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Abstract

This study explores (im)politené@g)appropriatenessin naturally occurring

di sagr ee me Muitter reples(cBiraentlgkinavidas X posk) to 12 main tweets
posted about sociocultural and political topics in 6 trending hashtags betwee?2(®&L7

The analysis of the data draws on discursive approaches to (im)politeness, particularly
relational work (Locherand Watts, 2005) and rapport managemédpenceiOatey,

2000) Also, the classification of disagreement strategies and the linguistic devices
employed to mitigate or aggravate these disagreements were inspired by different
taxonomiesincludingHarb (2016) Shum and Lee (2013and Culpepe(1996; 2011a;

2016)

In addition to the corpus of tweets, metalinguistic data were collected thomligie
guestionnairesAlso, follow-up interviews with 20 respondents were conducted to obtain

a clearer picture of |l ay observersteemic
context ofS a u dhwittebdisagreements

The main results showed that fercentage cggravated Twitter disagreemeimighe
corpuswashigherthantheir mitigated and unodified counterpartsChis is likely to be

due toseveralffactors the relativeanonymityof posters on Twitteand the nature of the
relationship betweethemt he poster s orientation to tt
associatiordi ssoci ation from the target, and t
considerations of consequences on self and othdditionally, the analysis of
metalinguistic data also revealed that classifications of (im)politenmsd
(in)appropriateness do not say much about h@spondents evaluated Twitter
disagreements themselvesRather, 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 categorizatioseems to represent an individualistic conceptualisation of
(im)politeness, while theustification shows theargumentativeattempt to link these

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

Finally, the analysis presented in trstudy underscores the importance of integrating
perspectives from (im)politenasand (im)politenessapproaches, 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| 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

equi valents of Arabic to aid readersdé col
Consonant
Arabic IPA Sound Description English
Letter symbol Approximation
Y n Voiceless glottal plosive Uh-/ryoh
<l b Voiced bilabial plosive Bike
q t Voiceless dentaalveolar plosive Tall
2 d Voiceless dental fricative Thin
6 d’ Voiced postalveolar affricate Joy
i Voiced postalveolar fricative Genre
% Voiceless pharyngeal fricative No equivalent
S X Voiceless uvular fricative Loch (Scottish
English)
b d Voiced dentaklveolar plosive Dog
M 0 Voiced dental fricative This
p r Voicedalveolar trill Run
c z Voiced alveolar fricative Zero
E S Voiceless alveolar fricative Sun
€ &) Voiceless posalveolar fricative Ship
J s 1 | Voiceless emphatic alveolar fricative | No equivalent
K dl Voiced emphatic dentallveolar plosive | No equivalent
A t 1 | Voiceless dentailveolar plosive No equivalent
il 1 Voiced emphatic dental fricative No equivalent
n 1 Voiced pharyngeal fricative No equivalent
M Y Voiced uvular fricative French ¢
P f Voiceless labiodental fricative Fan
) g Voiced velar plosive Gap
q Voiceless uvular plosive No equivalent
L Kk Voiceless velar plosive Car
b [ Voiced alveolar lateral Lamp
a m Voiced bilabial nasal Man
i} n Voiced alveolar nasal Net
. K h Voiceless glottal fricative Hat
M w Voiced labiatvelar approximant Water
p | Voiced palatal approximant Yes
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Vowels

The table below includes a list of the vowel sounds using the IPA synalbarhg with
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 | Ned
i Short close front unrounded | Happy
u: Long close back rounded Food
u Short close back rounded To
D Mid-central (schwa) About
ew Diphthong Face
au Diphthong Mouth
DU 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; thdiffer in appearance, thoughts, languages, religions,
beliefs, tendencies, viewstc. These differences are inevitable and msghtetimes lead
to disagreements. However, these disagreements should not alwaggabgedas
negative nor necessarily bperceived as problematiRather the potentialproblem lies
in the way these disagreemeate managed within the discursive contémtclassical
theories of politeness, disagreememais seento pose a potentiakhreat toa harmonious
existencebetween meiers of communities Disagreement, despitts complications
cannot be overlookednd avoideds it isessential tdthuman communicatiorKoczogh
(2013) explains that the importance of studyidisagreement comes from usrsatile
nature andrequent occurrence in everyday interactiamsich make the management of
disagreementomplex This complexity increasewhen disagreements aexpressed
online, particularlyon platforms such asTwitter (now referred to as X)where
interactions are fragmented, highly intertextual, aocurbetween different posters who

might notknow each other.

In the present studyl aim to explore disagreement and (im)politenesshwitter
communicationin Saudi Arabia.Starting with his introductory chaptey | clarify the
rationale for the study iBectionl.l In Sectionl.2, | illustratethe purpose of the study
andpresenthe research questioris.Sectionl.3 | providebackground on Saudi Aba,
covering the Saudi 2030 Vision and some examples of how Saudisvitter. Lastly, |

showhow the thesis is structured $®ctionl.4.

1.1 The rationale for the study

The number of teidiesof disagreements in digitalediated communication (DME)

has grownin the last two decade®nline disagreemeshave beeexaminedn different
onlineplatforms for instance, in a soap opera discussion g(Bagm, 1996) ChurchList
emails (Graham, 2007)MailOnline news commentg¢Langlotz and Locher, 2012)n
personal/diary blog¢Bolander, 2012)in Chinese forumgShum and Lee, 2013)n
Spanish YouTube commen@@ou-Franch and Blitvich, 2014and in Arabic Facebook
discussiongHarb, 2016)However, disagreemeswn social medialatforms like Twitter
remain undestudied(Fernandez, 2013, p.2@raham and Hardaker (2017) highlighted
that, despite the prominent role Twitter plays on political and social levels, pragmatic

1 Also known as computenediated communication (CMC).
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research into Twitter remains thin compared to oBdC contexts, such asmaails and

blogs.

In addition existing literature on Arabic speech acts and (im)politenespdiddittle
attention to culturalinguistic behaviours in DMC. Thuseingmyselfa Saudi Twitter

user and a researcher, one of the reasons behind the current stogynierest in
examiningonline disagreememmong Saudis on Twitter. Based on observation, Twitter

in Saudi Arabia is a place where different opinionsegressed and negotiathdnce
creating a public space where disagreements are inevitdlgllaunch of theSaudi2030

vision, see Sectiofh.3.3 providedan opportunity to examin& a u dlisagréemeston
Twitter ata time where the country is going through a transitoh.s o, f r om an
perspectve t here seems to be a genersanTwites s U mp
tend to beunmitigateddisagreemetandcan beculturally inappropriate athey reflect

a little or complete disregard for sociocultural nor&kighathami (2016, pp.220) points

out in his book about Twitter culture that one of the apparent practices among Saudi
Twitter users when disagreeing is thge of anunrestrainedserbal exchange without
consideration or discretiod this practice is commonly known as Igas f

a . | 1 lzetally translated ashooting the foreheadrherefore, the present study was
formedto further investigate this assumption about the pervasiveness of unmitigated
disagreements among Saudi Twitter users.

Moreover, when consulting the Arabic literaturedisagreemerdind (im)politenesst
appears clear th#te topicneeds further stugyespecially in Saudi Arabic, compared to
otherspeech acts such as requests, apologitess andrefusas. While therehave been
some studies th&bcused orspeectacts and (im)politenegsom anintra-cultural/intra
language perspective such asJordanian(Bataineh and Bataineh, 2006Yemeni
(Almarrani and Sazalie, 201,8nd Saudi(Qari, 2017) theliterature m Arabic speech
acts has largely focused on cressltural investigationge.g., Nelson et al., 2002;
Alkahtani, 2005; Aladaileh, 2007; Umale, 2011; Alzumor, 2011; Khamam, 2012; Jasim,
2017; Almusallam, 2018Yo my knowledge, there are orflyur recent studies on Arabic
disagreementH a r 2616)study investigates Arabic disagreements on Facehnok,
which he stresses the need for further research on disagreement in éspbially in
online communication. The second study conductedAliheder and Alabed\lhaq
(2018)looks at disagreement strategies in Jordanian Araigydatafrom adiscourse
completiontask OCT). ThenAlzahrani (2021 kxaminedverbal disagreements instal

conversations betwegmnoups ofriendsfrom a crosscultural point of view. He compared
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the similarities and differences in disagreement and (im)politenessatigais between
Saudis and British participant&lzahrani (2021)also suggested futuresearchshould
examine Saudi disagreemsioin Twitter, as this area remainsexplored In addition,
following a crosscultural approach to disagreemerdapther recenstudy focusedon
comparingpolitenesstrategiesisedn expressinglisagreements bymerican and Saudi
teachers of English ag@reign languag€éEFL) on Twitter. In her studyAlghamdi (2023)
concentrated onnvestigaing EFL t eacher sdé di sagreements
language She was interested the potentialfactors thainfluenced SaudEFL teachers
when expressing their disagreengemt English such asthe influence oftheir first
language,interaction with native speakerand years of teaching experiencghe
emphasised the need féurther studies ordisagreermant particularly in Arabic,to
enhance cultural understanding aedrich language textbooks with moradequate

pragmatic knowledgesee Sectiof.4.3for a detailed discussion of these studies.

Therefore this study seeks to addrdbss lack of research on Arabic disagreement and
(im)politeness, especially in DM@. specifically aims to contribute to filling this gap in
Arabic language researcly investigaing S a u dprosluttion and evaluation of

disagreements and (im)politeness Twitter.

1.2 Purpose of the study

The studgs main purpose is to providesay st e mat i ¢ a cekpeessiogof of S
disagreement and (im)politeness on Twitt€his will be acheved by exploring the

lexical and pragmatic features thfese disagreementshe study also aims to provide
insights into the discursive approach to disagreement and (im)politeness, particularly the
applicability of the relational work moddgLocher and Watts, 2005; 2008hd rappar
managemer(SpenceiOatey, 2000; 2002; 2008)thin the contexof Twitter interaction.
Theoretically speaking, the study intends to exaninehat extent these frameworks
helpin 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 mpérticipant and multimodal platform. In

terms of the methodology, the study aims to examine the disagreement strategies and the
mitigation andaggravation devices us&vith disagreement expressions as found in the
corpus of tweetsThen Saudi Twitter usersrereconsulted to obtain their reactions and
evaluations ofim)politeness/(in)appropriatenesssome of thedentified disagreemesit
usingonlinequestionnaires and interviews. The study specifically attempts to answer the

following questions:
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1. What are the kefeatureso f Saudi s6 Twitter disagr

corpus?

a. What are the disagreemeypes andtrategies identified in the corpus
of Saudisd6 tweets?

b. What are the mitigation and aggravation devigasdisuseal to modify

the structureof thedisagreemes?

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

communication?

3. What are the mairnresourcesthat Saudis draw on when performing

(im)politenesHin)appropriateness in Twitter disagreem@nts

4. To what extent dahe chosen frameworks (relational work and rapport
managementhelp understandthe discursive nature of (im)politeness in

Twitter disagreements?

The first question seeks imentify the types of disagreemeritaindon Twitter, whether

S a u dTwited disagreements anmore mitigated (softened), showing an attempt to
maintain social harmonyeither mitigated nor aggravat@éahmodified) or aggravated
(strengthened}hus reflecting some level of impolitenedsiswering this questiowill
showwhetherobservations such #dgh a t hsalam that Saudis tend to express heated
disagreerants on Twitterare credibleBy finding which type of disagreement is more
common in the corpus of tweets, | will not only provide evideioceor againstsuch
observations but also seek to shed some tighthy one type is more common than the
other. Furthermore the question aims to finédny culturatspecific strategies of
disagreementmitigation devices, and aggravation devicempared to other strategies
reported in the literature. The investigation of this question is based on analysing the
corpus of tweets collected for thstudy and consulting previous taxonomies of
disagreements and (im)politenesk involves using qualitative and descriptive
quantitative analysg, principally frequencies to further our understanding of
disagreement and (im)politeness in Saudi Arabic.

