreement. The second resource covers the connection
between identity constructions and (im)politeness. The other two resources cover other
concepts that are generally related to the influence of religion on how disagreements are
expressed and evaluated — mainly when using religious texts to aggravate disagreements
and perform impoliteness — and the role of producer (i.e. speaker) intention in

(im)politeness evaluations.
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8.6.1 Matching vs mismatching the level of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness

One of the key (im)politeness recourses identified in the analysis revolves around the
notion of matching or mismatching the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the
MT or a prior reply (i.e. target). It focuses on how the threshold placed by the MT or a
prior tweet influences the posters replying to these tweets. Culpeper (2011a, p.204)
argued that the (im)politeness threshold and reciprocity norm!23 seem to be driven by
people’s tendency to match others’ behaviours in social interactions. Based on this, it
means that posters in the thread of replies implicitly evaluate the level of (im)politeness
and (in)appropriateness in the targeted post and then choose to respond in a way that
matches or mismatches that level.!26 Posters’ responses then update the threshold of
(im)politeness in the interaction. Examining respondents’ evaluations of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the online questionnaire showed that the notions of
reciprocity norm and (im)politeness threshold do play a role in how respondents evaluated

the replies.

For instance, the main poster of MT11, based on respondents’ evaluations, seems to have
raised the threshold for (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the main post, thus
influencing how posters replied in the thread. The MT, posted by a Qatari journalist, was
seen by many respondents as an impolite/inappropriate tweet. This negative assessment
is caused by the aggravated attack, which targeted the quality face of Saudi Twitter users
and the social identity face of Saudi Arabia as a country. The attack devalued Saudi
Twitter users’ intellects and morals during the Saudi Arabia-Qatar diplomatic conflict. In
the questionnaire, the respondents evaluated two replies to this MT. The first reply is in
Example 7.1; the poster of the reply avoided expressing a clear disagreement and opted
for the “no comment” reply. This reply does not match the level of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness in the MT; this mismatch overlooked the reciprocity norm. The
poster’s reply lowers the threshold of (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness in the

interaction.

125 The term Culpeper used is based on Goulnder’s work (1960). The motivation behind the reciprocation
of impoliteness/inappropriateness, as proposed by Culpeper (2011, p.205), can be a way to restore
face and/or a way to express a strong state of emotional arousal.

126 This seems to indicate some intentionality in how a poster decides to match or mismatch the threshold
of (im)politeness; however, it is probably not always an intentional choice as some posters might
respond without giving the reply much thought while others might draft a response and revise it
before posting, see Footnote 123 in Section 8.5.
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Now, looking at respondents’ evaluations of the disagreement in this reply, 29.41% of
them considered the level of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness to be politic and 28.43%
(very) polite and (very) appropriate (aligned classification). Although some respondents
who classified the reply as politic thought the reply was vague, see the analysis in Chapter
7. Other respondents considered a “no comment” reply as a conventionalised
polite/appropriate expression of disagreement, as shown in Female-93’s justification in
(7) in Section 7.2.127 Conventional expressions like the one here appear to be used in
situations where one is cautious of consequences; as Male-11 puts it, “It seems that the
poster is expressing a disagreement but unwilling to be entangled in this argument™. This
conventionalised expression might also be a way to show self-respect/control and rise
above the situation, as seen in Female-50’s statement, “The poster expressed

disagreement but chose not to interact with insignificant people”.

Furthermore, it might be a way of closing the argument and not giving the other a chance
to attack you; as Female-96 explained, “The poster did not get in an argument with the
main poster and did not allow him to get back at him/her”. The poster of the reply may
be trying to reflect a higher moral awareness and probably more self-control by not
engaging in this interaction.!?8 It appears that (im)politeness is indeed a social practice,
and as argued by Kédar and Haugh (2013, p.73), it involves implicit appeals to the moral
order. Therefore, all the posters in the thread carry an implied moral evaluation of the

target, influencing their reactions.

On the other hand, the poster of the second reply in Example 7.10 seems to match the
threshold of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in the MT. The poster used an aggravated
contrary statement attacking the main poster’s quality face as well as the social identity
face of Qatar. Observing the aligned classification, around 39.86% of the respondents
evaluated the aggravated disagreement as impolite. In comparison, 28.10% thought the
reply was politic or polite. The poster followed the reciprocity norm and aimed to match
the threshold by using what is referred to as counter-impoliteness or reactive
impoliteness; impolite behaviours upholding the reciprocity norm can be perceived as
less impolite in some contexts (Culpeper, 2011a, p.206). Culpeper argued that if the initial
impolite behaviour (the trigger) is licensed (e.g., in a courtroom), the reactive

impoliteness might be perceived negatively. For the reply in Example 7.10, the

127 Male-51 also states, “This is usually a response to express opposition in neutral way.”
128 Male-10 pointed out that a no comment reply could indicate that the topic is very frustrating and stupid
to the point that you do not want to discuss it and thus save time.
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respondents who evaluated it as politic or polite justified their somewhat positive
classifications by stating that the impoliteness in the poster’s reply was mainly reactive
and used to defend his country. This defence was likely motivated by a strong sense of
belonging and affiliation to one’s country. An attack on one’s country is considered an
attack on one’s national identity, which can be taken personally by some posters who will
feel the need to protect that part of their identity; see Section 8.6.2.2 for further discussion

on national identity and (im)politeness.

Similarly, other respondents who selected unaligned classifications such as (very)
impolite and (very) appropriate pointed out that the impoliteness in the MT licenses the
impoliteness in the reply. However, what set these respondents apart from those above is
how they differentiated between (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness in their
classifications. They find the reply negatively marked, but this markedness seems
appropriate in this particular context, thus confirming that counter-impoliteness can be
considered appropriate sometimes (Culpeper, 2011a, p.206). Also, the respondents’
justifications here support Culpeper’s argument that being inappropriate should not be

part of the definition of impoliteness, see Section 8.2.

Lastly, respondents who evaluated the reply as (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate
find reciprocating and matching the threshold of impoliteness in the MT a violation of a
broad social norm derived from religion. In Saudi Arabia, religion is one of the sources
from which people draw their societal/cultural norms, which constitute part of their moral
order. Reciprocating impoliteness and offence is religiously discouraged, and people are
encouraged to seek Allah’s reward for opting for forgiveness and rising above the
offence.!?® Therefore, these respondents seem to lean toward forgiveness instead of
reciprocating impoliteness. Overall, reciprocation of (im)politeness can be a resource to
justify matching the level of (im)politeness for some but not for others; see Section 8.4
for further discussion on the inconsistency of (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness

evaluations.

129 For example, one of the Quranic verses that usually used as a reference to justify not reciprocating
offensive behaviours is Verse 40 of Chapter 4/Fussilat (Good and evil cannot be equal. Respond to
evil” with what is best, then the one you are in a feud with will be like a close friend.). Translation
by Dr. Mustafa Khattab: https://quran.com/2
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8.6.2 Identity constructions and (im)politeness

Through disagreements, one can express different identity-confirming functions and
negotiate relationships. Therefore, generally, there is a link between identity construction
in disagreements and (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness (Angouri and Locher, 2012,
p.1550). Disagreements as a social practice can be used to show power, solidarity, or both
(Sifianou, 2012, p.1559). Identity construction is one of the resources that posters draw
on when expressing Twitter disagreements, as seen in replies such as Example 7.1,
Example 7.6, Example 7.9, and Example 7.10. These examples show how impoliteness
in defending identity can sometimes be justified and thus deemed acceptable by some of

the respondents in this study.

According to Alshiqair (2020), there are five identities with varying degrees of visibility
in Saudi Arabia: religious identity, national identity, regional identity, tribal identity, and
individual identity.!39 The relative importance of each of these identities in the context of
a particular disagreement might affect how these disagreements can be expressed. Given
the internal and external developments in the country, for some people, one or two of
these identities can be activated and be more prominent than the other in a particular
context, which in disagreements might restrict the space for the coexistence of different
views. This kind of selective identity activation can be seen in the disagreement expressed
by a verbal attack in Example 7.6. There is one prominent identity that seems to take over
the interaction, and that is tribal identity. The main poster, a Saudi Hijazi social media
influencer, does not have a tribal affiliation because of his Turkish background. In the
MT, the poster categorised the people of Hijaz into tribal and Hijazi, thus separating the
regional identity from the tribal identity for many Hijazi tribal people, thus making the
Hijazi identity exclusive to the non-tribal Hijazis. The main poster’ categorisations

“tribal” and “hujiz” (i.e. Hijazis) can be interpreted in two ways.

In the first case, the categorisation was unintentional. By referring to Hijazi non-tribal
families in the region as “hujiz” and Hijazi tribal people as “tribal”, the main poster seems
to have inadvertently foregrounded tribal affiliation of Hijazi tribal people while
foregrounding regional affiliation for non-tribal families; hence causing a
misunderstanding making his tweet come across as if he is negating the regional identity

of Hijazi tribal people. In the second, the categorisation could be intentional, which seems

130" Alenizi (2019) proposed that there are seven identities in Saudi Arabia: religious, ethnic (Arab),
regional, tribal, national, social class, gender.
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to be what many posters expressing disagreements in the main thread believe it is. Thus,
the negation of regional identity would be a deliberate act. Therefore, how one interprets
the main poster’s intention behind the categorisation affects the interpretation of how
posters expressed their disagreements and how respondents evaluated the reply. The
perceived intentionality in the main poster’s categorisation seems to reinforce the offence
taken by some of the posters in the main thread; however, it should be highlighted that
even in situations where intentionality is weakly involved, people may take offence

(Culpeper, 2011a, p.69); see Section 8.6.4 about intention in (im)politeness evaluations.

8.6.2.1 Tribal and regional identity

The poster of the reply in Example 7.6 appears to believe that the main poster deliberately
made this categorisation. Based on this perceived intentionality, the poster of the reply
resorted to attacking the main poster by calling him “racist”, “intruder”, and “settler”,
thus reflecting a strong contempt and dissociation from the main poster. The main poster
is perceived as a threat from within, whose ideology about the Hijaz identity is misleading
and discriminatory. This attack targeted the main poster’s social identity face, and it
denied his equity and association rights as a Saudi non-tribal person. Activation of tribal
identity in this way to attack another non-tribal Saudi poster could be taken as evidence
that identities can be construed differently within the same society, which might lead to
higher levels of aggravation, particularly in disagreements. Respondents’ evaluations of
the reply show that this activation of tribalism to attack another non-tribal citizen is
mainly perceived as (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate (aligned classification) as
selected by 68.18% of the respondents, see respondents’ justifications in (54) to (59) in
Chapter 7. These evaluations argued that the poster of the reply misinterpreted and
misjudged the main poster’s intention, and they found the level of
impoliteness/inappropriateness in the reply unjustifiable and unacceptable. The key
difference between the poster of the reply and these respondents seems to be their
perception of intentionality. The poster of the reply assumes the main poster’s
categorisation (hujiz and tribal) to be intentional, whereas these respondents seem to
believe that the main poster made a mistake on the basis that the premise of the MT is

generally against racism.
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8.6.2.2 National and religious identity

In the other example, the reply in Example 7.10, the poster of the reply expressed an
aggravated disagreement directed at the main poster, who is a Qatari journalist. The MT
is considered an attack on Saudi Twitter users’ quality face and Saudi Arabia’s social
identity face. This attack appears to target Saudi individuals’ national face. Magistro
(2011, p.234) stated that the national face is an equal projection of national identity. She
further explained that national image is part of the individual’s social image, which is
probably why the MT seems to be taken as a personal attack triggering the personalised
aggravation in this reply. This example also shows that face and identity are closely
interconnected concepts. However, it seems that there is a variation in respondents’ views

of how national identity was activated to express the disagreement in this reply.

Respondents’ evaluations of the reply in Example 7.10 in Chapter 7 reveal that around
39.86% of respondents classified the reply as (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate,
while 21.69% (very) polite and (very) appropriate and 13.07% neither polite nor impolite
and neither appropriate nor inappropriate (aligned classifications). Respondents who
classified the reply positively seem to find the impoliteness/inappropriateness in the reply
to be justifiable because it matches the level found in the MT (reciprocation) and is
employed to defend one’s country (defensive impoliteness). On the other hand, most of
the respondents who perceived the reply negatively considered both the MT and the reply
negatively marked. These respondents find reciprocating impoliteness to defend one’s
country unacceptable. The defensive impoliteness in the reply reflects poorly on the
country’s national image because, for these respondents, it is far from the civilised
national image the country and its people aim to live by and embrace. The difference
between respondents in their views of how national identity is used to perform
impoliteness/inappropriateness might reveal that people do not necessarily share the same
sense of national identity, which probably influences the means through which they
choose to defend their country. It is argued that feelings of national belonging and pride
might differ from one community to another and even within the same nation (Magistro,
2011, p.249; Culpeper, 2011a, p.13). In this reply, it can be seen that for some of the
respondents, reactive impoliteness in defending national identity is legitimate, while for
other respondents, this defensive impoliteness/inappropriateness causes more damage

than good.
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A different identity was activated in Example 7.3; the poster in this example drew on
religious identity.!3! The poster expressed an unmodified disagreement as it contains no
mitigation/aggravation devices identified in this study. Around 43.11% of the respondents
thought the reply was (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate (aligned classification),
mainly due to the categorisation of people in the reply. To these respondents, this
categorisation is ideologically based, politically motivated and overgeneralised. It
excludes others, specifically conservatives, thus restricting space for their views to be
shared without being politically labelled. Respondents who negatively evaluated the reply
judge using religion to categorise people, as the poster did in this reply, to be
unacceptable. To them, their shared religious identity means that Muslims should avoid

using political labels when referring to each other.