Theseconquesti on aims to shed | i ghtrealsatont he I
and conceptualisation alisagreement and (im)politeness onlifiis question can be
answeed by examiningdata collectechrough online questionnaires anébllow-up

i nterviews to coll ect Saudi s evaluati on:¢
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and (im)politeness on TwittéFhe analysis of the dakeere alsanvolves usingjualitative

and descriptive quantitative analgsenostly frequencies

Thethird questiorseeks taeterminesome of the keyesourceghat SaudTwitter posters
draw on when engaging in Twitterdisagreements, partiewly when performing
aggravateddisageements Also, it aims to find out how respondenis the online
guestionnaireevaluatethe (im)politenedg¢in)appropriatenesef Twitter disagreements
with regard totheseresourcesThis questiorshed light on how individuals creatively
use theesources available to them when perform(ing)politenessand howthe use of
these resourcamight beconstainedby their assessment of societal norsscursive
approaches are concerned wahalysingthese resourcesto gain insight into the
variability of (im)politenessunderstandingévan der Bom and Mills, 2015 herefore,
addressing this questiomill help unravelindividual®creativityin utilising the available
resourceso perform and evaluate (im)politenesdinitter disagreemest This question
is answered qualitativelyusingexamples from theorpus and supported bye s pondent

answers to the online questionnaire #melinterviews.

Thefourth question seeks texaminethe applicability of the relational work model and
rapport management to online dafaisquestiornprimarily aims todeterminevhateach
model can offer to betteraccount for(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter
disagreemenjsespecially given thathe interactions on Twittertend to be short
fragmentedand involvemultiple participants from various sociatworks.Thisquestion

is answeredby providing areflective discussion of howused thesenodelsin analysing
Twitter disagreementsfocusing mainly onidentifying the points of strength and
weakness in each mogdeind what can be taken into consideration when using these

modelsto analy® disagreements ianline interaction

1.3 Overview of Twitter in Saudi Arabia

The sections below focus dour mainareas Section1.3.1briefly introducesTwitter as
one popular social media platforim Saudi Arabialn Section 1.3.2 | present some
examples of how Saudis use Twitteramanse collective efforts, address issues and
discusschanges in the countrfhen,in Section1.3.3 | briefly explain theSaudi2030

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

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

networking site available in more than 20 langud&&spp, 20143 Twitter allows users

to publish shortprimariy text-based messages known as twé¢kegplan and Haenlein,
2010) Twitter messages were limited to 140 characters, but in 2017 the length of tweets
was doubled to 280 charactér$witter users have the option to make their accounts
public, giving access to everygneven norfollowers and nofusers of Twitter.
Alternatively, users can make their accounts privates restricting access to their pages

to approved followers. Twitter provides its users with different communicative functions
such aseplying to other tweets, mentioning others in a tweet or tagging others in & tweet
liking, tweeing (posting) and retweeing (reposing) 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 tweetssuch as photos, G$Fand short clips; users also can use hashtags anywhere

in a tweet

In recent years, Twitter hastracteda lot ofattentionin linguistics especially as a source
for collecting naturally occurring data. In the wider literajauhere are many studies in
different linguistic subfields; for instanae political discourse analysis of twedtsg.,
Konnelly, 2015; Coesemans and De Cock, 20diffusion of linguistic innovationge.g.,
Squires, 2014; Maybaum, 2013)ender and language in Twittgs.g., Coats, 2017;
Bamman et al., 2014pnd dialectal variationge.g., Russ, 2012)//hile most studies
about Arabic social media are driven by Amguistic interest and mostly focus on
investigating the role of social media in online journalism, marketing, activism, politics,
technologyin educationand social chang.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, 2Q1®ere area few linguistic
Arabic studies that examined (im)politenes®nline. For instance, examining
disagreement an(@mn)politeness on FacebodKarb, 2016)abusive language on Arabic
social medigMubarak and Magdy, 20},7a comparative study of impoliteness strategies
in Arabic and English Facebook commer{tdammod and AbddRassul, 2017)
impoliteness in Arabs negotiation of Islamic moral order on Twiidzidjaly, 2019)

2 In July 2023, Twitter was rebrandednd isnow called X.Throughout this study, Twitter is uséul
reference to the platforigiven 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.
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intertextuality and (im)politeness in online Arabic newspaper commn(&atdarneh,
2020)andp ol i t eness strategies i n Sa(Alghamdi FL t
2023) Thisshowsthatexamining (im)politeness in Twitter interacti@pecificallyin the

Saudi contextrequires furtheattention

1.3.2Twitter in Saudi Arabia

New technology has indeed offered societies great opportunities faxpedssion that
traditional media cannot accommodate. In the Arab world, although both new and
traditional media arevidely censored, social media platforms are less controlled than
traditional media. In 2015, Major General MansouuAti said in a press conference that
the Saudi Ministry of Interior does not closehonitor all activities on social media as
these platforms are largely open spacas baused by anyonend individuals can also
create multiple accoun¢élanbar, 2015)He stressed th#te surveillance of social media
platforms focuses mainly on specific accounts #raouragdate crimes and publszs
activitiesthat are illegahccording to the legal system in Saudi Araf#iliban, 2015)

The difficulty in regulaing and filteing social mediglatformsis claimed to be one of
the reasons why Saudmaveadoped these platformsn large numbergAlsaggaf and
Simmons, 2015)In the samavay, Aljarallah (2017)statesthat Twitter allows users to

express themselves in a less restriceithe forum.

Twitter, in particular, has gained considerable recognition in the Gulf region, specifically
among Saudi s, making Saudi Ar(Sdberny, 205 e of
Westall and McDowall (2016)eport that in Saudi Arabia, Twitter is popular among
young people between the agd 18 to 24 followed closely by useris their late 20s to

early 40s. They also state tlambund 55% of Saudis use Twitmd thatfTwitter usage

is splitfairly everly between Saudi men and women. The majority of Twitter users access
Twitter via mobile phonegSreberny, 2015)

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

It is proposed bylsaggaf and Simmons (2018)at authorities in Saudi Arabia appear
to be paying close attention to what is happening onding in some cases, authorifies
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responsg can be prompt. For example, in 2018, a man travelling with his family
committed a traffic violation during AHajj season. They were stopped by a police
officer; however, the man and his family began insulting the officer while yioeng
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 hashtagdugi: XKI a _ Ywhiaht nkeang#call_your_aunt) a phrase thahe

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 lalpeing disrespedtl to the cooperative

officer, and causing a disturbance. It was not very long before authorities detained the

family for further investigation.

In addition, Twitterhasalsobeenused in many online movements like the campaign for
womends rights to drive cars in 2013 and
means obrgansing a boycott against the Saudi Telecom Company (STC) as the public
was furious because of the companyds res
fair use Similarly, in 2018, Saudis orgaei another boycott against Almarai, one of the
major dairy companies in the region. Saudis usedhightagt mu q a : It mra akt Xia:
(#boycott Al marai) to express their disa
impositionof a sudden price increasén 2016, Twitter was effectively used alongside
traditional media to introduce Deputy Crown PrincelMa mmad bin Sal ma
Vision reform plans andaccording to thé&rancebased social media monitor Semiocast
there were around 860,000 twegisoduced by 46% of Saudis discussing Yfision
progammeon Twitter(Westall and McDowall, 2016 hese examples demonstrate that
Twitter is certainly used for spreading awareness, sharing information, and having a
public dialogue on social and political matté€ennelly, 2015) Hence, it is indeed a rich

source of naturally occurring data, and more importaritlys a place where many

disagreements undoubtedly occur.

1.3.3SaudiVision 2030

The Saudi 2030 Vision wadaunched in 2016t generally represents a transformative and
ambitious plan to create a diversified, innovative, and wedding nation for the
advantage of future generationhe 2030 Saudi Visioprogrammeis considered a

turning point for Saudi society; itega st age at whi toé#&cceptedaptl e 6 s
and even rejecocialchangefiave beenested specificallyin its initial stagesThe data

in this studywerecollected from the early yeao$ this period particularly between 2017
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and 2018, shedding light on Sadiliéfferent perspectives on sociocultural and political
matters relevant to thehanges happening in tle®untry; see Sectiod.2.1 for the
hashtagsovered in thecorpus This section providea generasummaryof the Saudi
2030 Visionobtainedrom the official website at Ilittps://www.vision2030.gov.sp/

Thevision is built around three overarching them@3:avibrantsociety,(2) a thriving
economy and3) an ambitious natianThe first theme focses on three aspects of
enriching society through (1.1) celebrating culturaland Islamic heritage and
strengtheimg the Saudi national identitpifferent projects arelevised toachieve this
includingincreasng the @pacty for welcormng and accommodatg Umrahvisitors from

8 million to 30 million every yearandregsteringmore heritage sites with UNESCO
(1.2) Promoting the physical, psychological and socialwell-being of citizens and
residents this is seen in the projects that aim to improve the quality of life in cities,
presere the environmentand developsustainableesources.1(.3) Reinvigorate sdal
development to build a strong andore productive society projects serving the
achievement of this goaimto focus onmproving andeshapingeducationaand health
systens andproviding families with all thenecessary support tbrive.

The secondtheepr i mar i |y f ocuses on enrcieatifgiamg t I
environment thatincreasesbusiness opportunitiesexpandseconomic source, and

creata jobs for all SaudisSome of thenaingoals for instanceareincreasngw o me n 0 s
participation in the workforce from 22% to 30&ad loweringhe rate of unemployment

from 11.6% to 7% The last themas essentidy aboutincreasing thestandard of
performance, managemeand accountability fothe government and all organisations
(private and public)lt aims toempowe citizensandorgangations to take the initiative

and participatén recognsing opportunities formprovement. One of the significagbals

of this theme igpaying attentiorto the quality ofgovernmentelectronic servicege-

government)

1.4 Thesis structure

Each chapter in this thesis starts wathrief overviewdescribingthe aim of the chapter
and ends with a summarywhat the chaptesovered The thesis is orgased as follows:
Chapter 1 has providedn overviewof the study establishing the rationale behind the
study, the research questions, and the purpose of doing thelsalsly.offeeda general
background on Twitter in Saudi Arabfahapter 2 coversthe literature on disagreement
how it isdefined and how it is treated withitmaditional literature, specifically relation
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to speechact theoryandtraditional Arabic literaturelt alsoaddressgprevious studies
ondisagreement ionline and offline communicatiomethe status quo of disagreement
studiesn recentArabic literature The last section of the chapter outBiseme of the key
taxonomies of disagreement strategies reported in previous resé€irapter 3 is
dedicated to the literature on (im)politeneggproachescoveringclassical politeness
theories and postmodern theories of (im)politenEss.chapteoffersa detailedaccount

of the relational work mode(Watts, 2003; Locher and Watts, 200&hd rapport
management(SpenceiOatey, 2000; 2002; [2000] 2008)n addition, it provides
background about mitigation and aggravation devieesl Cu |l p e wak o6ns
impolitenesqe.g., Culpeper, 1996; 20118)verall, he chapter provides thieoretical
framework for this study and the lastections were used along the disagreements
taxonomiesn building the codingrameworkfollowed in the current study.

Chapter 4 is designed to cover th@ocess ofthedata collection and preparatidhalso
explairs the coding framework and the analyticahpproachfollowed in this study.
Chapter 5 contains the quantitative analysis of the corpus of Twitter disagregments
online questionnaires and interviews. The qualitative analysis in the study is presented in
two chaptersChapter 6 presents the qualitative analysis of disagreement types and
strategies identified in the corpu€hapter 7 presents the qualitative analysis of
(im)politeness evaluations of disagreements collected from respondents and interviewees.
The discussion of the findings is thgmesentedn Chapter 8, and lastly,Chapter 9
providesthe conclusion of the study, pointing out its contribuspfimitations, and

recommendatiosfor future research.
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Chapter 2 Overview of DisagreementResearch

The focusof this chapter is to present an overview of the literature on disagreement.
Section2.1shows how disagreemeistrelated to other relevant ternssich as argument
and conflict.Section2.2illustrates howdisagreemeris treatedwithin speech act theory.
Section 2.3 offers a summary ofiow disagreemenhas beerappoachedin the broad
Arabic literaturelooking at how disagreement is generally definadclassified and the
etiquette of disagreement. Th&wection2.4presersa focusedliscussion of the literate

on disagreement studies; tliest half of the sections dvided into two subections.
Section2.4.1 offers an overview obome disagreement studies in offline interacgtion
while Section2.4.2coversstudies that examine disagreement in online interaclioen

in Section2.4.3 | reviewthe status quo of disagreementtire recenstudies inArabic
linguistics Finally, in Section2.4.4 | presentalist of taxonomies derived frorevious
studieghatinspired my analysis ar@bdingof disagreemerntypes andtrategiesaswill
beclarified in Chapter 4.