On the other hand, around 42.53% of respondents classified the reply as (very) polite and
(very) appropriate. The same political/religious categorisation of people was perceived
positively by some of these respondents; see, for example, FP3-Maha’s response in (33)
in Example 7.3. She argues that the categorisation is essentially political, not purely
religious, and shows how the ideologies of these groups do not necessarily represent Islam
as a religion. Also, the ideologies of these groups do not align with the country’s
orientation to religion. This explanation supports Alshiqair’s (2020, p.31) statement; he
argues for the importance of differentiating between religion as a faith and the way in
which religion can be used by groups to serve their ideological goals. In some contexts,
such as the one here, it appears that national identity can be evoked when religious
identity is activated. The example shows that religion is an integral part of this national

identity; and that individuals might differ in how they balance the two.

Based on the discussions above, it can be seen that identities can be selectively activated
to perform impoliteness/inappropriateness. In the present Saudi context, national identity
seems to have gained more influence. This apparent influence of national identity is most
likely a result of the recent changes in the country. Since its establishment, the Saudi state
has aimed to create a national identity that embraces and unites the people of the land

despite their differences. Until recently,!3? the focus was on the religious identity of the

131 Alshiqair (2020, p.31) argues that religious identity gained its power from the powerful position of
religion, this religious identity was the melting pot for all other identities.

132 This devotion for national identity did not come out of nowhere. It was built on policies that were
initiated in the era of King Abdullah (2005-2015) that provided the foundation for this new national
narrative, for example, King Abdullah was the first to make the national day a public holiday back
in 2005, which was considered unacceptable by religious scholars (Alhussein, 2019, p.3).



286

state, which dominated the national narrative. However, with the Saudi 2030 vision, the
national identity has become a focal element that seeks to embrace the land’s Islamic and
pre-Islamic history and culture (Alhussein, 2019, pp.2-3). Thus, national identity has
become a uniting force that brings Saudi people together and celebrates their diversity
under one overarching yet unique identity. This national identity aims to achieve greater
benefits for the nation and its people by unifying citizens and reinforcing their sense of
belonging. This national identity is crucial as it empowers and protects the country in an
unstable region, especially since targeting national identity has become one of the ways
to attack a country’s stability (Alshiqair, 2020, p.28). In other words, “a strengthened
Saudi nationalism was partly an antidote” in the face of regional worries (Alhussein,
2019, p.5). It is important to note the focus on a Saudi national identity does not reduce

the value of religion, which remains an integral part of this national identity.

8.6.3 Intertextuality and (im)politeness

Intertextuality as a linguistic phenomenon is “a ubiquitous Arabic cultural practice and a
prominent communicative strategy” (Badarneh, 2020, p.1). Analysing impoliteness in
online comments, Badarneh listed five categories of intertextual references, which are
differentiated based on the nature of the source texts. These are Quranic references as in
Example 7.7, references to prophetic traditions as in Example 6.14, poetic references as
in Example 7.10, proverbial references as in Example 8.2, and historical references as in
Example 8.1. In the present study, intertextuality was employed by Saudi posters mostly
to aggravate the disagreement and perform impoliteness. Posters creatively borrow other
texts to perform impoliteness; the intertextual references could be a direct quotation or a
modified version of the source text. The first two sources the posters draw on, the Quran
and Hadith, are referred to as authoritative texts, described as “unquestioned texts”
(Alzidjaly, 2017, p.169). This unquestionable status is based on the holiness of these texts,
which, as shown in Example 7.7, created two different approaches in evaluating the

intertextual use of the sacred text to aggravate the disagreement.

The intertextual use of religious text to aggravate disagreements created what Alzidjaly
(2019, p.1052) refers to as “a moral dilemma”. Some respondents chose polite/politic
classifications for the disagreement in Example 7.7 because they found classifying the
reply negatively to be, in some way, a judgment on the original text, which is the Quran
in this example. Hence, avoiding the selection of a negative classification seems to be
their way of avoiding disrespect of the sacred text. Respondents’ justifications, such as

the ones in (75) and (76), reveal that negative classifications of the reply (e.g., impolite
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or inappropriate) were not selected because the poster used “Allah’s words”. On the other
hand, respondents who classified the reply negatively seem to approach the intertextual
use of the sacred text differently. To these respondents, the negative classification focused
on the poster’s “misuse” of the reference, or more precisely, how the sacred text was
abused to accentuate the aggravation in the reply. This misuse of the Quranic verse is
considered an exploitation of the sacred text; see respondents’ justifications such as (73)
and (74). To these respondents, the impoliteness and inappropriateness evaluations of this
reply seem to come from the accusation directed at the target. It also comes from
exploiting the sacred text to accuse the target, especially since the poster quoted only half

of the verse in a way that ignored the context of that verse.

Unlike Example 7.7, a moral dilemma was not observed in the respondents’ justifications
for the intertextual use of poetry in Example 7.10. Respondents did not mention the use
of the poem in their justifications. This is most likely because the source text does not
hold a sacred status like religious texts. Further, poetry has been traditionally used in
Arabic literature as a powerful device to offend and attack rivals (Badarneh, 2020, p.19).
Although respondents did not specify that the use of the poem is one of the sources for
the impolite or inappropriate classifications, the effect of the couplet in aggravating the
disagreement, despite not being pointed out, cannot be ruled out. In fact, the intertextual
poetic reference in the disagreement could reflect the poster’s sense of intellectual
superiority over the target and attract others’ attention to one’s reply (Badarneh, 2020,
pp-22-23). Badarneh (2020) argued that using intertextuality in aggravation and
performing impoliteness reflects how impoliteness can be creatively formulated. This
creativity usually aims to achieve attacks that give the speaker superiority (see Culpeper,
2011a on creativity in impoliteness). Furthermore, the use of intertextuality, particularly
religious texts, seems to lend authority and legitimacy to the poster’s impoliteness and

inappropriateness (Badarneh, 2020).

8.6.4 Perceptions of intention in evaluations of (im)politeness

As pointed out in the above sections, intention and intentionality seem to play a role in
how respondents interpret and evaluate (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter
disagreements. The concept of intention and its connection to (im)politeness has been
debated in previous works (e.g., Haugh, 2008b, p.102, 2009, p.93; Locher, 2011, p.194;
Culpeper, 2011a, p.48; Grainger, 2013, pp.29-30). Based on the analysis presented here,
it seems clear that interpreting others’ intentions is one of the tools or resources that

people utilise to understand and evaluate others’ behaviours/words. Notably, it is argued



288

that aggressive behaviours perceived as intentional are considered severe and more likely
to generate strong responses (Culpeper, 2011a, p.50). Also, it is claimed that the
conceptualisation of intention may vary across cultures (Haugh, 2008b, p.101; Mateo and
Yus, 2013, p.110). Given that Islam strongly influences the Saudi culture, the
conceptualisation of intention may have a religious connotation, but not necessarily in all
actions and contexts.!33 The common belief in Islam is that intention is placed in the
figurative heart; it is a spiritual deed of the heart.!3* With this in mind, I find Culpeper’s
(2011a, p.49) definition of intention as “an attribution that links desire and belief to an
action” a practical description. Culpeper (2011, p.49) differentiated between intention and
intentionality. The latter is described as “an attribution that requires intention, ability, and

awareness”’; it shows that intention is one of its components. 133

Moreover, the analysis revealed that intention, as argued by Culpeper (2011a, p.49), could
be a post facto notion that participants in interaction often use as a tool to explain and
evaluate others’ behaviours. In my data, post-facto data were observed in:
1. Intention explicitly topicalised in the posters’ disagreements, as seen in Example
6.26.

2. Intention explicitly topicalised in respondents’ evaluations of (im)politeness in
the disagreements, as seen in Examples 7.6 and 7.7.

In Example 6.26, covered in Chapter 6, Poster-43 expressed their disagreement and
astonishment at how other posters in the main thread were talking about Alsihaimi (the
target of most disagreements in the main thread of replies). Poster-43 criticised other
posters for intentionally attacking the target based on their interpretations of the intention
behind his words. Alsihaimi’s intention here became a topic of discussion, thus showing

that intention can be a post facto notion that posters talk about and dispute (Haugh, 2008a,

133 One of Prophet Muhammad’s hadiths (i.e. narratives) states, “Deeds are to be judged by intentions, and
a man will have only what he intended” (Bukhari and Muslim, Mishkat al-Masabih 1,
https://sunnah.com/mishkat:1). It is argued that intention has two senses: the first is used to
differentiate an act of worship from other habitual or ordinary acts. The second is to distinguish the
purpose or aim of acts, which is usually connected to sincerity and its consequences. Scholars have
debated the meanings and connections between intention, purpose, will, desire and want. Moreover,
it is stated that intention is the purpose of the heart, and therefore scholars argued whether it is
necessary to express one intention verbally or not, with the majority saying that it is not necessary
and some disapprove of expressing these intentions verbally, particularly for any act of worship (see
ibn Rajab, [1986] 2007).

134 Other scholars argued that intention is in the mind, while others say it is placed in both mind and heart
(see Al Ashgar, O. S. 1981. The Book of Intentions for Worshipers of Allah. Kuwait Al Falah
Publisher).

135 This was motivated by work on folk notions of intentionality and intention by Malle and Knobe (1997)
who reported that when people were asked about intentionality, they mentioned 5 components:
desire, belief, intention, awareness, and skill.
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p.202; Culpeper, 2011a, p.49). Poster-43 seems to find it unacceptable that other posters
are negatively interpreting Alsihaimi’s statement and judging his intention. Poster-43
seems to find that Alsihaimi’s statement is not different from ibn Uthaymeen’s fatwa (i.e.
Islamic advisory view); Poster-43 finds the two views to essentially argue for reducing
the volume of the external loudspeakers for the comfort of the people living nearby. To
Poster-43, given that Alsihaimi’s statement aligns to some extent with the opinion of a
prominent cleric, it should not be categorically treated as an extreme view warranting
such a negative reaction. It can be argued that the difference between Poster-43 and the
other posters in interpreting Alsihaimi’s words/intention is reflected in how they
positioned themselves in the interaction, either supporting or opposing Alsihaimi. This
shows that the interpretation of others’ intentions in an interaction can influence

evaluations of (im)politeness.

Similarly, intention as a post facto notion was seen in respondents’ evaluations of the
replies in Example 7.6 and Example 7.7. In these examples, respondents in the online
questionnaire commented on how they perceived the intentions of the posters reflected in
the perceived intentionality of the aggravation; see responses such as (56), (72), and (73)
in Section 7.4. In Example 7.7, the poster used supplication to express disagreement
directed at the man in the video attached to the MT; this supplication was aggravated by
the use of judgmental language realised in the intertextual use of the Quranic verse at the
end of the reply. The disagreement in this reply was classified and evaluated negatively;
for instance, 42.5% of the respondents chose the aligned classifications (very) impolite
and (very) inappropriate. According to the respondents, the poster of this disagreement
breached a societal norm by judging the man’s intention and ascribing his interruption of
the lecture as an act of low faith. Although the poster’s judgment was not stated explicitly,
the use of the Quranic verse was taken to reflect the poster’s intentional judgement of the
man in the video; see, for example, the justification in (73) in Section 7.4. Generally,
talking about other people’s intentions — specifically attributing negative intentions to
their behaviours without reliable knowledge — is socially discouraged based on Islamic
guidance. Interestingly, it seems that even in contexts where people have no prior or little
relational history, people still debate the intentions of others primarily based on their

personal assumptions and subjective perception.
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8.7 Potential causes for the high level of aggravation in Twitter
disagreements

In this section, I address the possible reasons behind the high levels of aggravation in
Saudis’ disagreements on Twitter, as found in the SAT corpus. Some of the key causes
identified in this study involve individualism, personality, and awareness of self-
representation in a public space. Other causes are more related to platform affordances
and restrictions, such as weak-tie social networks, longevity and regularity of interaction

and anonymity.

I start the discussion by cautiously arguing that aggravation on Twitter could be due to
the increasing sense of individualism in what has traditionally been a collectivist society.
In a report looking at the changes in tribe and family ties in the Middle East, particularly
in Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates, Jorden, and Tunisia, Alterman (2019, p.37) found
that individualism is rising in the region. He attributed this increase in individualism to
factors such as education, the information revolution, urbanisation, and how people
increasingly think of their interests and ambitions in personal terms. Similarly, in an
interview!3¢ with Almudaifir, a Saudi physician and psychotherapist, he pointed out that
the rise in individualism is not only happening in Saudi Arabia but also globally.
Almudaifir especially highlights how individualism can encourage an egocentric view of
life and feeds narcissism. He suggests that the increase in individualism is connected to
accessibility and dependency on social media, which seem to make individuals more self-
centred (Khalejia, 2020). However, further research is needed to examine how
individualism is conceptualised in the Saudi community and how it connects to other

notions, namely privacy, independence, and personal identity.

In addition, some interviewees mentioned the effects of personality on the expression of
disagreement and its perception, as seen in FP3-Maha’s statement, and how this is
connected to the person’s awareness!37 of self-representation in a public space (i.e. caring

about one’s public image), as seen in MP6-Amani.

136 The interview was in 2020 on the TV channel RotanaKhalejia. In this episode, different topics were
discussed, such as mental health during the pandemic, the effects of technologies on parenting and
family  dynamics, and the increase in individualistic views of life. See:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=saDpgSBtm1s

137 Self-awareness requires conscious reflexivity regarding one’s behaviour, which requires deliberate self-
reflection and evaluation.
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MP6-Amani: ... on Twitter, [ am using my name [real identity]; therefore, I
cannot comment on anything freely because I am worried that people who
know me might see my tweets, so I usually think like that.

FP7-Khulud: ...my Twitter profile shows my first and last name and job, and
many people are following me, so I have to be mindful of what I post.

FP3-Maha: I think this depends on the person’s personality and how one
would like to depict themselves on Twitter, so I do not think it is a matter of
how strong/deep your relationship with the other person is. I am especially
talking about when one is using their real name on Twitter. Your name makes
you polite more than if you were anonymous. This way, the online and offline
persona are interdependent; this is my view.

MP9-Yusef: In general, I think the nature of relationships affects the
interaction, and on social media, interactions can be built on personal benefits.
For example, if a poster has 10,000 followers probably, my interaction with
this person, especially when expressing a different view, would not be the
same as my interaction with a poster who has only 300 followers. And for the
sake of argument here, let’s assume that [ work in a university, and the other
person also works in the same university; if we disagreed on Twitter and my
disagreement was aggravated, | would become an opponent. So, what is the
point of creating hostile relationships that would affect me in the real
world?138

MP8-Muhammad: Probably weak relationships on Twitter play a role, but |
think the person’s expertise, age and maturity on Twitter are more important...

A person’s awareness of others witnessing their behaviour might influence how they
express themselves and how they evaluate (im)politeness in others’ disagreements (Kadar
and Haugh, 2013, p.186). This lends some support to Alghamdi’s finding on the role of
observation effect on the production of disagreements; she reported that the level of
aggravation in the collected corpus of the participants’ naturally occurring Twitter
disagreements was higher than their Twitter disagreements produced when participating
in the study; see Section 2.4.3. These notions are also connected to one’s ability to
consider the potential consequences of online behaviour on the offline aspect of life, as
illustrated by MP9-Yusef. Sifianou (2012, p.1558) argued that personality traits are one
of the key factors influencing individuals’ linguistic behaviours when expressing
disagreements and their reactions and judgements of others’ disagreements. When posters

are not concerned about the consequences of their words, they might not filter what they

138 Yusef shared an experience; he stated, “Four years ago, an incident happened with a man in my city,
and we [occasionally] meet in King Fahad Mosque. [One day] he posted a strange point of view on
Twitter, and I politely disagreed with evidence. He has a lot of followers, and many people
participated and supported my view more than his view. We met at the mosque [again], and he said
to me ‘O brother why did you reply to me on Twitter like that’ and I said to him, ‘I talked about the
topic you talked about in a different way’ I said, ‘this is my opinion’ and he did not like that.”
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say to the same extent. The awareness of self-representation and the consequences of
one’s online behaviour are connected to how visible a poster’s identity is, especially how
much is known about the poster regarding social factors such as age, education and
affiliations to social network(s), as seen in MP§-Muhammad. Some interviewees, like
MP6-Amani, believe that their visible identity can be restrictive or, more precisely, a
constant reminder of what their post reflects on them. These statements seem to show that
people who are visible and self-aware of their image online tend to believe that their
online behaviour might influence their offline life. For instance, MP9-Yusef strongly
believes that despite the difference between online and offline worlds, a complete

separation between a person’s personality in two the worlds is impossible.!3?

Moreover, the high levels of aggravated disagreements on Twitter might result from the
platform’s influence since most users on Twitter do not necessarily have a personal
connection with each other, and the relationship does not have to be reciprocated; there
seems to be a lack of interpersonal interactional histories between the posters, which
might be the norm for Twitter users. As shown in Figure 5-11, many respondents claim
they know only a few individuals in their following/followers lists on a personal level.
Therefore, on Twitter, there might be less pressure to maintain social harmony when
disagreeing with others. Squires (2015, p.247) argues two things about Twitter and
Facebook. First, she notes that there is a clear distinction between the focus of the two
platforms: “Facebook is about connecting with friends while Twitter is more about
finding out what is happening”. Also, Twitter is more about reaching a broader audience
and communicating with people one would not usually connect with. Also, Oz et al.
(2018, p.3402) stated that communication on Twitter generally involves strangers or
weak-tie acquaintances, while on Facebook, it usually involves pre-existing relationships.
However, some studies (e.g., Leung, 2013; Hayes et al., 2015) suggest that there seem to
be some generational differences in patterns of using social media platforms. It was also
highlighted that the evolving nature of technologies and the ageing cohort might have

some effect on the analysis of generational differences in using social media (Miller et

139 Some respondents and interviewees pointed out that some people depict what can be called a double
personality, that is, a person’s offline personality does not align with their online personality. A
sarcastic video that was posted on Twitter was shared with me, some time after my data collection.
The title of the video is “we are so dramatic on Twitter”; it was created by a young man named
Muhammad Saaif. The video put the spotlight on how some individuals post things like “I am too
sad and can’t smile today” while in reality the person was out with his friends. It focused on how
Twitter is used as outlet for exaggerated emotions and struggles to seek attention and validation
from others. The video highlights the idea of a double personality, an interesting topic that could be
looked at in future research.
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al., 2016). The generational difference in expressing views and disagreeing on Twitter
was pointed out in the interviews, as seen in Ali’s statement below, which shows the
generational difference in using Twitter in Saudi Arabia requires further study.

Male-53 (MP1-Ali): I think the new generation is more forceful and

impulsive when expressing their opinion compared to the old generation. The

new generation, I mean those aged 25 and under, while those over 30, you

find them less snappy when expressing their different views. I believe the 80s

generation is more accepting of the old culture, while the new generation is
more accepting of changes like women’s freedom.

Additionally, Oz et al. (2018) reported that the level of impoliteness on Facebook and
Twitter seems to be different, especially in morally loaded or sensitive topics, with
Twitter discussions tending to be more impolite. Similarly, Alsaggaf and Simmons (2015)
noted that disagreements in sensitive topics among Facebook users in Saudi Arabia were
not aggravated as users did not engage in flaming, sarcasm, or attacking the other. They
described the interaction on Facebook as “peaceful”, while YouTube comments, on the
other hand, included more aggravated communication (Alsaggaf and Simmons, 2015,
p.10). They postulated that longevity!'4? and regularity of interaction among Facebook
users might have influenced the relationships and allowed genuine relationships to
develop over time; with regular communication, strangers can become online friends.
Based on my data, I would also argue that the length of the message might impact how
disagreements are handled on Twitter, as seen in the statements made by FP6-Amani,
MP2-Faisel, and MP10-Malek. Twitter limits its users to 280 characters!'4! per post but
does not limit the number of tweets a user can post—in fact, a user can use a thread of
replies to write more. However, the corpus analysis shows that most Twitter
disagreements occurred as one post in the second conversational turn, T2. Therefore, this
might indicate that Twitter users are generally more interested in expressing their views

rather than engaging in back-and-forth interaction.

140 The point of longevity and frequency of interaction was mentioned in the interviews as a relational force
that drives one to work to maintain social harmony. Based on MP1-Ali’s statement, it seems that
regular interaction on Twitter might lead to individuals meeting up, which transforms the online
relationship into an offline one. Such relationships are developed and maintained through the
frequency of the interaction and the commonality between the interlocutors.

141 See Section 1.3.1 about length of Twitter post.
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FP6-Amani: I think online aggression is not just a Saudi issue but a global
one. I also think that this is because when the person is hiding behind the
screen and is unknown to others, this person would say things freely without
caring about the judgement of others. This is different from when the
individuals are in a place where they are known and care about their image.

MP2-Faisel: People on Twitter tend to say whatever comes to their mind
because it is a brief interaction, usually with someone they do not know
personally. So they are not bothered if the other gets upset. This is not the
same as talking with someone they know on Twitter or WhatsApp.

MP10-Malek: Twitter is about one’s opinion and the opinion of others,
following news to share with others because it is a platform for sharing
breaking news, and sometimes it is faster than official news media. On
Twitter, many people follow you, and you follow them without actually
knowing each other. Twitter is a free space, and people post whatever they
want in this space. Twitter is also a space of opportunity; for example, I could
tweet Elon Musk, but I could never contact him using WhatsApp.

Lastly, as seen in many of the responses mentioned so far, it appears that the high level
of (im)politeness and aggravation on Twitter is connected to anonymity and how some
posters utilised it. For Upadhyay (2010, p.124), anonymity in online interactions is
considered a crucial factor in the high level of (im)politeness, which makes disregarding
social norms less difficult. Also, I believe that anonymity intensifies the interpersonal gap
between the posters, thus making detachment from the other easier. It reduces the sense
of social/moral responsibility and the awkwardness that posters should feel to rethink
their actions or words. However, building on the notions of individualism and self-
branding mentioned earlier, it seems that aggravation and impoliteness do not necessarily
need the concealment provided by anonymity. Some interviewees pointed out that using
real identity does not prevent some Twitter users from being aggressive or antagonistic.
Some individuals would take an antagonistic and aggressive approach as a trademark to
attract more attention, followers, views, etc. This claim requires further investigation,

which is beyond the scope of this study.

8.8 To what extent do the relational work and rapport management
account for Twitter disagreements?

The relational work model (Watts, 2003; Locher and Watts, 2005; 2008, p.78) seems to
provide a useful framework for analysing (im)politeness on Twitter as it allows for
analysing a range of (im)polite and (in)appropriate behaviours and offers categories for
classifying these behaviours. However, in practice, the relational work model seems to

have some shortcomings. Despite the importance of the notions of face and contextual
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norms for relational work, the framework does not provide a sufficient guide to account
for these notions, especially in interactions where the interlocutors have little or no shared
interpersonal histories, as in my Twitter data. Locher and Watts (2008, p.96) acknowledge
that given the intersubjective nature of relational work, and how the individuals’
conceptualisations are connected to the conceptualisations of others, the individual level
is crucially connected to the social one. Yet, the framework does not sufficiently provide
a means to account for the conceptualisations of (im)politeness at the cultural level, which
is undeniably challenging (Mills and Kéadar, 2011). Moreover, although the framework
emphasises the variability in norms, expectations, and evaluations of (im)politeness, the
framework does not provide an elaborated approach for analysing how and why a
particular behaviour is classified and evaluated a certain way. In order to overcome some
of these shortcomings, I borrowed some concepts from Spencer-Oatey (2000; 2002;
2005a), such as face sensitivities and sociality rights and obligations, to better explain the
contextual implications of the identified Twitter disagreements in the corpus and to
interpret how (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness evaluations might be triggered by the
manner in which these disagreements are modified in their context. This section addresses
how the selected frameworks accounted for (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter

disagreements.