2.1 Disagreement and other related concepts

When scrutirging the extensive literature on disagreement, it appears that disagreement
has been approached from different angles. For example, disagreement has been studied
in the area ofconversationanalysis (e.g., Pomerantz, 1984; Pearson, 198&®)cial
psychological pragmaticg.g., Muntigl and Turnbull, 1998¥peechact theory (e.g.,
Sornig, 1977)early politeness theori€¢s.g., Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, [1978]
1987) second language learnin(g.g., BardoviHarlig and Salsbury, 2004)and in
digitally-mediated communication (DMGg.g., Baym, 1996; Boe#&ranch and Blitvich,

2014) It wasnoted byKoczogh (2013, p.21l1thatthe literatureon disagreememntther
reveals dterminological turmoi as different terms are used to desciibéor instance,
contradiction(e.g., Sornig, 1977)confrontation(e.g., Hutchby, 1992)argumente.g.,
Schiffrin, 1984; 1985)conflict talk (e.g., Honda, 2002)and oppositior{e.g., Kakava,

2002; BardowHarlig and Salsbury, 2004The abundance of definitions for the term
disagreement found in the literature highligliies lack of a uniform definition and
conceptualization of the notiorfKoczogh, 2013, p.211)herefore, forclarity, my aim

in the next sections(from 2.1.1to 2.1.3 is to providea brief account of some of the
strongly interconnected concepts usually found in the literature of disagre&imisnts
followed by a more focused discussion of the term disagreem&gction2.1.4along

with ajustificationof the definition of Twitter disagreement employed in this study.
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2.1.10Opposition or oppositional talk

One of the closely related notions to disagreement is oppqsititnh, according to
Kakava (2002) refers tofian oppositional stance (verbal or negerbal) issued to an
antecedent verbal (or nererbal) action (p.1538). Shalsonotes that opposition can be
expressed in silence, which can function as a means of opposigowithholding
approval) in certain situation&akava (2002)considers disagreement to fall under the
wider category of opposition. SimilarhBardoviHarlig and Salsbury (2004tate that

the term oppositional talk is usually used in a broad sense as it indtlisagreements,
challenges, denials, accusations, threats, and iagpl200). Therefore, disagreement
here is understood to be one way of opposing a previous claim or proposition. Moreover,
Kakava (2002psserts that disagreement always occupies the second conversational turn
and thata long stretch of oppositional turns are no longer disagreement but rather a
dispute or argument as will be explagbelow.

2.1.2Conflict (talk) and confrontation

Another notion highly connected to disagreement is conflidbnda (2002)efers to

conflict asfia speech activity in which two parties attempitaintaintheir own positions

by means of oppositioithat is, the manifestation okgativtya gai nst t he ot Fh
position that i &@p5% eophasidadded]. Coniliet talk, acoconding

to Honda, includes not only a display of opposition but #itbe whole process of
inducement, initiations, development, and management of oppa@siidv5). Thus, it
seems t hat i aconflieteak ¢ ad jsst abouethve oppositional momertt bu

al so includes what comes bef or €008 p.ti83)af t e
argument that impoliteness does not odowrt of the blué, but there ar¢hree essential
compaents beginnings i(e. triggers), middlesife. a set of options available to the
interlocutos in interaction) and ends.€. resolutions) (p.21:220). Hutchby (1992)rlso
notes that negative attitudes towards th
confrontations that are also described as aggravated oppositions. Both conflict and

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

Unlike the terms mentioned abowoczogh (2013pr gues t hat the ter
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; anyl §2dispute involving strong
disagreement. That is to say, in the first seaggument is an illocutionary verb with the
perlocutionary effect of convincingemeren and Grootendorst, [1984] 20TMjiseffect

of convincingis lost inthe second senskKakavé (2002Hescribes dispute or argument
asfithe exchange of more than two oppositional t(ps1539). t is an activity where
participants engage in an exchange of oppositional moves to challenge and/or offer
supportforapositionr hi s definition i s i(1987@eficitom, danc
she defines an argument &discourse through which speakers supptisputable
position® (p.18). She asserts that the three key components of an argument are position,
dispute and supportAn agument is an interaction which consists of persistent

disagreement and competitive negotiaiiSchiffrin, 1984)

Likewise, Muntigl and Turnbull (1998)ropose that an argument is an interactive
conversation that includes claims that cause disagreements that raise countering
disagreements, and these disagreements are dealt with and reKolweagh (2013)
suggeststhat fiargument is defined formally as an expansion of the speech act of
disagreement, and functionally as a means of managing disagreement in inter&bon

also states that out of all the above terms, it seems that argument and disagreement are
the most commonly useHowever the termarguments seerto be broadein scopehan

disagreement.

Therefore, based on the aforementioned accounts, the relationship between these concepts
can be visuated inFigure2-1. These notions are indeed interconnected but are neither
interchangeable nor synonymo#®czogh (2013)klarifies that the distinction between

these notions can be drawn along the lines of attitudes (negative or positive) and
dimensions (local or interactionaljhe foal point here is that disagreement appears to

be the seed at the core of these other terms.
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Refers to a heated

or angry
exchange of ¢ — —

opposed views Negativity

increasers

Refers to logical
reasoning and < —— =—— —_—

persuasion due to
disagreements

argument

disagreement Seed

Figure 2-1: The relationship between disagreement and other related terms

2.1.40n defining disagreement

The pervasive trend in examining disagreemieas beenmore attentive to verbal
disagreement inffline communication. Drawing upon the theoryspeechacts, Sornig

(1977) defines disagreement d@®ny utterance that comments upon a-tpsd by
guestioning part of its semantic or pragmatic information (sometimes its formal structure

as well), correcting or negating it (semantically or formallfp.363). This definition

clearly shows that disagreement depends on a pripa@adtthusit must be analysed

within its particular contex{Koczogh, 2013)The act of ésagreemenhas the basic
characteristic of reflecting, perhaps implicitly, on a prior (speech) act, and this is why it

is regarded as a reactive &8brnig, 1977) Al t hough Sornigbés def.
is detailed, it still neglects neverbal disagreemen{&oczogh, 2013; Harb, 2016)

Li ke Sorni gos-Mlle @000) alsocansders dis&jecensmmeactive act.

She offers a more technical definition of disagreement by statingitdaspeaker 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 iNot Po (p. 1088) [original italics]. The definition of disagreement
provided byReesMiller (2000) clearly shows that disagreement can be expressed
directly or indirectly as well as implicitly or explicitly (p.1089). She points out that her
definitionfocuses only on verbal disagreement;luding norverbal disagreement. Also,

the definition rules out neserious verbal disagreements. For example, disiagyém

the purpose of joking or teasing. Moreover, her definition appears to be more concerned

with the propositiorés truthvalue; 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 definedbgstrom (2004as theficommunication of an opinion

or belief contrary to the view expressed by another speaker, may involve actively
defending onebs opinion, attacking @anoth
(p.1499. She also adds théafe]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 chiojce . 1 505) . Edstrom
(2004) does not clearly addressnonverbal disagreement as well as implicit
disagreements, which are indeed difficult dnalyse as they prevent access to the
speakerodos beliefs and opi ni sdbygbothiKoczkgh. He
(2013)andHarb (2016) n t wo aspects. First, they st a
is usually hard, problematic, and even impossible to access. The second part of the
criticism is that disagreemeftloes not always have to mirbres peaker 6 s bel i
can be a joke or teasing the other and still count as an act of disagreéloezbgh,

2013, p.219)Edstrond &004)definition of disagreemeiatigns withthat ofReesMiller

(2000)in discounting nosserious disagreements from the definition because the social

function of nonserious disagreement is different.

Furthermore Sifianou (2012)defines disagreement &the expression of a view that
differs from that expressed by another speakprl554).Koczogh (2013)notes that
Sifianou considers disagreement &% dferento view instead of aifiopposit® this use
of Adifferent® actually lessens the negative element that is usually attached to
di sagreement . Al t hough it is possible to
for both verbal and newerbal ways of expressing disagreemetattb (2016)argues that
her definiton remains insufficient as she does not clearly acknowledge the indirectness
and implicitness of disagreemeirispired bySifianow svork on disagreemenivhich
was focused on defining disagreement outside speech act tdeoppngh (2013, p.220)
proposes the following definition adisagreement

A situated activity whose function is to express an opinion (or belief) the

propositional content or illocutionary force of which'isr is intended to be
i partly or fully inconsistent with that of a prior (n@erbal) utterance

Koczoglbs definition appears t o -vérkal utteraocksy s i v o

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

surrounding disagreement.

From theabove accouni$ here summariskey featuresf disagreemenn (a) andforms
of disagreement reported in the literat(eey., Pomerantz, 1984; Garcia, 198@) stated
in (b).

(a)
1. Itis areactive act because it is strongly connected to a prior (speech) act
(Sornig, 1977; ReeMNliller, 2000).
2. ltis a situated activityKoczogh, 2013)

3. Disagreemenper seis not considered a negative &¢annen, 2002;
Angouri and Tseliga, 2010)

4. Disagreements are not always statements. They can be expressed as
guestions, exclamations, or even narratives and can be communicated
by tone rather than lexical choiffedstrom, 2004as well as silengee.
withholding approva(Kakava, 2002)

(b)

Direct vs indirect
Explicit vs. implicit
Full vs. partial

Mitigated vs unmitigated

a k~ 0N PF

Verbal vs nonverbal
6. Personal vampersonal
In this study, | propose the following definition for Twitter disagreement:
A textual postthat is responding to the main twéeteither to the tweedsa
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 p@ws tweet but it does not
necessarily need to express a direct contradiction or opposition.

The identification of disagreemern Twitter is focused on directly expressed written
disagreementhus eliminating disagreement expressed by images, videos, or GIFs. The
main reason behind this decisimnthate ven t hough the internet

5 Twitter is a multimodal platform, thus disagreements can be expressed multimodally, however, | am
primarily interested in the written form of Twitter disagreements
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means of communication, tekised communication remains the most popul@NiC
(Herring, 2015)

2.2 Disagreement inspeechacts theory

The fdlowing two sections briefly shed light drow disagreement wagpproached and
classified inspeech act theorynainly focusingon As t i(1P62%a nd S €1876) e 6 s

classifications of speech acts

2.2.1A u s t speedhact theory

Al t hough the notion of speech palosoghicawas f
concept of languaggames, the theory of speech acts is usually attributed to John L.
Austin. Speech acts t heo(962)pwaceringworkow i nt |
to do things with Wtds. Austin initially proposd a twoway dichotomy of
utterances/sentences knownpsformatives/constative§ he first refers to sentences

with a performative functiorsuch as promising, apol@gig, requesting, etcas seen in
Example 2.1. These sentencesnnotbe assessed in terms thfe truth and falsity
conditions. Thdatter refers to statements or asseig about the world, sentencéke

those in Example 2;2hese sntencesre strongly linked to truthnd falsity conditions,

thus called truttbeaing.

Example 2.1: performatives
a. | promiseto call you tonight. (explicit performative of promise)

b. 1 61 1 cal l y o u t (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 pefrformatives/constatives
utterances in fawr 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 aets shown in the figure belo{@ee Huang, 2007,
p.102)

The act of producing a meaningful linguistic

locutionary act .
expression.