The classification categories provided by the relational work model were helpful to some
degree in assisting respondents in classifying the disagreements in the online
questionnaire, see Table 4-5. These categories provided a shared terminology that might
simplify the analysis of people’s judgements of (im)polite behaviour. However, (1) the
analysis showed that providing classification categories does not always make the
analytical task simple; in Chapter 7, I demonstrated that respondents sometimes assigned
different (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness categories to the same disagreement,
despite providing similar justifications. (2) Moreover, as illustrated in Section 8.3,
metalinguistic evaluators (i.e. categorisation labels) seem to carry different connotations;
some respondents asserted that they would prefer to use different metalinguistic labels
than the suggested ones. (3) In addition, the correlation test in Chapter 5 and the
interviewees’ responses revealed that (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness variables are
positively connected but not identical. The relational work model does not sufficiently
explain the relationship between (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness, and to what
extent the relational work categorisation can reflect the respondents’ perceptions of the

(un)markedness of the evaluated behaviour.
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Looking at Locher and Watts’ (2008, pp.79, 96) account of negatively marked behaviour,
they argue that a negatively marked behaviour will evoke judgements of impoliteness,
but it is also likely to evoke a wide range of other possible responses ranging from the
relatively neutral ‘impolite’ through ‘rude’ to ‘aggressive’, ‘insulting’ and other negative
judgments. This indicates that a negatively marked behaviour cannot be seen as politic.
A good example of this can be seen in the disagreement (verbal attack) in Example 7.5,
which was negatively perceived by most respondents based on their aligned and
unaligned impolite classifications and the justifications they provided. However, for a
few respondents who chose politic/polite classifications, their justifications reveal that
they acknowledge the level of impoliteness in the reply but still find it appropriate, mainly
because they believe the main tweet to be disrupting social cohesion and stirring up public
opinion regarding the changes in the country. Similarly, in cases where impoliteness was
used to counter what is perceived as an attack on national identity, this impoliteness in
the aggravated disagreement was perceived as a polite response by some respondents, see
Example 7.10. Indeed, this reveals that the notion of (un)markedness requires further

exploration (Haugh, 2007b, p.300).

The variability in respondents’ classifications ascribed to the same disagreement showed
that the classification labels themselves do not reveal much about the reasoning behind
the selected classification. This finding aligns with Davies’ argument (2018, p.123); it is
not the classification per se but rather the rationale underlying these classifications that
tell us more about the ideological process through which respondents reach such
evaluations. She explained that evaluations of (im)politeness are better treated as having
three components: classifications like polite, impolite, appropriate, etc.; assessment of a
person, which is often implied based on how the person’s associated traits are evaluated
as negative or positive; and the rationale, which is the argumentative link that connects
the classification to the moral order. This argumentative link reveals more about the
norms and expectations from which respondents draw their evaluations. As stated above,
respondents provided similar justifications for their different classifications of
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness of the disagreement. The justifications provided
were more helpful in grouping the responses and offering insight into the respondents’

emic views of the moral order at the societal level, as presented in Chapter 7.

Moreover, relational work argues for the importance of social norms and the individuals’
frames of expectations constructed through social practices in accounting for

(im)polite/(in)appropriate behaviour in a given context (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78).
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They argued that norms of appropriateness in an interaction are negotiable and that
judgements about relational work can vary across social practices (Locher and Watts,
2008, p.81). However, the framework does not provide clear guidance on identifying and
accounting for the dominant norms in a particular context. Locher and Watts (2005, p.11)
also argued that a great deal of the relational work carried out is unmarked (i.e. politic);
however, this statement might not be applicable across all contexts and requires further
quantitative analysis to back it up. In Chapter 5, the quantitative analysis reveals that the
frequency of aggravated disagreements in my Saudi Twitter corpus is higher than their
mitigated and unmodified counterparts, which might suggest that it is a politic behaviour
on Twitter. However, the respondents’ evaluations of some of these disagreements in
Chapter 7 and the interviewees’ comments in Section 8.7 reveal that aggravated
disagreements are noticed by Saudis on Twitter, and generally seem to be perceived
negatively. Therefore, quantitative analysis in future research can offer a clearer picture
of what is seen as an expected behaviour (i.e. norm) in Twitter disagreements among
Saudis. Besides social norms and individuals’ frames of expectations, perceptions of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness are influenced by the relationships between the
interlocutors (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.15); however, the relational work model does
not sufficiently address cases where there is no relational history between the
interlocutors. The absence of interpersonal relationships with others may have affected
how respondents perceive (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness. In their examination of
relational work on Facebook, Locher et al. (2015, p.9) emphasised that norms and
expectations derived from offline (i.e. non-computer mediated communication) contexts
do have some influence on online interaction and that a clear separation can be difficult.
Therefore, | think further research on (im)politeness in Saudis’ disagreements online on
Twitter and other platforms can help identify salient patterns that can shed more light on
the various dominant norms in online interaction, which can then be compared to patterns

in offline interactions.

8.8.1 Social and cultural norms

As stated earlier, rapport management was used to supplement the relational work model
in analysing (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements (Spencer-Oatey, 2000; 2002; [2000]
2008). Like the relational work model, the rapport management framework stresses the
importance of participants’ evaluations, but it also accounts for the use of language to
enhance, maintain, or threaten harmonious social interaction. The rapport management

framework not only focuses on face sensitivities but also includes sociality rights and
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obligations, social expectations, and interactional goals; see Section 3.1.2.2. Rapport
management generally suggests that what counts as appropriate in an interaction depends
on socio-cultural norms, the nature of the relationship between interlocutors and personal
preferences (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, p.541). In (im)politeness evaluations, socio-cultural
norms and expectations play a central role (Spencer-Oatey and Kéadar, 2016). The analysis
in this study has shown that people assume that certain norms and expectations should be
followed in expressing disagreement on Twitter. These expectations were apparent in
respondents’ evaluations and during the interviews. Respondents and interviewees
usually referred to adequate norms in social behaviour or “red lines” that should not be
crossed. Consider the statement below:
Female-35 (FP6- Amani): There are red lines everyone is expected not to
cross. I honestly do not know what to tell you, but for example, defaming
someone is a red line, a line that no one is supposed to cross. To me,
defamation and slandering are extremely impolite. After that, swearing and

offending; and lastly, I think ridiculing, these behaviours are not accepted in
our society.

Female-82 (FP9-Manal): I feel people on Twitter are more daring, which
means that politeness is out of control, especially when the account holder is
anonymous, where anonymity is used as a mask to hide and abuse freedom
by insulting, humiliating, and cursing others and transgressing the limits. ..

As discussed in Sections 3.1.2 and 8.4, people build their moral order and construct their
understanding of norms and expectations based on their experiences and the experiences
of others around them. These individual norms and expectations are influenced by other
socio-cultural norms; based on this, the moral order can be conceptualised as a
combination of localised norms, communities of practice/organisations/group norms, and
societal/cultural norms (Kéadar and Haugh, 2013, p.95). As seen in the above statements,
the analysis revealed that respondents seem to refer to an unspecified set of social norms
and expectations that they refer to when evaluating others’ behaviours. These norms and
expectations are derived from different sources (Spencer-Oatey, 2007); for example, the
interviewees pointed out that their position in the relationship plays a role in how they
express themselves as well as the topic of the discussion. There is also an awareness that
these social norms and expectations might be violated on Twitter for different reasons,
for example, to attract reactions from others or stand out as being different; see the
example of the sports commentator in Section 8.1.3.2 and the discussion in Sections 8.5
and 8.7. Moreover, given the nature of the dynamic participation framework on Twitter,
discussed in Section 4.4.1.3, other posters can intervene in other conversations and affect

the interaction between two posters communicating their views. This shows that
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expectations in these interactions can shift easily;!4?2 Locher and Watts (2005, p.15)
highlighted that any shift in the context of the social interaction could lead to significant

shifts in the perception of (im)politeness.

Furthermore, examining respondents’ evaluations in the study revealed that there is some
level of (subconscious) awareness that the norms of polite and appropriate behaviour
change from one situation to another and that these norms undergo variation across
different situations. They seem to adapt their evaluations of Twitter disagreement in
response to contextual considerations. For example, respondents who evaluated the reply
in Example 7.1 as (very) polite and (very) inappropriate stated that they know that the
response is generally acceptable, but given the context where it was expressed, they find
it inappropriate because the context requires the poster either to express a clear and strong
opinion or not respond at all. Also, the disagreement in Example 7.10 was evaluated by
some respondents as (very) polite and (very) appropriate; these respondents
acknowledged their awareness of the impoliteness in the reply. However, given its nature

as a counter offence, they overlooked the impoliteness of the reply.

The interplay between localised norms and cultural norms is reflected in the variations of
classifications and justifications provided by the respondents (Kadar and Haugh,
2013,p.95). Overall, respondents’ evaluations seem to be anchored to their cumulative
knowledge gained through online and offline socialising. This shows that a clear
separation between the norms and expectations in offline and online interactions can be
challenging (Locher et al., 2015). It also reveals that generalisations about cultural groups
do not accurately reflect that members of these cultural groups might not all share the
same norms and expectations. It also supports the discursive research view that we have
to move away from making generalisations about (im)politeness at the cultural level and
focus on understanding how people negotiate meaning in social interaction (Locher and
Watts, 2005; Mills, 2009). In order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of
(im)politeness, it is essential to consider not only the perspectives of participants but also
include perspectives derived from different participation footings (such as observers or

side participants) (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.220).

142 Graham (2008) reported that (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness expectations were observed to shift
during email communication among members of the same community of practice (members in the
same Churchlist).
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8.8.2 Social identity face in Twitter disagreements

Social identity face appears to play a crucial role in Twitter disagreements, especially
when these disagreements are directed at a public figure. Spencer-Oatey refers to social
identity face as the “fundamental desire [that people have] for [others] to acknowledge
and uphold [their] social identities or roles, e.g. as group leader” (Spencer-Oatey, 2002,
p.540). The disagreements directed at these targets: the writer Alsihaimi in
#alsihaimi_calls for closing mosques (MT1 and MT2), the Qatari journalist in
#gulf crisis (MT11), the social media influencer in #hijaz idenitity (MT3), and the
female reporter in #women_driving (MT5), primarily targeted their social identity face.
Posters who aggravated their disagreements when targeting these individuals are probably
aware of how their aggravated disagreements might affect these targets even when they
do not directly respond to these disagreements. The use of aggravation in the
disagreements directed at these targets might be deliberate, aiming to inflict pain and
heighten the face damage (Bousfield, 2008, p.72). For instance, the use of verbal attack
in Example 6.2 to express a disagreement directed at the female reporter in the video
attached to MTS5 appears to be aimed at tarnishing her role as a Saudi female reporter.
The attack in this example was extended to her family, specifically attacking her parents’
quality face by insulting their daughter's upbringing. Spencer-Oatey (2002, p.540) argued
that quality face is associated with a person’s self-esteem (i.e. related to the person as an
individual) and the value he/she claims for him/herself based on personal qualities like
competence and abilities. Parents usually take pride in how they raise their children,

especially if their children are working hard to build their future.

In this study, the influence of disagreements on the targets cannot be measured; however,

it is impossible to deny that these disagreements probably had some impact on the targets.

For example, the female reporter posted on Twitter weeks after the incident:
Unintentional mistakes are inevitable in media coverage, and 1 have taken
responsibility for what happened and followed the authorities' decision. My
heart is open to any constructive criticism or advice. However, for those who
slandered my patriotism, faith, and honour, I will meet them before Allah. I

will also take them to court. I have delegated someone to work on this and
start the procedures.

On the other hand, posters who mitigated their disagreements when targeting these
individuals seem to show some consideration towards their social identity face and aim
to reduce the threat to their faces. Hence, they expressed mitigated disagreements, as seen

in Example 6.17 and Example 6.27. In addition, as seen in Examples 6.5 and 7.4, it seems
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that these posters used mitigated disagreements, not only because they were concerned
about the target but also their own quality face (i.e. self-image) in the public space. This
can illustrate that mitigation in interaction goes both ways, meaning that saving the
other’s face goes hand in hand with saving one’s own face (Caffi, 2013, p.199); see
Section 3.3.1. This also relates to the notion of cost-benefit, which is an element of
association rights consideration; see the following section. The analysis also indicates that
the posters can potentially utilise the targets’ visibility on Twitter when expressing their
disagreements, often reflected in the degree of personalisation in the expressed

disagreement; see Section 9.5 for future research suggestions.

8.8.3 Sociality rights on Twitter disagreements

In the analysis of Twitter disagreements in the SAT corpus, it appears that sociality rights
also play a significant role when posters express one of the three types of disagreements
(unmodified, mitigated, and aggravated). Examining posters’ language use in these
disagreements can reveal, to some extent, their orientations towards the interactions and
their considerations of sociality rights. As shown in the previous chapters, it is evident
that posters orienting towards maintaining or enhancing the interaction tend to use
mitigated or unmodified disagreements. However, mitigated disagreements reveal more
about the posters’ attempt to maintain or enhance the interaction with the target and how
they are attempting to preserve equity and association rights — for instance, the mitigated
disagreement in Example 7.4 reflects the poster’s concerns over equity rights related to
autonomy—imposition. The poster used “just an opinion” in an attempt to show awareness
of others’ autonomy by not sounding forceful in presenting a personal opinion, thus
avoiding imposition. It can be argued here how posters formulate their disagreement may
be affected by their anticipation of the disagreement ‘cost’ on the target (e.g., the degree
of imposition and inconvenience), which Spencer-Oatey argues that to achieve effective
rapport management costs and benefits should be kept “fair” and roughly in balance

through the principle of reciprocity balance (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, p.16; 2005, p.100).

Moreover, mitigated disagreements were observed to reflect posters’ considerations of
association rights, particularly respectfulness and involvement. Respectfulness was
observed in the use of mitigation devices that reflect the poster’s positive attitude towards
the target. For instance, in Example 6.23, the poster used the positive remark “May Allah
reward you” while advising the target. In Example 6.17, the poster used “please” to hedge
and soften the reprimand. Involvement considerations were reflected in how posters used

solidarity/in-group markers such as “you and I”, partial agreement markers such as “as



302

for the rest, I am with you”, and address terms such as the kinship address term “my
brother”, see Examples 6.8. 4.6, 4.21 and 6.17. Apparently, Saudi posters expressing
mitigated disagreements in the SAT corpus tend to appeal to a shared social
bond/membership with the targets. This shared membership is based chiefly on two broad
connections: nationality and religion; see Section8.6.2. In general, association rights seem

to take precedence when looking at Saudis’ mitigated disagreements in the SAT corpus.

On the other hand, Saudi posters in the SAT corpus who oriented themselves to neglect
or challenge the rapport with the target, tend to express aggravated disagreements. In
these aggravated disagreements, equity and association rights concerns were generally
overlooked or not prioritised. This exploitation seems to be utilised to serve different
purposes. For instance, equity rights related to autonomy—imposition were exploited in
aggravated disagreements that seek to dispute or attack the target, as observed in these
Examples: 6.20 (challenge), 6.16 (reprimand), and 7.5 (verbal attack). The targets of these
disagreements might feel imposed upon; however, due to a lack of responses from the
poster to the disagreements in the corpus, this imposition is challenging to assess.
Exceptionally, the main poster responded to the disagreement in Example 7.5; see
Appendix D. The main poster’s response suggests that he felt the aggravated
disagreement was imposing and unfair. Spencer-Oatey (2002, p.532) argues “that ‘costly’
messages may not only limit people’s autonomy but may also involve time, effort,
inconvenience, risk and so on,” this can be seen in the interactions produced by the
aggravated disagreement in Example 7.5. She, therefore, asserts that cost—benefit

considerations incorporate the notion of autonomy.

Moreover, the corpus analysis also revealed Saudis exploiting association rights to
aggravate disagreements in order to express their disrespect of the target as seen, for
instance, in Example 6.3; the aggravated disagreement reflects that the poster has no
respect for the main poster and his supporters as reflected in the use of verbal attack
containing a dismissal “don’t say anything no more” and the inappropriate reference
“donkeys”. Moreover, association rights were exploited to dissociate from the target. In
these disagreements, the shared social bond/membership evoked in the examples of
mitigated disagreements no longer holds. This social detachment is seen clearly in many
examples, such as Examples 6.2, 6.10, 7.5, and 7.6. It is apparent that both equity and
association rights are utilised to express aggravated disagreements; however, the analysis

seems to indicate that association rights appear to take precedence.
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In arguing whether the posters are exploiting interactional or affective involvement-
detachment considerations, it is plausible to suggest that when posters respond and
express disagreements publicly, they are actively engaging with the target, even when
they have the choice not to engage. Simultaneously, by expressing their disagreements,
they are conveying their emotions, concerns and views to a broader audience.
Disagreements, particularly aggravated ones, depict strong negative emotions, as seen in
Examples 6.2, 7.5, and 7.6. This is in accordance with Culpeper’s (2011a, p.69)
observation that (im)politeness behaviour is connected to moral emotions, including
anger and contempt; see Section 9.3 suggestion for future work on the connections

between emotion and disagreements.

Overall, it is evident that rapport management helped analyse Saudis’ disagreements in
the SAT corpus by unpacking posters’ orientations and contextually analysing their
linguistic choices when expressing these disagreements. Nevertheless, it appears that the
depth of the analysis using rapport management can be influenced by how much of the
contextual variables are accessible to the researcher. In the analysis of my Twitter corpus,
many of these variables were not accessible, such as the influence of power relations and
the distance between the posters and targets, social/interactional roles and other
contextual factors. Spencer-Oatey (2000, p.39) argues that these contextual variables can
be ‘standing’ (i.e. pre-existence conceptions) and a ‘dynamic’ (i.e. assessment of
variables in interaction); both can play a role in influencing language use in interaction.
It remains unclear to what extent posters’ pre-existing conceptions, for example, about
cost/benefit, rights and obligation of people in interaction, have affected how they
expressed disagreements on Twitter and whether these conceptions were changed when
they engaged with the thread of replies. Spencer-Oatey (2000, p.39) argues that
individuals’ initial conceptions not only influence the interaction but are also influenced
during these interactions; however, her framework does not clarify the specific
mechanisms by which these pre-existing and dynamic variables are established and
maintained. Haugh et al. (2011, p.4) argue that many of these considerations are left “to
reason-based assumptions”. They also noted that although rapport management is “one
of the most comprehensive frameworks of context for politeness researchers developed
to date”, seeking to understand language use in its social and pragmatic context, the

framework remains fundamentally structuralist in its orientation (Haugh et al., 2011, p.5).
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8.9 Summary

In this chapter, I have covered and discussed the results of the analysis reported in
Chapters 5, 6 and 7. The discussion of the analysis suggests that the taxonomies of
disagreement strategies should not classify strategies as positively marked (polite) or
negatively marked (impolite), as seen in Harb 2016. This analysis showed that these
strategies can be linguistically modified (mitigated or aggravated) or unmodified (no
linguistic devices are used). This means that the same strategies can express disagreement
with different effects, except for verbal attacks and verbal irony/sarcasm, which are only
used to express aggravated disagreements in the SAT corpus. The modified structure of
the disagreements can provide an indication of how these disagreements might trigger
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness evaluations within their context; however, the reliance
on the linguistic modification of the disagreements does not provide sufficient evidence
of how these disagreements might actually be evaluated by laypersons. The challenge is
apparent in  how  respondents  provided various  classifications  of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of the ten disagreements in Chapter 7. Also, the
chapter covered some key resources that posters and respondents seem to utilise when
performing or evaluating (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements,
such as the reciprocity norm in matching and mismatching the threshold of
(im)politeness, different identity constructions motivated by excluding others and
defending self, and employing authoritative and literary texts to legitimise impoliteness.
Additionally, the chapter highlighted some of the potential factors that play a role in the
high level of aggravated disagreements on Twitter, such as personality traits, awareness
of self-presentation and the consequences of expressing (aggravated) disagreements,
nature of the topic, and anonymity and lack of interpersonal interactional histories

between posters.

Furthermore, in this chapter I discussed some of the different metapragmatic labels that
respondents employed in their evaluations of the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of the
disagreements in the online questionnaire instead of the labels in the two scales. In
addition, respondents selected different aligned and unaligned classifications of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness. Examining these classifications alone does not
provide clear explanations for these selections. Respondents’ understandings of the moral
order against which they judged and classified the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of
these disagreements were more accessible through the justifications they provided in their

responses. Therefore, the analysis reveals that metapragmatic data involves different
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components that are essential to refine our comprehension of the evaluation process of
(im)politeness. It also highlighted the wvariability of (im)politeness and

(in)appropriateness evaluations among members of the same culture.

In the following chapter, I conclude this study by presenting the key findings, highlighting
its contribution to the field and some of its limitations, which can be addressed in future

research.
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Chapter 9

In this study, I attempted to examine Saudis’ disagreements and (im)politeness in Twitter
communication, focusing on the strategies used to express their disagreements and the
devices used to modify them, either by mitigation or aggravation. These devices serve as
potential triggers for (im)politeness evaluations and shed light on posters’ orientations to
the interaction. The study followed a mixed-methods approach involving discourse
analysis of corpus data collected from six trending political and sociocultural hashtags
between 2017 and 2018 (a total of 12 MTs and 1556 replies). After the data cleaning and
preparation, the analysis was focused on 580 tweets; these are the identified Saudis’
disagreements in the corpus, specifically those occupying the first two interactional turns
in the (sub)thread of replies under each MT. The study also focused on analysing
metalinguistic data collected from 231 Saudi Twitter users (i.e. lay observers) via online
questionnaires. Then, 20 of these respondents were asked to do follow-up interviews: ten
males and ten females. The data were analysed according to the coding framework
outlined in Chapter 4. In this chapter, I begin by briefly summarising the findings; I then
discuss the study’s main contributions, implications, and limitations. The chapter ends

with some suggestions for future research.

9.1 Summary of the main findings

This section summarises the study’s findings and addresses the research questions
outlined in Chapter 1. The first question sought to identify the linguistic features of the
Saudis’ disagreements on Twitter. This involved looking at the disagreement strategies,
types, and linguistic devices used to mitigate and aggravate the effects of the
disagreements. Research questions 2 and 3 aimed to explore different aspects of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Saudis’ Twitter disagreements. This included
exploring Saudis’ conceptualisation of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness, the factors that
may affect their perception of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter
disagreements, and determining some of the key resources that Saudis used to draw on
when expressing their Twitter disagreements (im)politely. The last research question aims
to enhance our understanding of relational work and (im)politeness in disagreement

within a different cultural context and medium of interaction.

To answer the first question and its two subquestions, “What are the key linguistic
features of Saudis’ Twitter disagreements identified in the corpus?”’; the first subquestion

focuses on identifying disagreement types and strategies on Twitter, while the second
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seeks to identify the different mitigation and aggravation devices used to modify these
disagreements. In answering these questions, I analysed a corpus of 580 disagreements
posted as replies to 12 MTs taken from six trending hashtags (three political and three
sociocultural listed in Table 4-1). The corpus data were coded based on the modified
taxonomy inspired by previous taxonomies; see Section 4.5. In the quantitative analysis
of the corpus presented in Chapter 5, I looked at the frequency distribution of the
disagreement strategies Saudis used to express disagreements and whether these
disagreements were mitigated, aggravated, or unmodified, which involved looking at the
linguistic devices Saudis used to soften or strengthen their disagreements. The corpus
analysis revealed that Saudis used ten disagreement strategies; eight of these strategies
occurred either linguistically positively or negatively modified or linguistically
unmodified (without any mitigation or aggravation devices). The other two strategies,
verbal attacks and verbal irony/sarcasm, were always used to express aggravated
disagreement in the SAT corpus; see the analysis of disagreement strategies in Chapter 6.
The analysis also shows that examining the linguistic structure of the disagreements can
be a helpful approach but is not sufficient in itself. As a researcher with insider knowledge
of the cultural background, I found that analysing the corpus of Twitter disagreements
based on identifying linguistic modification is helpful for systematically approaching,
classifying and presenting the data. Linguistic modification can provide some indicators
of the potential perceptions of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness of the identified
disagreement within its context. However, in my analysis, I argued that relying on one
person’s understanding (i.e. my understanding as a researcher) does not provide much
insight into the social order; therefore, examining lay observers’ evaluations can provide
further insight into the social order, as becomes more evident in the analysis of

respondents’ (im)politeness evaluations presented in Chapter 7.

Moreover, the corpus analysis revealed that Saudis used six mitigation devices to soften
their disagreements, such as positive remarks and solidarity/in-group markers, see Table
5-2. In comparison, they used five aggravation devices to strengthen their disagreements,
such as invoking Allah against the other and insulting language, see Table 5-3. Also, the
analysis of mitigation and aggravation devices revealed that both mitigation and
aggravation devices tend to occur cumulatively. The use of more than one mitigation
device in a disagreement created what Caffi (2013, p.241) called synergistic
reinforcement of mitigation, which seems to reflect the poster’s orientation towards

rapport enhancement/maintenance (Spencer-Oatey, 2000) by not making the
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disagreement impair the interaction with the target. Similarly, aggravation devices were
also used cumulatively, strengthening the aggravation effect and reflecting the poster’s
orientation towards rapport neglect/challenge (Spencer-Oatey, 2000). In addition, the
analysis showed that, in some cases, mitigation and aggravation devices were used
together in the disagreement, which signifies an internal mismatch in the verbal formula
of the disagreement (Culpeper, 2011a, p.174). This is seen clearly in disagreements where
conventionalised politeness formulas were used with either a conventionalised
impoliteness formula or other impolite behaviours. In this study, the combination of both
mitigation and aggravating devices in disagreements was observed in cases where
disagreements aimed to mock the target (Example 8.1), repair the damage the aggravated
disagreement might have caused (Example 8.2), and address different targets in the same
post (Example 8.3). This mixing across device types, as seen in Example 8.1, was further
explored in the interviews; interviewees pointed out that the mitigation in this aggravated
disagreement was patronizing, ridiculing, belittling and provoking. More importantly,
some interviewees seem to believe that using mitigation in aggravated disagreements is
reflective of the poster’s intentional impoliteness/inappropriateness in the disagreement,

see Section 8.1.3.