The intended communicative function or action

Sp eech - . the speaker wants to fulfil or accomplish; it is an
A illocutionary act act defined within a system of social conventions
cts 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 AsaidtoBiDon 6t you t hi n kere®dflocutieGnaryaety y wa
with the intention of requesting B to open the window (illocutionary force), if B actually
opens the windowthen the effect of the utterance has been achieved (perlocutionary
effect).Huang (2007hotes that the same locutionary act can have different illocutionary
forces in different contexts. He also states that in a narrow,sespeech acaccording

to Austin usually refers to the illocutionary act (p.103). Austin classifies speech acts into
five groups based on their illocutionary foroehich are: verdictives, excertives,

commissives, behabitives, and expioss seeFigure2-3.

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, ... rect, ...
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 lllocutionary Acts (1962)
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Austin (1962)states thafisupportingagreeingdisagreeingmaintaining, and defending,

form another group of illocutions which seems to be both expositive and commissive
(p.158). However, the way Austin described the behabitives fasagtion to other

p e o pdeledosir and fortunes and of attitudes arpressions of attitudes to someone

e | spmagi sonduct or imminent condadip.159) [emphasis added] can also include
disagreement within this group with other acts such as approve, challenge, criticise, etc.
This crossclassification might reflect why this taxonomy is far from perfastAustin
himself acknowledgedstating thatfithere are still wide possibilities of marginal and

awkward cases, or of overlafp.151).

222Searl ebs Speech Acts Theory

There were several attempts to improve, extend and sgstemAu st i ndés t heor
acs; however, Sear | i@egAsu scdd mtorsi b lmtxiommemdnps orf e fs
the most influentia{Huang, 2007)Searle (1976h ot es t hat Austi nds
an excellent basis foranaiggs peech acts, but it i s not a
of Austinds theory of speech acts can be
taxonomy is a classification &nglishillocutionary verbs rather than illocutionary acts.

It seems clear thafithere is a persistent confusion between illocutionary acts and
illocutionary verbs (Searle, 1976, p.8) Second, t he principl
categorsation of speech acts are ambigudhas leading to this evident overlap between

the five categories as well & great deal of heterogeneity within some ofdhiegoried
(Searle,1976,p8) A det ai l ed account of (S&deal916e 60 s ¢
1969; 1968; 1965)

A speech agtaccording to Searl€1969) consists of utterance act, propositional act,
illocutionary act, and perlocutionary aas shown irFigure2-4. Utterance acts refer to

the process of producing a string of words. lllocutionary and propositional acts refer to
uttering words in sentences in a particular context, under particular conditions, and with
particular intentions. Finally, perlocutionaryteicefer tathe effects or the consequences

particular speech acts have on others.

speech acts

Utterance act Propositional act lllocutionary act Perlocutionary act
- Referri d i i
uttering words e err_lng_an e.g. statlr_]g_, ordering, consequence or effects
predicating promising,etc. 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 eeglaalong
threesignificant dimensionghe illocutionary pointi(e. purpose)thedirection of fit, and

theexpressed psychological staf@able2-1di s pl ays Searl eds cl as:

Table 2-1: Searles categorsation of illocutionary acts

Dimensions
. Cl‘ass of Illocutionary point Direction of fit Psychological state
illocutionary act (purpose of the act) (sincerity condition)
Representatives S commits to the truth of the word-to-world () Belief (that p)
(or assertives) expressed 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 menthenrepresentatives (or
assertive) class of illocutionary act§Sornig, 1977; Koczogh, 2013This is mainly
because disagreement was described as a reaction act to a prior act, and through which
the speakerepresergswhat s/he believes to be the céSernig, 1977; ReeMliller, 2000;

Harb, 2016) Thus, in some cases, the speaker can express that a prior proposition is false
by stating that it ilNot 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 classificasibos why
disagreement is consideradcomplex and polysemous speech(ad., Tannen, 2002;
Sifianou, 2012)It alsoseems clear that the traditional literature of speech acts has given
little attention to disagreement aspeech acfLoCastro, 1986)unlike other actsfor

exampleapology and request.

2.3 Disagreement in ArabicL iterature

When consulting the Arabic literaturghere appears to be limited research on
disagreemenin linguistics and (im)politeness studies. Instedidagreemenhas been
primarily approached from within the fields of Quranic and Islamic jurisprudénce
particularly comparative jurisprudencgcholar$ disagreenents on intengtatiors of

speific verses orlslamic 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 sociéffalwani, 1993 [2011])

The Islamic Arabic literature contains numerous publicatioassermons, articles, and
books) on disagreemetiior example Alalwani (1993 [2011]published his bookEthics

of Disagreement in Islaground 1984, translatéto English in 1993Zidan (1988also
addressed the issue of disagreement from an Islamic perspective. Simlaaipnah
(1991)discussed disagreement betwdslamic scholarson 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 fédumaid, 1992)(Alsadlan, 1996)(Bazmul, 2004)
and(Kamel, 2010)

The aforementioned confirms that disagreement was certainly discussed in the ljiterature
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 concesatain of
disagreement and (im)politeness in isia Arabic culture.

2.3.1Definition of disagreement

The close Arabic equivalenbf the worddisagreementared i x tandxig:f. A few
scholars have attempted to distinguish between thetdéwos For instance Alabara
(2017)stated thabne of the ways thacholars usgto differentiate between i x tandl a : f
xila:f is that the former is usdd refer tothe difference in means while the goal is the
same whereas the lattés used to refer tthe difference irboth means and the goal
Another prposed differencéetween the termsibatd i x trefels o differencelsased

on evidencewhile xila:f refers to differences that are rmised on evidencélowever,

the majorityof scholarshave agreed that the tviermsare not differentn their general
meaning(e.g., Zidan, 1988; Alabara, 201GQenerally, disagreementdefined astaking

or adopting a different view or position than the otfi@dan, 1988; Alalwani, 1993
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[2011]). It is argued that not every disagreement isgposition, but evergppositionis
adisagreementAlalwani, 1993 [2011]}

2.3.2Classification of disagreement

Islamic scholarqe.g., Alalwani, 1993 [2011]; Kamel, 2010; Bazmul, 20@dnd to
differentiate between two major types of disagreemeati xt i | a: f ma
(positive/preferred disagreemgntand 81 xt i | a: f (negatvéfdisprefemed
disagreement)he former term is used to refer to disagreement originating from diversity
and the existence of many different views, thoughts, methodsTagdisagreement

usually occurs in secondary matters rather than fundamental ones. Thisdgperised
asnaturalas itis seen to be caused Hye general heterogeneity in religions, laages,

human traitsetc. The second typef disagreemen® i x t i | a :, brigimt@dfom : m
opposition and it is triggered by several reasons and motives such-esnsetedness,
pride in oneds opinion, cynicism and acc
position or recognition, lack of knowledge, prejudice and idgek bethey tribal,

national, religious, politicaktc.(Kamel, 2010)

Moreover, dsagreement has been classifibdsed on motivesThe first typeis
disagreement driven by desire or inclination and thus perceived negatively. Here,
disagreement is usually based on achieving a personal oytdi@meshowing off
knowledge or superiority. The second type is disagreeiimantstems from holding
different beliefswhere people seek to prove the righteousness of their beliefs. From an
Islamic standpoint, this type of disagreement can be negdépending on the situation.

The thid 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 disag(@daheani,

1993 [2011]; Alsadlan, 1996)

Alalwani (1993 [2011])distinguishes between disagreement, dispute, argument, and
discord which I present irFigure2-5 belowto demonstrate the connection between these
concepts. Hestatesthat disagreement might provoke and escalate to an argument or a
dispute this occurs when disagreement is agpresseavith manners and etiquette. He

emphases that when disagreemeastexpresseavith mannersit 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 disagreemastaccounted for bglalwani (1993
[2011]), can be summed up in two key points:
1. Positive disagreement i s an exercise
and broadens his/her intellectual horizoe.{earning.

2. Positive disagreement could lead to discovering various options and solutions to
the same matter.€. creativity).

Undesired

results

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

2.3.3Etiquette in disagreemens

Although Islamic scholars did not formulate theoretical frameworks for (im)politeness in
disagreemest one can still recogee that they acknowledged the importance of
politeness and etiquette in communication, particulaign disagreemendsise. Islamic
scholars discouraged disagreemdimas lead to division, as they can detrimentally impact
harmony in both relationships and societiEgey also stressed the crucial role of the
language used in conversatiomainly when there are different or contrag views.For
example Kamel (2010)provided a short summary of the manners interlocutors should
abide by during disagreement:

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

3. Indirectnessis preferred voi d direct | anguage such
wi || prove how ignorant you are!d

4. Praise the other.

7 My translation.
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5. Avoid mockery.

6. Avoid vagueness
Overall, he rulesor guidelinesaboutdealingwith disagreements with others found in the
Arabicliteraturegenerallybear some regablance to eayl politeness theoriesovered in
Section3.1.1 These ruleshowthat social harmony ismphasise@éndthat damage to

theothershould baninimised

2.4 Reflexive account of peviousresearchon disagreement

In the previous sections$ provided a general background on heditional literature
defines and handles disagreemenkefollowing sections ainto provide anore focused
review of studies onisagreementwhich | divided into two general categorjeSection
2.4.1includesstudies that examined disagreement in offline communicédign Sornig,
1977; Pomerantz, 1984; Reltller, 2000; Kakavéa, 2002; Netz, 2014Jhen Section
2.4.2 coversstudiesthatlooked at disagreement in online communicatiery., Baym,
1996; Graham, 2007; Angouri and Tseliga, 2010; Shum and Lee,. ZH&)on2.4.3
provides insighinto the status quo @&rabic studies on disagreemamboth online and
offline communication. The last sectiontlines the different taxonomies of disagreement
types and strategies derived from previous studhese taxonomiggspired the coding
frameworkof my datapresented in Chapter 4

2.4.1Disagreement in offline communication

Early studies on disagreement were concerned with identifying linguistic features of
disagreements to demonstrate why disagreements are considered negligmefarred

acts. For instangd’omerantz (1984poked at agreement and disagreemewlhat is
referred to asecond assessmensubsequent assessneneferring to the same referent

in the prior assessment (p.62). She stated that initial assessoddtisecstructured in a

way to invite one of the two next actions: a prefefmetion turn shape that is mostly
agreement cadispreferreeaction turn shape that is mostly disagreeniémtier analysis

of disagreement, she differentiates betwwenk disagreement and strong disagreement

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

8 The concept of preference refers to a range ofawprivalent 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 Legion (1984) that the notion of preference corresponds with the
notion of linguistic markedness; see Kotthoff (1993).



40

partial disagreement). Weak disagreements can also be prefaced by delay devices such as
hesitation/no talk gap (i.e. silence), reqsést 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 (1984further 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 ptefactad\e
solidarity and sociability. However, she asserts that in limited situatsopport and
sociability are accomplished by disagreement, focusing on the example of disagreement
after a seHdeprecating assessment is usually prefeonet agreement (p.640.77). It

seems thaP o0 me r g19&4)iévs of disagreement is similar to the one found in the
classical account of politeness theofissech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987)

see Sectior8.1.1 Early politeness theoriesonsider ésagreement unfavourable and
better avoided to maintain harmonious interactions with otk&ven thatP o mer ant z 6
(1984)studyused conversation analysis as the main analytical apprbaaifect of the
situational contexbn disagreementwasnotat the core of the disagreement analysis

Kotthoff (1993)examineddisagreemenin Anglo-American and German disputiedken

from long stretches ofdyadic discussionproduced by 16 participants (students and
professors)Shestressed the importance of context in determining what is preferred or
dispreferreglater studiesike the ones covered bel®upport ths argumentShereported
thatin this academicontext disagreements become more preferred when an argument
has been established thagreementamainly because the expectation instltontext is

for one todefendtheir position(p.193) Therefore, concession giving up oné position

in theseargumerts might beinterpreted a®snebeingunable to develop arrgument or
being submissive (p.213)She acknowledgedhat disagreements armfluenceal by

cultural andcontextial expectatiogpevoked in the interactiorfp.201, p.203.