In addition, the corpus analysis revealed that Saudis’ aggravated disagreements occurred
more in the corpus than their mitigated or unmodified counterparts, see Figure 5-1.
Looking at the distribution of these aggravated disagreements across the 12 MTs in the
six hashtags revealed that aggravated disagreements dominated all six threads of the
sociocultural MTs while it dominated only three threads of the six political MTs, see
Figure 5-2. This distribution seems to be influenced by how the topic in the MT is
presented and who posted it, as seen in the MTs in #royal decrees (the MT was posted as
a rejection of some of the changes in the country) and #gulf-crisis (the MT was posted by
a Qatari journalist during a period of political tension between Qatar and Saudi Arabia).
This was explored further in the online questionnaire and interviews, which revealed that
given the major social, political and economic changes that Saudi Arabia is going through,
respondents seem to think that many of the topics in the six hashtags are being politicised,
which have some effect on the interactional practices of Saudis who express their views
on these topics; see Section 8.5. Moreover, the interviewees pointed out several other
potential factors that appear to be playing a role in the high occurrence of aggravated
disagreements on Twitter such as platform affordances (e.g., anonymity) and weak-tie

social networks as well as longevity and regularity of interaction. Other factors that are
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not related to the platform affordances are individualism tendencies, personality, and

awareness of self-representation in a public space; see Section 8.7.

To answer the second research question, “How do Saudis conceptualise (im)politeness,
particularly in relation to Twitter communication?”’, the conclusion of the quantitative
analysis of respondents’ (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness evaluations of the ten
examples in the online questionnaire revealed a significant positive correlation between
the two scales. This means that it is very likely when respondents classify a disagreement
as very impolite, they also classify it as very inappropriate (aligned classification), see
Section 5.2.2. The interviews also showed that almost all interviewees believed that
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness are related concepts but not interchangeable; that
(im)politeness involves moral judgments of the other, unlike (in)appropriateness (Kadar
and Haugh, 2013, p.67). That politeness involves more consideration, for example, being
kinder and gentler in expressing disagreements, while impoliteness in disagreements is
seen in using hurtful language and overstepping moral boundaries. On the other hand,
appropriateness is seen, for example, as technicality or formality, while inappropriateness
is seen, for example, as expressing something irrelevant. These descriptions of
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness show the subjective nature of these judgments
(Spencer-Oatey, 2005, p.97). This subjectivity is reflected in the variability of
respondents’ classifications for the same disagreement; see the analysis in Chapter 7. This
variability in (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness classifications, even among
members of the same cultural group, is not unexpected but still relatively underexplored

(Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.243; Spencer-Oatey and Kadar, 2016, p.74); see Section 8.4.

The third research question, “What are the main resources which Saudis draw on when
performing (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements?”, was
designed to provide more theoretical insight into the investigation of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements. The analysis of the SAT
corpus and responses to the online questionnaire highlighted four resources that Saudis
draw on when performing and evaluating (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness on Twitter.
The first is the reciprocity norm seen in reacting to what is perceived as
impolite/inappropriate in the same manner; this reciprocation is observed in performing
defensive impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011a, p.204); see Section 8.6.1. Defensive
impoliteness is also seen in the second resource Saudis draw on when expressing their
disagreements on Twitter; the utilisation of different identity constructions to exclude and

attack the target. For example, the use of tribal identity in Example 7.6 to attack the main
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poster, a non-tribal Saudi citizen, see Section 8.6.2. The third resource highlights the
creativity in performing impoliteness, as seen in the use of intertextuality to aggravate
disagreements. Creativity in performing impoliteness/inappropriateness is one of the
ways to achieve superiority over the target (Culpeper, 2011a, p.234); see the use of a
Quranic reference in Example 7.7 and the use of the poem in Example 7.10. The use of a
religious text specifically to aggravate disagreements created what Alzidjaly (2019,
p.1052) referred to as ‘a moral dilemma’, which was reflected in respondents’ evaluations
of Example 7.7; see Section 8.6.3. The last resource that Saudis draw on is the concept of
intention and its influence on the perception of other words or behaviours. The
conceptualisation of intention in Saudi culture has some religious connotation, at least in
some contexts. The analysis showed that how people interpret the intentions of others
plays a role in how they position themselves in the interaction and evaluate
(im)politeness. It also showed that even in a context where people have no prior or little
relational history, they still debate the intention of others mainly based on their subjective

assumptions, see Section 8.6.4.

Concerning the fourth research question, “To what extent do the chosen frameworks
(relational work and rapport management) help understand the discursive nature of
(im)politeness in Twitter disagreements?”. This question was designed to provide a
reflective account of the applicability of the selected frameworks in discursively
analysing the (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Saudis’ Twitter disagreements. The
analysis revealed that using the relational work model in analysing Twitter data has some
limitations that require further attention. Despite the importance of the notions of face
and contextual norms for relational work, the framework does not provide a sufficient
guide to account for these notions, especially in interactions where the interlocutors have
little or no shared interpersonal histories. Moreover, the analysis of online questionnaire
responses and the interviews revealed that people generally assume that certain norms
and expectations should be followed when expressing disagreement on Twitter. However,
given the nature of the dynamic participation framework on Twitter, expectations in
Twitter interactions can shift easily, leading to significant shifts in the perception of

(im)politeness (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.15); see a detailed discussion in Section 8.8.

Furthermore, employing the rapport management framework (Spencer-Oatey, 2000;
2002; 2008) helped analyse (im)politeness in Saudis’ Twitter disagreements, particularly
by using these three analytical concepts: rapport orientations, face sensitivities and

sociality rights. Examining how posters orient themselves in the interaction involved
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looking at how the disagreements they expressed aimed to maintain, enhance, neglect or
challenge the relational work with the target. These orientations can sometimes be
accessed by examining the posters’ choices of disagreement strategies and the devices
they use to modify their disagreements in the specific context. It showed that Saudi
posters in the SAT corpus often employ aggravated disagreements when their orientations
to the interaction with the target reflect a lack of interest or concern with how their
disagreements might be perceived by the target. For instance, posters expressing
aggravated disagreements can exploit the cost-benefit element of equity rights by
expressing a verbal attack at the target’s expense, see Example 7.5. This exploitation
contradicts “the belief that costs and benefits should be kept roughly in balance through
the principle of reciprocity” (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, p.16). She asserted that restoring the
balance between cost-benefit considerations is fundamental in interaction; however, the
analysis revealed that balance between the two is not always what posters seek to achieve,
particularly when expressing aggravated disagreements on Twitter; see Sections 8.8.1,

8.8.2 and 8.8.3 for detailed discussion.

9.2 Implications of the study

The study has revealed a number of theoretical and practical implications for
(im)politeness in online communication pragmatics. Firstly, it encourages using relational
work with other frameworks, such as rapport management, because the relational work
model alone cannot explain what is going on in the short and fragmented Twitter
interactions. Adopting the rapport management framework in this study helped, to some
extent, in analysing the data and addressing the limitations of the relational work model.
Concepts such as sociality rights and face sensitivities provided more insight into the
social concerns or violations regarding the posters’ treatment of the targets of their
disagreements. The second suggestion is that (im)politeness research should foster
combining the theories of (im)politeness with other approaches from other linguistic
research areas, such as discourse analysis and multimodal analysis. In this study, I used
some aspects of discourse analysis to look at linguistic devices used to modify the
structure of Twitter disagreements. The issue of non-linguistic means of performing
(im)politeness in disagreements, especially when it comes to analysing emotions in
disagreements, has been highlighted by Langlotz and Locher (2012). Therefore, using
multimodal approaches to analyse (im)politeness in online interactions can strengthen our
understanding of the various means people use to signal their stances, attitudes and

emotions.
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The current study continues the debate regarding the method of data collection in
pragmatic research. The conclusion emphasizes the importance of using a mixed-methods
approach. Without using online questionnaires in this study, it would have been
impossible for me as a researcher to identify the variability in (im)politeness evaluations
of the disagreements in the corpus. Also, using interview data helped analyse the online
questionnaire responses and gain deeper insight into why certain disagreements in the
online questionnaire were not identified as disagreements and the possible factors that
might have influenced respondents’ evaluations leading to this observed variability.
Therefore, I believe that (im)politeness research needs both natural and metalinguistic
data in the exploration of social practices. This approach can deepen our understanding

of (im)politeness in context.

In addition, the study supports the argument that (im)politeness research should go
beyond the simple speaker-addressee framework of participation (e.g., Kadar and Haugh,
2013) to accommodate the complex participation roles, particularly in online interactions,
which is an underexplored area (Graham and Hardaker, 2017, p.793). As shown in
Sections 4.4.1.2 and 4.4.1.3, the corpus of Twitter disagreements mostly consisted of
posters responding to the MTs, creating sub-threads within the main thread, and responses
from the main posters are rare. Also, the disagreements in the corpus were directed to
different targets (e.g., the main poster, a prior poster or all posters in the thread). Social
media platforms like Twitter make it easy for any user with an active account to switch
from an observer to a participant unless the main poster limits who can respond to the
tweet although this feature was not yet available during the data collection. This study,
therefore, highlights the importance of expanding the area for investigating relational
work by considering all the evaluative reactions of all recipients ratified (e.g.,

participants) and unratified (e.g., observers).

The study also have some implications for researchers working on media studies,
particularly how people express their opinions on public platform and how they react to
different views. The disagreement taxonomy developed in this study can be utilised to
examine how these different views are expressed (i.e. disagreement strategies) and how
the linguistic modifications can, to some degree, provide insight into the posters’ attitudes
towards the target(s) of these disagreements. This taxonomy could also be used in
comparative research examining disagreements and (im)politeness on different platforms
such as Instagram and YouTube, see Section 9.5. Moreover, the taxonomy of

disagreement strategies and the different linguistic devices used to modify these
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disagreements could be used to develop the Arabic language curriculum, providing
Arabic learners with authentic pragmatic knowledge of (im)politeness in online
disagreements. This pragmatic knowledge is crucial to avoid misunderstandings

(Alghamdi, 2023, p.279).

Finally, the study results also have some social implications, particularly raising social
awareness about the different perceptions of (im)politeness within the same
cultural/language group. The study revealed some degree of variability in (im)politeness
perceptions among Saudi respondents evaluating Twitter disagreements. This variability
suggests that there is a pragmatic variation within the same cultural/language group,
which shows that an emphasis on homogeneity when it comes to social norms and
expectations at the cultural level is rather an idealistic view of representing society (Mills
and Kadar, 2011, p.22). Also, given the changes happening in Saudi Arabia, these changes
undoubtedly had some influence on all levels of social order (i.e. cultural and individual),
which might have affected the perceptions of (im)politeness, thus showing that social

order is subject to change (Mills and Kédar, 2011, p.22).

9.3 Contribution of the study

The study makes a number of contributions to research on (im)politeness in online
communication. These contributions evolve around the novelty of the data used in this
study and the analytical approach followed in analysing the data, which included building
a coding framework for Saudis’ disagreement strategies in Twitter interaction and using

a mixed-methods approach to further explore (im)politeness in these disagreements.

One of the study’s main contributions lies in using a corpus of naturally occurring tweets
as the main source of data, so it can be said the data used and the study’s findings reflect
actual disagreements by Saudis on Twitter. The natural data used in this study allowed
the examination of disagreements in asynchronous and short interactions, showing that
analysing (im)politeness in interaction does not have to be focused on long stretches of
discourse. People’s interactions can be brief and not always completely resolved,
especially in online interaction, so not all interactions have a beginning, middle and end
to see how (im)politeness unfolds in these interactions. Also, by remaining in the public
space, these online interactions are open to the observations of others who might engage
with these interactions in different ways (e.g., posting, sharing, or talking about it with
others). Observers of Twitter disagreements, like the respondents in this study, may have

evaluative reactions to some of these disagreements; whether they post it on Twitter or
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not, their perceptions can provide valuable insight into different (im)politeness
understandings. Therefore, studies of relational work should consider (im)politeness
evaluative reactions beyond the simple speaker-addressee framework, in line with (Kadar

and Haugh, 2013, pp.87-93).

In this study, the analysis of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements was based on a
combination of analytical approaches to investigate multiple layers of (im)politeness in
Twitter disagreement (see Chapters 3 and 4). I used two postmodern approaches (i.e.
relational work and rapport management) to explore Saudi Twitter users’ (im)politeness
practices when expressing disagreements and how other Saudi Twitter users view these
practices. I also built a modified taxonomy to identify the different strategies Saudis used
to express their disagreements on Twitter and to identify some of the linguistic and non-
linguistic features of these disagreements. In this exploration, I used quantitative methods
in order to provide a more in-depth approach to disagreements on Twitter. Overall, these
approaches allowed me to explain what is going on in Saudi Twitter disagreements with
supportive evidence, and by adopting these different approaches, it is hoped that this study

adds to the existing research on (im)politeness in Arabic online interaction.