Kotthoff explained thainterlocutos typically indicate how they orient themselves in the
interaction so othersan adjust their expectatiarihe signalling oflisagreementshows

the degree of these disagreeme(stsong or weak These signalsend cuescan be
interpreteddifferently, even within the samculture (p.199).Her study showed that
disagreement could be aggravated by different devices such as word repetition, laughter,
intonation, reluctance markers, and downgradiegdpical relevanceOn the other hand,
disagreement can be mitigated by devices such as hesitation, doawgpéad partial

agreenent tokensKotthoffé studyencouages the departure from taking the unmarked
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structure aghe preferred structure in interactjoespeciallyconsideringcultural and
contextual difference@.196).Interestingly shefound that most of thdisagreements

her data were not resolved but memlgpended (p.213).

Furthermore, ne of the first studies th&oked at the structural order of disagreement
was that of Muntigl and Turnbul{1998) They looked at both the structure and the
strategies of conversational disagreeméntermedfiarguing exchangegp.227)0 as

an interactional activity, which was proposed from the squsgthological pragmatics
point of view. The structure dhe 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 1) (Turn 2)
S5

&,
f%o%
n,
&

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 cldimat 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

Al t hough Munti gl and Turnbull s account

was based on dyadic fateface data, itvas adaptedto analy® online disagreement
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(e.g.,Langlotz and Locher2012; Harb, 2016)Langlotz and Locher (2012, p.1598)
descri bed Munt (189)triganitd turstructare of Idisagreement as a
sophisticated and helpful basis for systemising the discursive structure of disagreement;
however, it requires a careful adjustment when applied to online disagretragrstidy

is presented iSection2.4.2

One of thestudiesthat looked at the influence of specific contexts on disagreement
strategiess ReesMiller (2000). Sheexamined 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 three different directions: professestidentslisagreements (P

Y S), ptrwd erstsor s di s B),gand peeredisageeméntler Y
classification for disagreemeistdetailed inTable2-2. Interestingly, she found that 72%

of professorsé disagreements with studen
disagreements with professors were softened. For instance, professors exclusively used
positive comments when disagreeing with studeartd,they used humour and inclusive
pronouns in their disagreements mtr@nthe students. This indicates that, at least in the
academic context, theopver paramelr is not as significant as proposedBrpwn and

Levinson ([1978] 1987) Pr of essor sdé softened dansagr ¢
effective and supportive teaching strategy mainlysatilito encourage participation and
selfexpressioninclas§&t udent s 0 daremkegaseveinteenntcse of fian
mindo reflecting active participatdreon i n

claimedtoenhankehe prof essorsé positive face (p.

Moreover, in Reedti | | (2000fstwidy, aggravated disagreement has a low occurrence

in the datawithoneoccurrence i n professorsod add sagr
sikxoccurrences i n student sé di s Aggravatedme n t
disagreememtnain 'y occurred between peers/those ¢
Two-thirds (66%) of the instances of aggravated disagreement occurred in the history
class when topics like cultural identity and racism were discu$stapics that affected
participants personallyt is naeworthy, however that she added that the low occurrence

of professorsd aggravated sitosothgrrueiversitg nt s
professors due to their awareness of the study and its parsuriger concluded that
certainfactors like educational context, relationships betwiegrlocutos, and topis

are more influential than general factors such as power, rank of imposition, and gender.

She stated thdia 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 expressenl(ReesMiller, 2000, p.1088)

ReesMiller6 s c omme nt oaeof tohtext irsdisggreenfegbesannine with

S o r n(L9gMsstatement thaidisagreement is not only sensitive to itstert, but also

to its whole (situational) context(p.364). In the academic contextlthough the
professors are relatively more powerful than students, they produced more mitigated
disagreements and used more positive politeridss.is better explained byoche s
statemen(2004, p.31}hatfhigh status is not always -@xtensive with powe meaning

that in some context8people with higher status can refrain from exercising powhile
finteractants with lower status can decide to exercise power over people witlkelsela
greater status Therefore, it can be said that the professors in the 8kadly deliberately
exercised less power when disagreeing with stgdpmbablymainly for educational

purposes.

Some studies of disagreement took a cmagiral approachfor educationaland
pedagogical purposesuch agKreutel, 2007; Habib, 2008Habib (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
identityincrossc ul t ur al ¢ o mmu2008istadywasbased oH tnreldioursd s

of audictaped interactions among four female friends from different countries: Syria,
Portugal, the United Sates, and Greecdn her data, she found that unmitigated
disagreements among second language leanaeehigh frequency, for instanceot, no

and its repeated variant®, no, no This high frequency ofunmitigated disagreements
might bethe resultof the closerelaionship betweenthe participants (friendsHa b i b 6 s
study shows that unmitigated disagreements are not straightforwardly labelled impolite
or rude without consulting the whole context. It also shtvat disagreement is an
essential component of | an pasKaegte (200@pd9d ner s ¢
arguedlexico-grammatical proficiency does not imply pragmatic competereel that

explicit pragmaticinstrucion is essential to for developing second language learners

pragmatic competence.

Considering the discussion fBection2.1, it is important to note that studié€s.g.,
Kotthoff, 1993 Habib 2008) focused onexaminng disagreement oveseveral
conversational turn@.e.long stretches dalk). Other studiege.g.,Muntigl and Turnbull
1998 Kakav§ 2002)arguedthatdisagreemestusually occur irtwo or threenteraction

turns Disagreement oveat long stretch of oppositional turnsasdispute or argument
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(Kakavéa, 2002)this distinction is essentidior the identification of disagreement in

onlineinteraction as clarified in Sectiog.4.2

2.4.2Disagreement in online communication

Online communication has facilitated exposure to opinions beyond the confines of
persond I mmaatial adgtworksin the lasttwo decades, idagreement online has
attractedsignificart attention for instance Graham (2007gxamined disagreement and
(im)politeness in conflict talk in clodenit email discussions in @hurchList Angouri

and Tseliga (2010analysed disagreement and (im)politeness drawn from two online
communities of practice: Greek students and professional acad®&ulasder (2012)
looked at disagreements and agreements in personal/diary $lags, and Lee (2013)
invedigated disagreemeamnd (im)politenessn forum discussions in Hong Kong, and
Harb (2016)looked at dsageementand (im)politeness among Arab speakes on

Facebook.

Oneof the earliest systematic studies of disagreement online was condudBayry

(1996) Shelooked at disagreement and agreement in a predominantly female discussion
group where participants talked about soap op&tasdescribe online disagreement as

apost hat i s fAexplicitly ,stairgprmcompatibleposititno ot |
with the previous messageaot necessarilyto be directly contradictoryp.14) She
analysed disagreement and agreement in 524 messages, collected responses to two sets
of operrended surveys posted in the discussion group, and conducted interviewsewith
memberof 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 quatdtdaowed by

A

referencing othersdé post s.

In addition, Baym (1996)found that agreement and disagreement in written online
communication have some shared strategic features like elaboration and rea@dsojng

some agreement instances contained mitigationmakesp e ci al |y qual i fi
t hat 6 and 0t hat 0 anothernféature oognmordyp associabed @vith

disagreementsMoreover she explained thadisagreements her datavereexpressed

9 Baymproposed 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 rdpast@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 O6disagreebo
and assessments which contradict the claim in the previousAlest.disagreemeist

were expressed implicitiy 18% of the instancethis implicitness was achieved through

the utilisation of these strategies: (1) providing cowgeamples as a way of elaborating
oneds Vview, (2) contradicting the previo
previous claim by posing questioms.addition, she noted that participants used different
strategies to show affiliation as a way of mitigating disagreertiesge strategies include
parti al agreement , Eespectiewuatferg,iamdgraming @e. ot h
address ter ms) s uc hBaps(1966ny27dbserded that namiHAp we v
is less frequent in disagreement thamgreementand she suggested that using this
strategy in disagreemenfsnight create negative recognition, thus doing more of a

disservice than serviae

Overall, Baym (1996, p.35)pointed outthat online communicationis often seen as
encouraging competitive and hostile discoudsea phenomenon widely referred to as
fiflamingod (p.11) It has been postulated that flaming occurs due ttaék of shared
etiquette, by computer culture norms, or by the impersonal anebnéxtform of
communication (Kiesler et al., 1984, p.113Mlowever, shaotedthat the disagreements

in the discussion group ar@emarkably civib since the members are focused on
fidifferences in positions, rather than shifting to personal atbadke discussion group
generallyaims to createan emotionally welcoming space where members feel less
threatened when expressing their thoughts. ssiggestedhat the fact that the majority

of the participants are females might have played a major role in the low occurrences of
confrontation and hostilityBaym (1996)argued that although the influence thie
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.

FurthermorelLanglotz and Loche2012 invedigated the links betweetisagreement
emotional stancand relational workn theonline comment sectioof MailOnline. They

used Munti gl and Tu inthérapptodackhoweverdti®eRmodified a me w
the framework to match the nature of online communication, especially in terms of who

is the target oflisagreement (i.e. to whom the disagreement is edenthey pointed

online agreement and disagreement, suggesting
interest value for a mass audience, meeting a
own competence at doing so.0
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out that in online communicatipnthe 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 multimodahdintertextual with a multiparty frame of
participation Theyfound thatcommenters use different linguistic and graphic means to
index their emotions in disagreemgrguch asexclamationssarcasmirony, word play,
namecalling,emotion words (e.gpathetic)jnterjections an@moticonsThey argue that
examiningemotional expressi@is vitalast hey si gnal drién@atiodoo mme n
the communication and their wdview; and thatisagreements constitud@ interesting

testing ground to explore the use of varitarsnsto index emotional stansép.1604).

The relational work model was also used to anatlyssgreement and (im)politeness

two online forums in Hong KongShum and Lee2013) They used a triangulated
methodology in investigating online disagreement involangprpus analysis of 317
posts, two-part questionnaires given to 3PBrowsers(i.e. lurkers, which refers to
individuals who brows the forums butlo not often respontb the posted messagesf

the forums, and followp interviews with 15 of the browsers. In the process of
identifying disagreement strategig¢hey followed the taxonomy praded by Locher
(2004) and the impoliteness strategies proposedCiypeper (1996)and Bousfield
(2008) adjusting them when necessary to suit the online détey identified 99
instances of disagreement in which 11 disagreement strategies werguebeas giving
opposite opinions, negative comments, clarifying personal Sagtoe(seeTable 2-2
below for a complete list of strategjedhe respondents to the questionnaires were
requested to completa 5-point Likert scale to judge the identified disagreement
strategies according to three parameters: politeness/impoliteness,

appropriate/inappropriate, and positiWeegativdy marked

In generalShum and Lee (2013)und 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 opinjarsd reprimanding. Thefound that

most of the disagreement instances were pottigs showng that disagreement is not
alwaysa facethreatening act (FTARegarding how respondents evaluated the strategies
used to express disagreemetitsy reported thahostrespondents classified cursing and
short vulgar phases as impolite, inappropriate, and negatively marked. On the other hand,
giving personal experiences and facts and making ironic statemeotsargered polite

mainly because these stratedmdlitate discussion and provide supporting ideas.
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2.4.3Disagreement inrecent Arabic studies

The existing literature on speech acts and (im)politeness in Araffliects alack of
studies in the area of disagreemert.tfie best of my knowledge, there &var studies
on disagreement iArabic. Two studiesexamineddisagreement in offline interaction
(Alkheder and Alabedhlhag, 2018 Alzahranj 2021) while the other twoexamined
disagreement in online interacti@darb, 2016; Alghamdi, 2023)

Harb (2016)took anintralingual approach to examine disagneat and (im)politeness

in Arabic speakedacebook communication. He also investigakedinfluence of topic

and gender on disagreement strategies. The Facebook corpus he compiled contains
50,964 words collected from 19 Facebook pages/groups from 19 Aspddking
countries however, the Gulf region altogether contributed only 3% of the data. In his
study,Harb (2016)adopted the relational work model bgcher and Watts (2005Based

on this, he reported that 45% of disagreemem his data were unmarked
(politic/appopriate) like the use of contradiction and supplication strategies. On the other
hand, mar ked di sagreement strategies wer
negatively markedimpolite), such as the use of verbal attack or verbal irony, and 26%
were positively markedpolite), including strategies like counterclaim and argument

avoidance.

Harb (2016)showedthat Aralic speakes tend to usden strategies to express their
disagreement online, some of which are found in other languages and ¢biiirtsgo

were more culturspecific: supplication and mikécolding He argued that both
strategies are classified as Aatle politic strategies based on the relational work model
(Locher and Watts, 2005%upplication, which occurred 5% in the corpus, refers to the
exclusiveuse of religious language todirectly express disagreement or disapproval of

the prior claim. For example, the use(ak<awqalal) /la: <awla wa

la: quwata #la: bialla:h/ whichcouldbe r ansl ated in English a
mi ght except by Al | ahkséoldingWdseefireed bydarb (2&16)r at e
as the explicit use gshame Ka jtobindicate that what someone is saying or doing
contains a fault or a violation dbmmonsocial or religious norms. The purpose of mild
scolding is to make the person who is seen as crossing the lines feel disgrdced
embarrassed and push the individual to reconsider and correct his/her actions. Despite his
claim that mildscolding is culturally specificGhum and Lee (2013)entified a similar

disagreement strategy @hinese onlie forums, which were referred to as reprimands
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used when one pointaitthe wrongdoing of the other mostly through stressing the feeling

of shame.

With regard to mitigation deviceblarb (2016showed that 1158 (82.7%) disagreemsent
were unmitigatedwhile 242 (17.3%) were mitigated. More than half of the mitigated
disagreement occurred in political topics, and 24.8% occurred in religious, tofitts
fewer occurrences in social topi¢sarb (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 topi&% in religious topics, and the lowest
occurrences of disagreememere found in social topics25%. He stresses the strong
correlation between the number of disagreements amdl#trrecontroversy of the topic.

In a similar way ReesMiller (2000) agreel that topic is indeed an influential factor in
how disagreement is expressed and assessed. She foundhleaicademic context, in
particular, topichas a greatenfluenceon disagreement than other factors such as power
and gendersee2.4.1for an accounbf ReesMi | | (2000§stidy.

Alkheder and Alabed\lhag (2018)s eek t o account for the
strategies in Jordanian Arabimcusing on disagreement among students at Yarmouk
University. The researchers were patrticularly interested in finding how the production of
disagreement is influenced by Islamic and Arabic culture, particularly Jordanian culture.
They claim that disagre®ent is not only about expressing contrasting ideas and opinions

but also reveatgo n e 6 s al maakdrdundp.423). Data were collected through the use

of a discourse comiption task(DCT), which was designed to includen fictional
situations focusing on two factors: social status and social distance. The respondents were
asked to write what they would say in these situatiorshow their disagreemeni&he

217 respondents were asked to complete the DCT questiontiairegenerating a total

of 2,322 instances of disagreement.

Alkheder and Alabed\lhaq (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 regmed, expressions of
uncertainty; these are usually used to misanithe facehreatening effect of
disagreement. Strong disagreement can be expressed through strategies like bare negative
forms, blunt statemesbf the opposite, insultetc. Alkheder and Alabed\lhag (2018)

found that Jordanian students @8lil 11 strategies when expressing disagreement. The
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most frequently used strategies are giving explangitibare negative forms, blunt
statemerd of the oppositeandpartial agreement/disagreement. Other stratahasre
found in their study include expression of uncertainty, insoégative judgment, request

for information/clarificationandswearing.

In their study, swearing, also known asieonversational oath(AbdelJawad, 2000,
p.218) refers totheu s e o f Go d 6 JAlknedemand Alabédiihagh 2018)
According to Abdeldawad (2000), swearirtas several functions; for instance, it is used

to confirm a claim, empha& a promise, intensify a threat or warning, deny an
accusation, decline an offer, etc. (p.2¥8kheder and Alabed\lhaq (2018, p.4333laim

that d the 11 strategies identified, swearing and giving advice are cufipeaific
strategies thatave not been reported in previous disagreement studies. Moreover, they
state that Jordanians have a general tendency to mitigate their disagresrdethis
predisposition is apparent in the frequent use of giving explanations and partial
agreement. They explain that the frequency of theseatetigstrategies is due to the face
threatening element of disagreenseriiowever, the finding in their study do not
necesarily reflect authentic disagreements in the 10 situations they included in their
DCT. As Schneider (2018, p.6Mighlighted DCTs havebeen subject textended
criticism for many reasonamong these is that DCTsllectwritten data to gain insight

into spokendiscourseParticipants take their time to think about the situatiandtheir
understanding of the instruction provilen these situations might varAlso, they
usually feel obliged to write something ewbiough theymight preferto be silent irreal
situations.Overall, DCTs have beeanriticised for eliciting data thanaynot correspond

to actual language ugethe presented situations.

In the third study Alzahrani (2021)took a crosscultural approach examining the
similarities and differences in the realization of disagreem ge{im)politenesm casual
conversations iiwo groupsof friends Saudi Araban and British The conversation

groups for each culturaletwere divided intaen smallgroups of three participants

each set, there wefeur groups of all maledpur groups of all females, artdvo mixed
Participants were asked tbscusstwo topics (1) planning a future tripand (2) the
advantages and disadvantages of the increased use of technology and socidlheedia.
studywasmai nly based on Brown and Levinsono
politeness The identification of disagreement strategigas datedriven; however,
Alzahranistated that he alseferred toReesMi | | (20009aadWalkinshavwp §009)

disagreement taxonomida.this study Alzahranifocused on examining the influence of
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three variable®n the expression of verbal disagreementtural backgroungdtopic of
discussion and genderThe study revealedhat 11 straegieswere used to express

disagreemessf such aexplanationssuggestionsandirony.

Alzahrani reported thate frequency of disagreement in the Saudi samake higher
thanin the British sample.Somecultural similarities between the two samplegere
found for instancetherewere no disagreements expresse@drngonal attacks itme two
groups The two samples used strategies like giving reasons (i.e. explaadioch
suggestionsvith relatively similar frequencyOverall, themajority of disagreemestin
the two samples were modified pgliteness stitagies Thisfinding goes inine with the
traditional viewthat in the context of disagreemgpoliteness strategieshould be used
to minimise facedhreat (Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987)n terms of cultural
differences, Saudis appear to employ irony more than their British countegaparrthey
tend to useeligious expression® intersify their disagreementMoreover,Saudis used
humourand solidarity markers as positive politss stréegies more tharhe British

participants

Reaarding the influence othetopic, it was found that disagreemgah thesecond topic
(opinions on technology and social mediagre more frequdn which shows that
disagreemestcan beinfluencedby the degree to which a topic is basad personal
opinion It was suggested that the hypothetical nature of the first {plainning a trip)
might have someféect onthe particimnsddisaussion FurthermoreAlzahrani reported
no significantdifference in disagreementateges between the afemaleandall-male
groupsin both sets. Howevennlike the British sample, Saudiixed groups seem to
produce fewer disagreements thithe samegender groupsSaudi males in the mixed
groups produed more disagreements than the female particip@hesefore, it seem
that gender in the mixed groups the Saudi ample influences thdrequency of
disagreementsand theparticipantsused more negativepoliteness strategiesuch as

hedges and downtoners, indirect questions and apologies.

Overall there were no instances of impolitksagreement in the studysince the
identified disagreements were judged as eitlezy polite, polite, or appropriate The
study shows the importance otxamining the local context when analysing
disagreemest The study provided useful insight into disagreement and politeness in
Saudi Arabia; however, the results are limitedpplicability. The staly was focused on
examining disagreement among memberamintimate social network (friends)nlike,

f or exanmA0k)studyar b o
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More recently,Alghamdi (2023)conducted a comparative study examinpaliteness
strategiesused byAmerican andSaudi EFL teachenshen expressingisagreemenin

English The studyessentiallyexaminedhe disagreements of EHFFL teacher$10 Saudis

and 10 Americanspn Twitter. Alghamdi used multiple instuments in her studyshe
compiled a cpus of naturally ocauing tweets extracted from the paticant s acc o
between 2012022 mainly observingtheir tweets when expressing disagreements,
refusals, conflictsor argumentsThis step was taketo understand the partiapt s 6 st y |
and idenify topics that mighgenerate more disagreemenidghamdithen initiated a
hashtag#ExpressYourOpinion) to elicit disagreements from the participasegsilarly

addng a different topic (16 in totaljo the hashtag to ensuiteremaired active and
producel enaugh data (pp.72-73). In addition, online question@aires and followup
interviewswith the Saudi partipantswere employed tgain more information about the
potential factors that infencedtheir choices opoliteness sttagies when expressing
disagreemenissuch as teaching backgrourekposure to the tget culture,English

language proficiencyand the effect of communicating with native speakers

Al g h a amdlytiGakframework was primarily buit ddr own and Levi nso
([1978] 1987) mainly focusng on analysingpoliteness strateégs in disagreementsas

well as referring toReesMi | | (B00@ texonomy of disagreements strategesl
Locher a({@aed5)rdational svork Alghamdireported that Saudi EFL teachers
employed 12 disagreement strategigeluding act combination,raising rhetorical
guestions, cHengescomplaints, and giving suggestiofps91) Oneof the key findings

in herstudyis thatboth Saudi and American EFL teachemsployedmostly aggavated
disagrementsin the corpus of Tweetsand used neither mitigated nor aggravated
disagreements when they pap@ted in the hashtagExpressYourOpinioifp.231). This
showsthatt he partici pantsd nat intha tompiledeaposurr r i
tend to be more aggravated thandisagreementthey posted while participating in the
study (observationeffect) Also, she found that en using mitigated disagreements,
Saudi teacheremployedpositive and negative politeness strategies, while American
teachers rarely usedegative politeness strategiesloreover she found thatthe
participantsd pand felatiorshipowitla the other gparsom hag some

i nfluence on the parti ci praonetpssiivepolieoess e s ,
straeges. Overall, althoughA | g h a md i sfesis frorh thal need for moresearch

into the role of pagmdic knowledge ad itsimpacton the expressin of disagreement
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within the educational contexher study does provideomeinsight into the cuiural

aspects opoliteness and disagreements performed by Saurdirwitter

2.4.4Disagreement taxonomies in previous work

The literature offers different taxonomider classifying disagreemeriypes and
strategies. Although these taxonomies share some similarities, they still lack uniformity
thus making comparing frequenclestween studiegery challengingNetz, 2014)Table
2-2 lists some disagreemenypes andtrategies reported in the literatunghich provided

a base for the datnalyss in the current studyThe list in the table is naxhaustive;
some taxonomielsave beeproposed in the literature but are not presented bech as
those(Beebe and Takahashi, 1989; Mai®valo, 2014) There areothertaxonomies
used to build othexlassificationf disagreementisut notincluded in the tablesuch as
(Muntigl and Turnbull, 1998; Dogancaktuna and Kamisli, 1996; Locher, 2004;
Kreutel, 2007) The selection of the taxonomiesTiable2-2 belowis based on(1) the
clear classification of the types of disagreements as in-Ree$ | (2000jtaxonomy,
(2) the appliability of theclassificatiorto examiningdisagreement and (im)politengss
online communicatioras in(Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016d (3) the description

of online Arabic disagreement strategies aghiarb, 2016)
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Table 2-2: Disagreement taxonomies

Researcher(s)| Data collection Approach & Disagreement categorisation
language(s)
ReesMiller Observations in a | Intralingual Softened disagreement divided into
(2000) university setting. | approach looking | 1. Positive politeness
50 participants arg at American - positive comment

students &
professors

English native
speakers and fluen
nor-native
speakers

- humour

- inclusive of B person

- partial agreement
2. Negative politeness

- Questions

- I think/ 1 dondt

- 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

- lrony

- 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
- lrrelevancy claim
- Argument avoidance
- Act combination
Negatively marked (impolite)
- Verbal attack
- Verbal irony
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2.5Summary

In this chapterl have reviewed the literature on disagreemstatrting with addressing
the terminological debate on how degreement is eined andits relation to other
conceptssuch as opposition and argumeffter that, attention was paid to defimy
disagreement and presentimg definition of Twitter disagreementhenbriefly covered
the position of disagreement in classical literatanainly speech act thegrgnd then
presentedhow disagreementvas definé in classical Arabic literaturevhich dealt with
disagreement mostlydm an Iskmic point of viewAfter that | provided an overview of
disagreement studies in the literatudwiding these studies into two sect®studies on
verbal (offline) disagreement and studidsat examined disagreement in online
communicationMost of these studies found that disagreements are not always negative
Disagreementsan beexpressed through various strategasdthere areat least three
types of disagreemennitigated aggravatedand neither mitigatknor aggravatedlhe
expression and evaluatios of disagreementvere found to benfluenced byseveral
factors, such as topicgulture and medium of communication. Finallyiscussedome
studies that examinatisagreemantsand (im)politenesm Arabic. These studies revealed
someculturalspecificstrategieslike supplicationused byArabic speakers.