The study did not only explore (im)politeness from a researcher’s perspective but also
from lay observers’ perspectives, thus combining two emic views about (im)politeness in
Saudi Twitter disagreements. Using corpus analysis alone cannot sufficiently unveil the
range of perceptions of a given disagreement and does not provide deeper insight into the
social order. Therefore, using online questionnaires and interview data provided the
researcher with further information that may not have been captured in the corpus
analysis. The study reflects the importance of employing a mixed-methods approach in
analysing (im)politeness. It also underscores the importance of integrating perspectives
from (im)politeness; and (im)politeness, approaches. The combination of different
perspectives in these two approaches can help unpack different layers of (im)politeness
in social interactions. In fact, some researchers (e.g., Haugh, 2007b; Grainger, 2011) have
been advocating a move towards an approach that achieves some middle ground between

politeness: and politenesso.

Finally, this study highlights the importance of examining disagreement practices and
(im)politeness understandings among members of the same cultural group, an area that
requires more attention mainly because (im)politeness among social groups within the
same culture can have different interpretations (Kédar and Haugh, 2013, pp.243, 246).

For instance, the analysis showed that aggravated disagreements in the corpus were
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sometimes used as a defence, see Example 7.10. Some respondents accepted and
sanctioned this defensive impoliteness in the expressed disagreement, while others
completely rejected it. Overall, the variability observed in respondents’ evaluations of
(im)politeness in Twitter disagreements generally signals that there is more to unravel
about (im)politeness in disagreements among Saudis and that understanding the internal
sociopragmatic variation can provide a clear picture and guidance for any future

comparative research (e.g., cross-cultural studies).

9.4 Limitations of the study

This exploratory study aimed to discover more about the social practice of disagreement
on Twitter and some of the metapragmatic views of these disagreements within the Saudi
context. Like other studies, my study has some limitations, which are highlighted here so
that they may be considered in future research. Limitations of the Twitter data and the
measurements taken to filter and control the data were covered in Section 4.4.1. These
limitations include excluding non-verbal means of expressing disagreements, such as
GIFs and clips, which require a broader multimodal approach. Also, the study mainly
focused on analysing the first two interactional turns in the thread of replies, where
disagreements usually occur (e.g., Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016). This means that this
study did not examine how disagreements progress into arguments and how these
arguments unfold on Twitter; see Example 7.5. Below, I discuss additional limitations

that were not addressed in the previous chapters.

The first limitation relates to the relatively small number of respondents and interviewees
since the study essentially aimed to gain a general sense of what is going on in Saudis’
Twitter disagreements. Therefore, generalisation of the results to the cultural group is
impossible at this stage, and more studies are needed to unravel more about the role of
different sociocultural factors such as age, gender and education. For example, even
though aggravated disagreements appear to be the dominant type of disagreement in the
SAT corpus, more evidence is needed to claim that such behaviour is typical of Saudi
Twitter users. However, despite this limitation with respect to the generalisability of the
study, I believe the study has provided insights into Saudi tendencies when expressing
disagreements on Twitter, particularly in sociocultural and political hashtags during a

period of significant social, political, and economic changes in the country.

The second limitation is connected to what has been discussed in Section 4.2.2. This

limitation stems from the fact that respondents in the online questionnaire and
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interviewees are insiders to the Saudi culture but not to the specific interactions in the
SAT corpus from which the disagreement was gathered. Although laypersons’
perspectives can provide different and insightful understandings of (im)politeness
through their observation of the evaluative moments (Kédar and Haugh, 2013, p.98),
nonetheless, their participation position (i.e. being observers) limit the usefulness of their
insight as it represents (im)politeness perceptions from one locus, see Section 3.1.2
regarding the proposed four loci for understanding (im)politeness. For example, the
respondents in this study cannot provide insight into the uptake of the disagreements,
particularly aggravated ones, and whether offence was taken or not. Therefore, whether
the metapragmatic findings of this study can be extended to the posters of the
disagreements in the SAT corpus, including their perceptions of the level of

(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in these disagreements, remains under question.!43

Another limitation of this study lies in the use of pre-defined scales to classify
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness, which might have affected the respondents’
evaluations, pushing them to think within the predetermined metalinguistic evaluators,
see Section 8.3. It is possible that these evaluators constrained how the respondents were
conceptualising (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness as social practice on Twitter. As
the discussion in 8.3 revealed, the provided evaluators might not be what some
respondents would prefer to use when evaluating the replies. Different labels could have
been used for evaluating disagreements that do not necessarily fall into these specific
labels (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.63). Additionally, respondents may not recognise the
division between these metalinguistic labels in the same way, as argued by Kéadar and
Haugh (2013, p.63); these metalinguistic evaluators might not be consistently valenced.
Therefore, it perhaps would have been better if respondents were the ones who provided
the metalinguistic evaluators, which would more closely reflect their conceptualised emic

views of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.188).

143 Culpeper (2011a, pp.55-56) pointe out the ‘actor-observer effect’, which means that those who produced
the disagreements may perceive the (im)politeness in their replies differently from their targets or
even those who just observe the replies.
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9.5 Suggestions for future research

The study has highlighted some areas that require further investigation, some of which
address the above limitations. One area that can expand our knowledge of Saudi
disagreement practices online is to carry out similar research on different platforms such
as Instagram and YouTube, which some interviewees mentioned in the interviews.
Conducting a similar study using data from other platforms may shed more light on
(im)politeness in Saudis’ online disagreements and indicate whether these practices differ
across platforms. Also, for future research focusing on disagreements on Twitter,
examining disagreements among posters belonging to the same social network (e.g., the
social network of Saudi translators on Twitter) can provide further insight into the

influence of some factors such as relational histories, social visibility and identity.

The study has integrated quantitative methods to investigate disagreement strategies and
the linguistic devices used to either negatively or positively modify these disagreements
to provide an in-depth analysis of (im)politeness practices in Saudis’ Twitter
disagreement. Further research is needed to test the coding framework used in this study
and examine the feasibility of extending it to other platforms—specifically, the
connection between the identification of the disagreement and the realisation of the
disagreement strategy used to express it. For example, in Example 7.4, some respondents
did not identify the reply as a disagreement because the poster provided an explanation,
and that addition seemed to prevent it from being construed as a disagreement for these
respondents. Also, further testing of the influence of the linguistic modification of
disagreements is needed to explore more deeply how these modifications can affect the
perception of (im)politeness. This study showed that respondents’ evaluations varied for
all three types of disagreements (mitigated, aggravated and unmodified). For example,
participants in future research could be asked to evaluate the disagreements by identifying
how linguistically positively and negatively the disagreement is modified and showing
how the linguistic structure of the disagreement affected their perception; it is important
to address this while also taking into account the influence of other contextual factors
(e.g., the topic of discussion). This investigation might reveal more about the
conventionality of some linguistic expressions when expressing disagreements politely
or impolitely, and highlight the role of linguistic expressions on (im)politeness perception
in online interaction. Relative to this suggestion, and given the limitations of the online
questionnaire as pointed out in the previous section, future research could allow

respondents to use their own evaluative labels when classifying
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(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness. As shown in Section 8.3, these evaluative labels
respondents use can provide the researcher more access to the individuals’

conceptualisation of (im)politeness.

Finally, the study has pointed out some areas that require further multidisciplinary
research, particularly from a socio-psychological standpoint. The analysis showed that
how disagreements are expressed online is believed to be influenced by factors such as
emotional state and personality traits, which was beyond the scope of this present
research. Also, further research is needed to highlight the influence of social, political,
and economic changes happening in Saudi Arabia and how these changes may be
influencing negotiations of relational work and the expression of disagreements. This is
in line with Kadar and Haugh’s (2013) argument about the importance of a
multidisciplinary approach to (im)politeness, surpassing the boundaries of linguistic

pragmatics and sociolinguistics.

9.6 Concluding remarks

This chapter highlighted the conclusions of this study, including the study’s implications,
limitations, recommendations and contribution to the field of (im)politeness in digitally-
mediated communication. Despite the limitations highlighted above, the study presented
some important findings that shed light on Saudis’ disagreement practices on Twitter and
expanded the body of (im)politeness research in the Saudi context. From a theoretical
standpoint, it is hoped that the study has provided some insights into the applicability of
postmodern approaches to online data, particularly relational work and rapport
management. The study followed an approach that integrated quantitative methods to
identify and analyse different types of disagreements based on linguistic modification and
test the claim about the pervasiveness of Saudis’ aggravated disagreements on Twitter. It
contributes to (im)politeness research in Saudi Arabic, in particular in identifying what
makes a Twitter disagreement (im)polite and (in)appropriate. From a practical and
empirical standpoint, the study helps understand some culturally specific resources that
Saudi Twitter users draw on when performing (im)politeness when expressing their
disagreements. It also shows the importance of being aware of the different norms and
expectations that Twitter users bring into the threads of replies; this awareness plays an
essential role in improving communication with others. The focused discursive analysis
of Saudi respondents’ evaluations of Twitter disagreements is useful in developing a

better understanding of the pragmatic variation within the same cultural group. It extends
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the field by using naturally occurring data from social media platforms in pragmatic

variation studies, particularly in Arabic.
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Appendix A Ethical consideration

Different kinds of linguistic research raise different ethical issues depending on how,
whom, and what the research is focusing on. Schneider (2018) argues that the
development of research ethics can be seen as “an ongoing process of increasing
awareness and sensitivity””; however, there are well-established ethical standards and
practices any kind of research should abide by, “and this includes in particular scientific
integrity and academic rigour” (p.74). In addition to these general principles, there are
more specific ethical principles involving the considerations of welfare, autonomy,
privacy, and justice (p.75).

For this study, I obtained ethical approval from the Ethics Committee at the University of
Leeds before the call for participation was out (application reference number: FAHC 19-
086, date of approval: 31/07/2020). The study strictly followed the guidelines provided
by the Ethics Committee; this involves:

1. Information sheet and consent: the call for participation was posted to invite
Saudis Twitter users to take part in the study by filling out the online
questionnaire. At the beginning of the online questionnaire, participants were
provided with a detailed information sheet written in Arabic (i.e. the native
language of the target group) to ensure their full understanding. The information
sheet clarifies the title of the project; the purpose of the study; what participation
in the research entails; the potential risk or inconvenience that may arise; the
procedures followed in managing and protecting data; how the data would be
used; and ensuring their freedom of withdrawal at any time before the start of data
analysis (deadline stated was 01/10/2020). Participants were given the
researcher’s contact details in case they had any questions. Moreover, the
information sheet explained how the questionnaire is divided, what each section
contains and how long it might take to finish the questionnaire. The information
sheet also highlighted that submitting the response is taken as consent to
everything outlined in the information sheet (see Appendix E). As for
participation in the follow-up interviews, participants were given the option to
opt-out by skipping the last section of the questionnaire and submitting their
responses. Participants who agreed to be interviewed were asked to leave their
contact details (see Appendix B/C), and in the interview, their consent was
recorded again verbally.

2. Conditionality: participants were assured that their data would remain
confidential and no one other than the researcher and the supervisors would have
access to the data at any stage of this study. They were also made aware that their
identities would be anonymised and pseudonyms would be used in case their
responses were used and quoted in the research.

3. Data management and protection: following the guidelines, the online
questionnaire was designed and distributed using JISC online surveys, which save
data on the server within the UK. Then, participants’ responses were downloaded
and stored in a password-protected file (Research data, Online questionnaire) on
my work laptop. As for the interviews, they were recorded directly using the voice
recorder software on my work laptop and then stored in a password-protected file
(Research data, interview recordings). Participants were assured that recordings
would be deleted after the end of the study.
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Appendix B Online questionnaire (English)
Part 1: Information sheet and consent form

You are invited to participate in this research titled Saudis’ Disagreements on
Twitter. The research is carried out by Sarah Almutairi, a PhD researcher from the
University of Leeds.

The purpose of this study is to generally examine how Saudis disagree on Twitter by
looking at how these disagreements are expressed and how Twitter influences the
production and the perception of these disagreements. The questionnaire will take
approximately 25 minutes to complete. Your participation in this study is entirely
voluntary, and you can withdraw from the study as long as you inform the researcher of
your decision before the anonymization of the data and the beginning of the analysis; this
means that withdrawal after 01/10/2020 cannot be granted. If you decide to withdraw
before the stated date, you can do so without the need to provide reasons for your
withdrawal.

No known risks are associated with this research study; however, as with any online
activity, the risk of a breach is always possible. To the best of my ability, your
participation in this study will be stored safely and will not be accessible to others except
my supervisors. Also, please be aware that I may quote your response for explanation and
clarification purposes but be assured that these quotations will be anonymized to prevent
identification. I will minimize any risks by removing any personal identifiers, and
pseudonyms will be used instead. Further information is available via the University of
Leeds Privacy Notice here: https://dataprotection.leeds.ac.uk/wp-
content/uploads/sites/48/2019/02/Research-Privacy-Notice.pdf.