The next chaptatiscusses the relevant (im)politeness theoriehandlisagreemertias
beenapproached ithese theories. (Im)politeness theoweshelp explainthelinguistic
choicesfound in the collected corpus of Twitter disagreememdther e s pondent
evaluations of disagreement exampiethis study.
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Chapter 3 Overview of (Im) politenessResearch

The main purpose of this chapter is to review previous resealan)politeness in order

to build a contextual background against whichptesenstudystand. In Section3.1, |

start by briefly illustrating how politeesshas beemlefined in the literaturelhis section

is divided into two subsections; 8ection3.1.11 coverthe classical modsbf politeness

(i.e. first-wave theories such asBrown and Leviimon 6 s mode | (Thel 9 7 8]
following subsectiortovers thgpostmodermor discursivgoliteness theories (i.e. secend
wave approachesjocusing mainly on relational work (Locher and Watts, 2005) and
rapport management (Spenc@atey, 200Q) Then,l focus on providing an overview of
Culpepr q19€996; 2011a; 201&pproach to impoliteneskighlighting 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 therucure of the disagreements, either througgfteningor
intensifyingthese disagreements

3.1 Politeness theories

The broad literature on linguistic politeness offers a wealth of conceptual and empirical
research. Howeverresearchers seem inconsistent when defining and discussing
politeness(e.g., Fraser, 1990Watts ([1992] 2005highlight the lack of agreement
among researchers on how politeness is defined and anajyssdthe complex nature
of the phenomenon, despiém abundance of research on politeness. Simild&bien
(2001) points out that politeness has been given many different definitions and
interpretations ranging from general principles of language use governing intes,g@otion
the use of smallermore specific linguistic forms. He naté¢hat, in a general sense,
politeness is not confined to language as it also includesverdyal, norlinguistic
behaviour and what is important is how these forms of communication are evaluated
(p.iv). One of the broadefinitions that attempto capturehe phenomena wasoposed
by Culpepern(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 particulaicontextbehaviours, and (c)
the actual or potentiaescription of those Heontextbehaviours 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 strated@ans 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 aspectw/loét constitutegolitenesssuch as:
(1) politeness can be manifested both linguistically andlimguaistically; (2) politeness
IS seen as an interpersonal attit¢ae also seen in Haugh, 2007ahus 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. Ové&alpeper (2011b)
assertthat although the state of affairspoliteness literatureeveals a lack of agreement
in defining politenessvhich 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

onebs appreciation of the notion.

Kadar and Haug(R013)furthercomment on the issue of inconsistency tralariation
in politenesgefinitions they argue that hes e A mul ti pl e under st
offer different insights which arecomplementary at times. Politeness is therefore
described byKadar and Haugh (2013 well adMills (2011b)asa naturally contested
phenomenon, or aselen (2001)puts it, finherently argumentative(p.37). Kadar and
Haugh (2013)insist on theimportance ofa multidisciplinary approach to politeness
surpassing the boundaries of linguistic pragmatics and sociolinguistics. Jitesih
Eelen (2001})hat politenesédoes not reside in particular behaviours or linguistic forms,
but rather inevaluationsof behaviours and linguistic forraqoriginal italics]. For
instance, multimodal forms of online communication (emojis, GIF, etc.) show that
(im)politeness can manifest itself without the use of linguistic forins.fact,
(im)politenesss alsoincorporated imther norlinguistic aspects of communicatisguch

as tone, gestures, facial expressiomtc. Therefore, it seems accurate to say that

(im)politeness is very often multimodal in natgk&édar and Haugh, 2013, p.60)

The two subsections below show how politeness has been approached and dealt with in
earlier studiegSection3.1.1), and how the approach to the phenomenon has changed in

thelater discursive approachéSection3.1.2.
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3.1.1Classicalapproachesto politeness

In an attempt to define the structure of politeness theories in the litefatasey (1990)
distinguishe between four general views of politeness under which robsihe
traditional theories of politenedall. These arehe sociatnorm view, conversational

maxim view, facesaving view, and conversational contract view (Eaigle3-1).

Table 3-1: Fraseré (1990) organisation of politeness views

Sociaknorm view Conversationat Facesaving view Conversational
maxim view contract view
This view suggests tha Theories under this Brown and This view is introduced
each society has a set| view are largely based| (1987) theory is the by Fraser (1975) and
of specific social normg 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 |parti ci pan
prescribe social examples are those of| more on the concept o] obligations in any
behaviour. Watts et al.| Lakoff (1973) and face inspired by interaction vary
(1992) state that this | Leech (1983). Gof f mands | greatly. Interactions ar
view has some (1967). influenced by: general
advocates (e.g., Hill et conventions, social an
al., 1985; Ide, 1989; institutional
and Ide et al., 1992). conventions, and
previous encounters or
specific situations.

Yet, when talking about classical theories of politeness, what particularlys¢ommend

are the theories of Lakofl973) Leech (1983)andBrown and Levinson ([1978] 1987)

These three theories are at the core of traditional accounts of poli{gekss 2001)As
Table3-1s hows , LedlO88samaxtmbasgd t heory anal og
theory (1973) wher eas Br own a[aod8] 1987ys underahe fase t h e «
saving view of politenesgzraser (1990notad that out of these classical theoriéise

more influential as well as the most crig®il theory is that of Brown and Levinson

([1978] 1987) which remainsn use insomerecentresearch

Despite their epistemological differences, these early politeness thawai@sously see
politeness as a conflietvoidance strategKasper, 1990, p.194felen (2001points out

that this notion of conflieavoidance is evident in the work békoff (1973)as well as
others, but it has a more dominant presen@&@ranvn and Levinson ([1978] 198@} will
become evident in the discussion in the following sectibins next sections are arranged

as follows: Section3.1.1.1offers a short accourd f Lakof f193) Seutwr e |
3.1.12an overview of Leechds model Segtion t h e
3.1.1.3focuses on the model offered Byown and Levinson ([1978] 1987)
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3111Lakof f 6(4973npo d e |

Lakoff was one of the first to examine politeness from a pragmatic perspective through
her pioneering work. o gi ¢ of Politeness: Q1973) Me ndi n
definedpoliteness afa system of interpersonal relations designed to facilitate interaction

by minimizing the potential for conflict and confrontationherent in all human
interchangé (Lakoff, 1990, p.34emphasis added]. Lakoffasech er t heory on
cooperativeprinciple (CP) enhancing itby addingthe politenessprinciple (PP)° She

arguel that the CP is more geared to the information content of the communication, while
the politeness rule attends to the social aspect of interg&eden, 2001)In her model

of politenessl.akoff (1973)posits two rules of pragmatic competence in interaction:

1. Be clear.
2. Be polite.
a. Dondét i mpose.
b. Give options.
c. MakeA feel good.
The first of the two i s CkR(Braser,n®90;%attk, j1992]o n s i
2006) The second rule, the rule of politen
The second rule includes three subxims, which involve different notions of politeness:
fiDo n 6t Ois ivgsexd sreformal/impersonal politeness (distance si@@)e option®
on nonformal politeness (deference style), diMiake A feel good is based on intimate
politeness (camaraderie styl@yatts, [1992] 2005; Eelen, 200MVatts (2003, p.60)

agues that all the poli€CPenmest mpdet scgl a
model, have someflaws. As for Lakoffédés model, it se
polite unless s/ he violates at | east one

model hardly constitutes a model s&condorder politeness, ompoliteness!! and
although it has inspired many politeness
data(Watts, 2003, p.63)herefore, | will not elaborate on her model and rather focus on
reviewi ngl98aedh @ own a n(do78]l £987)modets nndtlse

10 The cooperative principle, also referred to as rules of conversation by Lakoff, consists of four maxims:
(1) Quantity maxim which requiresterlocutors 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).

11Secondorder politeness (politeneys i s t aken to refer to fia theoret.]
of soci al behaviour and | anguages use. It s
variety of social strategies for constructing and reproducing cooperative saeralction across
cultureso (Watts, 2003, p.47), the term is dis
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following sections as these two are the only traditional models that offer extensive

examples of the linguistic forms resld as politeness strateg{®¥atts, 2003, p.63).

3112Leechds model (1983)

Leechds t heor ybasedkview of potitdness, simlar xoiLaike{fLl973) as

it is al so (@BWBCPt o6n 6Garct baShkeeawmrsidaes a gremd e |
elaborative adoption of the QPraser, 1990, p.224; Watts, 2003, p.@4ech proposes

his model of politeness under what he cédjsneral pragmatiéswhich accounts for the
general conditions of how language is used in communicétieech, 1983)General
pragmatics has two components, which are interpersonal rdésmittextual rhetorié?
Leech approaches politeness fréme basis ofnterpersonal rhetori¢Eelen, 2001)as

shown inFigure3-1.

Leechds model o f-gopemédibut mthee wiciptorgrolledas it fallsu | e
within the area of pragmatié more preciselyrhetorical pragmatic¢é (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 thi&aieh, 1983, p.82)As
displayed inFigure 3-1, Leech incorporates the CP in his schema of pragmatics on par
with his two important principle?Pandirony principle (IP). He states that the PP, in
particular, is a necessary complement for the CP, @gstues the CP, which alone

cannot properly account for real conversational la¢gch, 1983, p.80For example,

CP cannot explain why a speaker violates the maxir@siaiftity andvlanner when using

an indirect question to make a request. In such cases, the PP can provide adequate

explanations.

2l nterpersonal rhetoric refers to the use of | an
with the heare® it has the function of coding and decoding the utterance ensuring that it4is well
behaved in context (Eelen, 2001).

13Textual rhetoric refers to the use of language as means of constructing a text (both spoken and written)

0 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

Figure3-l1Leechdés (1983) (mihusthe textuadl hedoric maxintsle ma

Leech (1983, pp.882)d e f i ne s t h esin§tie expessidn onimpolite eliefs

(which is unfavourable) and e s s I mp or t aingthé gxpression ofi gotite mi
beliefs (which i s fiiowmaniam&édoaa)equilifribneandPtied st
friendly relations which enable us to assume that our interlocutors are being cooperative

in the first placé (pp.81-:82). The PP is divided into six maximsach has two sub

maxims the first to denote negative politeness and the setmpadsitive politeness.
Leechdés definition of positive politene:
(avoiding discord) differs from that &@rown and Levinson ([1978] 1987)lustrated in

the next subsectiomhe maxims are as followkeech, 1983, pp.13238)

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 scakbdoesit),andthe

third and fourth maxims are based on a different bipolar scale (praise and dispraise). The
last two are based on unipolar scales: agreement and sympegpgctively(Leech,

1983) Leech (1983) explains that these maxims and theinsams are not equally

important, and they also vary across cultures, societies, and situations. Furthermore, he



61

clarifies that his model of politenessiiocused more strongly ootherthan onseld
[original italicd, maintaining thereforethat his model is more focused thie hearer than
the speakefp.133).