In addition, please be informed that the results of this research will be shared publicly in
conference presentations and peer-journal articles; however, be assured that your identity
will not be revealed as data will be shared anonymously.

Note: By submitting your response, you have agreed to the stated consent above.

Introduction:
The questionnaire is divided into four main parts:

1. The first part of the questionnaire aims to collect general demographic data.
The second part of the questionnaire asks general questions about your usage of
Twitter in Saudi Arabia.

3. The third part of the questionnaire contains an evaluation task through which you
are asked to evaluate some tweets based on a given scale.

4. The fourth part of the questionnaire invites you to state if you would like to take
part in an online interview with the researcher.

Thank you for taking the time to participate. Your time and effort are very much
appreciated.


https://dataprotection.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/48/2019/02/Research-Privacy-Notice.pdf
https://dataprotection.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/48/2019/02/Research-Privacy-Notice.pdf
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Part 2: General Questions

Tell the researcher about yourself. This information will help in the analysis of the data.
Also, be assured that your information will be kept private and will not be revealed to
anyone who is not involved in the research.

Your gender is Required

@)
©)

female
male

Your age group is Required

O O O O O O

15 and younger
16-20

21-30

31-40

41-50

older than 50

Your educational background Required

O O O O O O

Middle school
High school
Bachelor degree
Master's degree

Doctorate degree
Other

Which dialect(s) do you speak? Required

O O O O O O O

Hijazi (This includes all dialects spoken in Makkah, Madinah, Jeddah, etc.)

Najdi (This includes all dialects spoken in Riyadh, Alkarjh, Ad Dilam, etc.)
Qassimi (This includes all dialects spoken in Buraydah, Unayzah, Ar Rass, etc.)
Southern (This includes all dialects spoken in Khamis Mushait, Abha, Najran, etc.)
Northern (This includes all dialects spoken in Ha'il, Tabuk, etc.)

Eastern (This includes all dialects spoken in Dammam, Al-Hasa, Khafji, etc.)
Other

Where are your family from? Give the name of the country or region.
(For example, my family is from the Hijazi part of Saudi Arabia, specifically from
Jeddah and Madinah) Required

Write your answer here

How often do you use Twitter? Required

O 0O O O O

O

More than once a day
Once a day

Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month
Rarely

Other

How do you use Twitter? Please choose only what describes your activity, e.g. rarely posting
and replying, mostly just observing. ( Note: you do not need to fill every column) Required

Tweeting = Retweeting Replying Liking Browsing the news
Mostly o o o o o
Usually o o o o o
Rarely o o o o o

Never o e} o) o o
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Among the different social media platforms, Twitter is the most popular in Saudi
Arabia, especially when discussing political and sociocultural issues Reguired

o Agree

o Neither agree nor disagree

o Disagree

Why do you use Twitter? (You can select more than one answer) Required

To connect with friends

To communicate with other about topics that interest me

To keep updated with the latest news

For business and marketing

Other

Do you usually know/ or have personal relationships with your
followers/following? Required

I know them all in person

I know them all online, but never met in person

I know some/few of them in person

I only know my friend and family

o Other

Do you believe that Twitter has influenced how Saudis express their opinions and how they view
other different views? If yes, then how?

O O O O O

O O O O

Write your answer here

Part 3: Disagreements and (Im)politeness on Twitter

Please read the 5 main tweets and the two replies under each one, then choose whether
the reply can be understood as a disagreement or not concerning the main tweet and its
content. Based on your answer, you will either be asked to evaluate the disagreement as
polite, impolite, etc., or move to the next reply to choose whether it is a disagreement or
not. In general, there are 5 main tweets and 2 replies for each main tweet.

Main Tweet 1

Sl 2 ga g e SKall Cgea (ddd palaal) (e callay g, Aun b ualas Ja g Luale JAy aaial) o) s aal

u.u_,J.AMJ u\JmlAAl\ &L\gj ‘;A ‘;\; J;\.umj\ kl\l.l)ﬂ_):\S.A O o CAJ %) J:\:\S 3Ulaa %) :-‘)A \M eL\.\
https://bit.ly/2XzegfV 4l

Reply 1:

R(?C/Llil‘(?dl-k'é)‘di" »J\)ﬂuafﬂ_qjﬁuﬁﬁ\kﬂ\ Eﬂ\fnh‘ﬁ\ B}ﬁ\ﬁ}dﬁ ‘;I;Iu\ Ol
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
o o o o o

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very. appropriate ne1th§ ' app mp?‘ate nor inappropriate  very inappropriate
appropriate inappropriate
) o o o o)
Reply 2:

%u.'al.'cdiﬁ\l&__%@&Y}L@@M}&&Q)ﬁo\'&u&d\?SULLAL.;.AQwﬁ?ﬁ\'&ﬁ\.’.ﬁwc«j;
A?BUL!.«J\ e ) Sl (ol gl g palaal) 4l HXie ] PAaill il ke g 0l Sl Jad) alla g 33V e g dad o gluly
RC({Llil"(?Cl &};4}&\ e gy e Vg daSaa L.;\ Y g dda il LA‘ iy


https://bit.ly/2XzeqfV
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o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
o o o o o

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very appropriate neither appropriate nor inappropriate  very inappropriate
appropriate pprop inappropriate pprop Y mapprop
o o o o o
Main Tweet 2
CH)*A’;.‘AM_JJ_)'L‘ #
4a) ea caaY) Glidled) 1o
aal g (pagoan g ol Wl segdy agald Jad g i ad S LS
Reply 1:
srle Jlaall O O 5 Sas Caiial i g Gall Gu 48l 5 b andi Jia JSI G gl 5 3 paiall Cuddl &
"' RequiredJid
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement
How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
o o o o o

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very appropriate nelth'e ' appropriate nor inappropriate  very inappropriate
appropriate inappropriate
o o o o o
Reply 2:

"o e 3 s ban Y 58 S8 ¢l Gl Gl (g0 Ly il i LS it ol el s Le

Required e A 35aG oo p
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

@) @) O @) o

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very
appropriate

neither appropriate nor
inappropriate

very

inappropriate inappropriate

appropriate

o O O @) (@)



337

Main Tweet 3
Lol (el srdsdpudiliaii-ale ) Jeall s 8OV llial) jaae g o 40 sl colS Lalall LYW U8
P ol 138 0 0 gty pgil Agpaalls ool A5 Aadks sels 5 tim A0l V) bl jaas Cansal o )
Jeatt ((Aaclill 5 )

Reply 1:
ALK cue JS e L)l cpe
L sbasall (g2 Jadd) cpe (Sl
MY 5158 dala JS (8 agi e 5 Gpalasall 5 o pall i (i preall Lal 5 i Sla g Q5SS (g a5 (i s 5 (el G
o pgands A Jal S (s (o pad) Gl JS (G jlaall gl Jall (g il oSie a5 Juadl ) sl

Required S 52l
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement
How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
o o o o o

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very . neither appropriate nor . . very
. appropriate . . Inappropriate = . .
appropriate 1nappropriate Inappropriate
¢ o o o o
Reply 2:
Requireddasy
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement
How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
o o o o o
How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required
Very appropriate nelthg I appropriate nor inappropriate = . very
appropriate 1nappropriate 1nappropriate
o o o o o

Main Tweet 4
225 g Jalal) andill Ladey g Ol s 4 g pliall o) ) )5l udae B3 (8 (3LallS Jalas Y s0a]) 293 gail)
ailaall
Reply 1:
o Al o Y G e ety Lo aSaTl Culu) GUaill e 138 ¢l g el )56l Galaa 303 O Gy (m g e

Required pSbas
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement
How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

@) O o @) o
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How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very appropriate neither appropriate nor inappropriate very
appropriate pprop inappropriate bprop inappropriate
o o o o o
Reply 2:

s ¢ e Yy Yy L) 55 lall s dasll 55 canaie Sl ix ol st 4 sl @iy Lo el )55 3 oS
8l palusy 3 Jlian i€ il 13) Jiially (S g ¢ g dbe allay ol ) gis 4 ST Canim g 530S A g hane g
Required "g)y 3 yaa" ¢J skl

o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

O O @) @) ©]

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very . neither appropriate nor . . very
. appropriate . . Inappropriate = . .
appropriate Inappropriate Inappropriate
o o o o o
Main Tweet 5
Sl el sl

e

4 5l i olall) )

o) all 481 5us cl21)) ¥
&T\QM\ cluall d_,;: ;Ud\) Y
apliall sl Lall) €
4.\,}@1‘ 5.3}:;) o

3 il ool ) 3

sl 5l ) e gl ) ¥

Reply 1:

Required Juad) aa) s 3 ga ol (e cludi 3l il g Ciga g olad) clla) Cal g gl (g claly
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

o o o o o
How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very
appropriate

neither appropriate nor
inappropriate

very

inappropriate inappropriate

appropriate

o @) @) O (@)
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Reply 2:
Lagme obdl L mesially Lai Ay Ll dabe el LIS cedldl Jsaas sall sald, 4l

Required < kis 2355 G 4l e a3l ¢ 5 iy Gl Jan 5 cpall 4 55 Caagll
o Disagreement
o Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
o o o o o)

How would you evaluate the appropriateness of this reply on Twitter? Required

very . neither appropriate nor . . very
. appropriate . . Inappropriate = . .
appropriate Inappropriate Iappropriate
o o o o o

Part 4: Follow-up Interview

Before submitting your response, please take the time to consider participating in an
interview with the researcher, which would be very helpful in analysing your response.
The interview is going to be short; the researcher will ask you a few questions about
disagreement and (im)politeness on Twitter. The interview can be conducted online via
Skype, Google Duo or any other way that is more convenient to you.

So, if you are willing to do the interview, please select ‘yes’ to the question below, then
in Section 6 type your contact details. If you select ‘no’ that will be the end of your
participation in the research, and thank you for taking the time to fill the questionnaire.

Note: Please be assured that your information and contact details will be confidential
during the research process, and by the end of the research, your details will be discarded
and no longer accessible to anyone.

I am willing to do the interview:

e Yes
e No

Section 6: Interviewee contact details

Write your contact details here
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Appendix C Online questionnaire (Arabic)
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Appendix D Translation of the exchange in Example 7.5 in Section 7.4

T2-Main poster: And you do not cancel your tweet, praying to Allah against me and
dragging my family into this, and humiliate another human being.... and they will pull
you from your ear.. and I will claim my right... Thanks to Allah, I am asking my king,
King Salman bin Abdulaziz, may Allah protect him.

Why are you sticking your nose in my request from the king and insulting my family and
me?

Leave your tweet

T3-Poster-4: You are one of those extremists who are supposed to be pulled by their ears,
and Mohammed bin Salman is fighting extremism and extremists, so these are my tweets,

and [ am not going to delete them you can also take screenshots

T4- Main poster: By God, from the number of your followers who seem like gat‘ah [a
cost -effective way, it involves dividing the total cost of something among a group of
people (e.g.,friends). Here, it is mostly used to make fun of poster-4’s small number of
followers] @ @ & & & & & &

You are one of those misguided mercenaries in this country, and thanks to Allah, there is
good in this country, and my tweet got what it deserves [support /attention].

I don't care about you and your words, and those like you

Take A @ ® to complete your face and show me your back, you ugly.... And look out

for 4% to not hit your face..

T5-Poster-4: Don't show your face in front of me G2 Because I am a busy woman and I
do not have time for people whose minds are shoes

T6-Main poster: The shoes are those who birthed you and do not come to my tweets,
you despicable..

T7-Poster-4: Everyone sees people based on how they see themselves [i.e. a thief
believes everybody steals] because you are a shoe and those who birthed you, even though
it is not their fault, have to deal with the misfortunate they have, because you are

despicable, you see people as despicable, off you go &

T8-Main poster: The eye does not see dirt like you

A ruined bunch whose mouth and face deserve to be stepped on. You and those like you
are not worth talking and responding to.

May Allah curse you and those like you, you dirty
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Appendix E Combinations of the aligned and unaligned classification

in Table 4-5

The figure shows the total frequency and percentage of all the classification combinations

(aligned and unaligned) as represented in Table 4-5.

Frequency
700

595 (44.1%)
600

500
400

319(23.6%)
300

200 165(12.2%)

100 5 58(4.3%) n 601(4.4%)
27(2.0%) 29(2.1%) 47(3.5%) 19(3.9%)

o mmm ] [ | [ [ | |

(very)inappropriate  (very)appropriate neither appropriate (very)inappropriate neither appropriate = (very) appropriate (very)inappropriate neither appropriate = (very) appropriate

nor inappropriate nor inappropriate nor inappropriate
(very) polite (very) polite (very) polite neither polite nor | neither polite nor | neither polite nor |~ (very)impolite (very)impolite (very)impolite
impolite impolite impolite

M Frequency