Leechds model hathspraibeeardniticismidng of thet posttive aspects

of L e e chsdtsusefuloeds imxplaining cultire-specific notions and mivations

for politeness, particularly in British and Americaulture (ocher 2004 p.69.
However, the model has been criticisgdmany grounds, chief amomgnich is thathis
definition of PP, which i ndisdadefnedersternisioln) p o
(un)favourableness to the heafieelen, 2001, p.8)t seems <c¢cl ear that L
focused orcooperative interactigmnmore preciselyit privilegespoliteness andonsiders
impoliteness asfalways socially aberradit ignoring the fact that impolitenesss
ubiquitousin human communication and can figuite-prevalenito-centrallyimportant

in many discoursés (Bousfield, 2008, p.51)Moreover, it is evident that Leech
conceptuabes politenesasandogous tocooperationin this way, his approach appears

to deem any nowooperative interactioras impolite (Bousfield, 2008, pp.591).
Therefore, aBBousfield (2008, p.52a s ser t s, Liepeeddmihantlyarsocdhle |
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 unresti{Btedvn and Levinson,

[1978] 1987; Jucker, 1988; Thomas, 1998)e model has been criticised for being too
theoretical and abstract to apply to actual qefatts, [1992] 2005)This criticismhas
beenrecanisedin Leectdb u p d at €2614)nmowdhiehl hepresents aleveloped
version of his maxims of politeness model; the new model is named the General Strategy
of Politeness (GSP), which include=sh maxims instead othe six found in his earlier

model (p.90-98). Leech notes that these maxims are of different degrees of importance,

havevariable constraining power and are likely to be culturally variable (p.98).
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3.1.1.3Br own and Lev(l97814380s model

Brown and L e {197851687)8 the nmost shfeiéntial model under the face
savingview (Watts, [1992] 2005; Thomas, 199Bousfield (2008)argues that Brown

and Levi ns([l9/8]sl98MHis thefinost academically popular of all the
approaches to politenes.44) and it is theimost investigated, commented upon, and
critiqued of all the approacheé p. 55) . Brown and Levinsono
the notion of a universal Model Persdna fluent speaker with two qualities: rationality

and face(Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987, p.58) Rat i onal ity refer
ability to reason and logically assess the nature of communication in a given situation.
On the other hand, fadéwhi ch is a modi f i e(@967cdnugpttof o n
face, refers tagthe public seHimage every member wants to claim for [her/Aseif]o

(Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987, p.61Brown and Levinson subdivide face into
fipositive facé andfnegative face The f or mer refers to one
liked, approved of, appreciateein d r espected by others; th
to be free and not imposed upon by others. They claim that face is dynamic as it can be
flost, maintained, or enhanaedhence, itfimust be constantly attended to in interaaiion
(p.61). Based on this view, face is considered to be naturally vulneaablét is in the

interest of all inerlocutors to mininge threat or damage to fa@#atts, 2003, p.865uch
claimsabout thauniversality oftheseface wanthave, howevelheen challenged in many
studiesthat focused ortasternculturessuch aghe Chinese, JapanesandPersianIn

these collectivistic cultures, it is argudtht face operates on different vals@and has

different meanings and functionfHaugh, 2007b; Mills, 2011b)Similarly, the
conceptualigtion of face inArab cultures (e.g., Tunisian Arabic and SaudiArabic) is
usuallyincludedin the set of collectiwic cultures |t is argued thatheconceptualisation

of facein theseArab cuturesis generallyseen as personal aad anin-groupproperty

however, the fulfilment of culturespecific valuestends to override individualism
(Labben, 2018, p.80; Almusallam, 2022, p.1)

Elaboratingon the dynamism and vulnerability of fad&own and Levinson ([1978]
1987) like Leech (1983) claim that most speech acts hdiie potential to be face
threatening acts (FTA) asandb heyhe hspaakar

wants. For instance, requestshr eat en t he addresseeds neg

15Goffman defines face as the selfage of an individual obtained from and influenced by society, whereas
Brown and Levinsonds definition of face is ba
2003).
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centre of their model, politeness is seem asefiressive action taken to counterbalance
the disruptive effect of faethreatening acts (FTAS)Kasper, 1990, p.194Undeniably,
Brown and Levinson ([1978] 1987ggard politeness as a conflatoidance strategy
(Eelen, 2001)Their model offers five possible stratediesthe speaker when performing
a potential FTA; see Figure 3-2. These strategies range from thmst potentially
threatening (i.e. worst casé&o the FTA baldlo, to the least threatening (i.e. best case)
idondt do(Watth,00F T A

1. Baldly, without redressive

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

\5. Dondt d

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

If the speaker decidéo do the FTA and go on record but not baldly, then s/he can soften

the effect of the FTAhroughtwo types of redressive action (two types of politeness
strategies).@6nsi dering the addr es s eppdiige pgiteregst i v e
itself comprised ofifteen strategiesOf these strategies, and th@shimportant to tis

study, are two strategies useddlaim common groundseeking agreemeandavoiding
disagreementthe first include using safe topics and repetitioms means to achieve
agreement while theecondncludes agreement token, pseudgreement, white lieand

hedging opiniongsmeando appear more in agreement with the addresSee seond
option is consider i ng,refetredl toasledative pditenesds n e
which includesten strategiesuch asbeng indirect, minimsing imposition, and biag
pessimisti¢Bousfield, 2008, pp.5%8).l n Br own and Levinsonéds 1
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, arahk which is the cultural ranking of the speech act

imposition (i.e. how threatening it is within a specific cultyiEglen, 2001)
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FurthermoreBr own and L ev(l978 2987) a&s wellad L e e ceh 6 s
(1983}6, assumes anidirectionalassociabn betweernndirectnessandpolitenesswhich
many researchers have criticisgge: BlumKulka, 1987, p.131; Mills, 2009, p.1054;
Grainger, 2011, p.178; Culpeper and Terkourafi, 2017, gdta8arguedn such criticism
thatindirectnesss not always positively perceivedor is directness always negatively
pereived (in)directness is rather a scaled concapd multifunctional(Culpeper and
Terkourafi, 2017, p.28)Severalcrosscultural studiegevealed thatat least in some
cultures directnessd perceived more positivelguch aslewish(Blum-Kulka, 1990)and
Greek(Tannen and Kakava, 1992While therelationship between (in)directness and
(im)politenessin Arabic needsto be further researchedthe results reported in some
studies are inconsistergs noted by abben (2018, p.74Jor exampledirectnessvas
observedmorein refusals expressed Bsagis (Abdul Sattar et al., 201@nd Yemenis
(Alghamdi and Alrefaee, 2020\hile Jordanianstend to express more indiraeffusals
(Alissa, 1998)

3.1.1.4Disagreement inLeechd s Browah and Levinson0s model s

Brown and Levinson ([1978] 198¢pnsiderdisagreement dsaving a strongotential to

be a FTA because it negatively affects and weakens solidarity among interlocutors. In

m

their model, di sagreement belongs to tho

facewant s, showing that the speaker i s
feelingsandwants and thathe speakehas a negative evaluation of some aspect of the
addr es s ee 0 s(Brogwvo and tLavimsen, [19d8} €987, p.6&@imilarly, Leech
(1983, pp.104105) classifies politeness into four categories depending on the

illocutionary speech act used. In this classification, disagreement, like reprimanding and

threatening, belorgto the conflictive category of illocutionsvhere the social goal
(comity or equilibrium) conflicts with the illocutionary goal (disagreement). In this
scenariofipoliteness is out of the question, because conflictive illocutions are, by their
nature, designed to cause offe¢eeech, 1983p.105). This classification evidently
shows tlat Leech considers politenessfatrategic conflict avoidanéewith emphass

on consideration of other@Vatts, 2003, p.50).eech (1983)pbservs that fithere is a

tendency to exaggerate agreement with other people, and to mitigate disagreement by

expressing regret, partial agreemett ., hience, hargued foithe 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.

no
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unfavourable in assigning agreement a whole maXimmas (1995, p.1653upporting

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 emghaghe vital role of the nature of the
situation and the relationship between interlocutors when analysing disagre&imest.

two decades latet,eech (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 indirectnesshedging 8 taking these

mitigation strategies as a sighthe unfavourableness of disagreement.

3.1.2Discursive approaches topoliteness a critique

The grounebreaking workof Eelen (2001has advanced the move from the traditional
approaches to politeness to the postmadeetter known as discursive approaches to
(im)politeness’ Discursive approachesich aselational workWatts, 2003; Locher and
Watts, 2005; Locher, 200€an becharacterise@s a reaction tthe limitations ofthe
traditional moded, primarily aimingto offer more discursive and dynamic approaches to
both politeness and impoliteneg§Srainger, 2011, p.171; Mills, 2011b, p.2This
postmodern view ofim)politeness informed by social theonhaspaved the way for
more theoretical and analytical models ¢m)politenessto emerge, such ampport
management (Spene@atey, 2000, 2002, 2005he framebased approach (Terkourafi,
2001, 2005),and the interactional approach (Arundale, 1999, 2006; Haugh, 2007a)
While not all these researchers woghktegorise their work afiscursive or postmodern
their models have some siarities For instance, these modeae unified in theicritical

view o f classical speech act (Mitlsh20tblb)yThemnd G
approacheshave also shifted the attention from politeness (on)politeness, thus
broadening the scope of the discipline

Onesignificant contribution of the discursive approaches is the distinction between what
is referred to as politenasgfirst-order politeness) and politenesgecondorder
politeness). The distinction was first proposed in the introductiofaditeness in
Language: Studies in its History, Theory and Pradig&Vatts ([1992] 2005)and it was
| at er e mp ha 40GLertique of poltenése thedrgeafter whichthe terms

17 Grainger (2011) divided thapproaches 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.
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started to gain more attention in the field of (im)politeness. Politerre$srs to

| ay p e undecstarglidgof the phenomenavhile politenessis seen athefiscientific
conceptualisation of the social phenomenon of politeness in the form of politeness
(Eelen, 2001, p.43)Politenessis a scientificassessment after the evéWatts, 1991,
p.257) it aimsto assess and explain the functionality of politenessan evaluative
activity (Eelen, 2001, p.44)Politeness shouldrepresent the struggle over realag
observed in politenesdut not be entangled in this struggléEelen, 2001, p.46)
Discursive approachesparticularly the relationawork model, advocate for the
importance of politenesg s t hey ar e mor e c oegtiaianiaad wi t
evaluations of (im)politenssLocher and Watts (2008, p.7@)early state that their
frameworkstrongly focuses opoliteness setting their worlapartfrom othersespecially
classicaltheories of politenessvhich weremore concerned with developing a theory of

politenesst hus pri oriti si ngpoltetees r esearcher ds v

The rationale behind making this distinction in the discursive approadhmsiteness

was motivated by the rare correspondence
for certain social behaviours and the definitions of politeness proposed in most of the
established theories of politenedsocher and Watts, 2005, p.15Jo illustrate the
problems of focusing solely on politengssonsider the two responses (B1) and (B2) in

the example below:

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

Politenessmodels 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 tw@nitts

have a close relationshighen (B1) might not be perceived aspolite but merely
appropriate given the social context. Alsoisitmore likely that many native speakers
would evaluate (B1) as direct but not necessarily impolite or rudedifierent 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 politesm@soachesuch as

Brown and Levinsod s odein It also clarifies that (im)politeness evaluations are more
likely to fluctuate over the various options within the relational work spectrum given in

Figure3-3. In addition, the example shows thhgre is nointrinsicddirectlink between



67

(im)politenessandlinguistic expressia; rather, it is contingent on the interpretation of a

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

Another réevantcontributionof thediscursiveapproaches the strongposition they take

in seeng (im)politenessasflexible, subject to discursive struggle in interactiandthe
inability to represenit by single isolated utterancelsut rather negotiated in longer
stretches of discourgg.ocher and Watts, 2008, p.78; van der Bom and Mills, 2015,
p.187) Discursive researcheexgue against the notion that (im)politeness is naturally
intrinsic in linguistic forms and realised meretylexical and grammatical features
assumed by traditional approacligslen, 2001; Locher, 2006; Locher and Watts, 2008)
Rather,tis stronglyar gu e d t h a mo linduisti¢ beleaviaur thatsis irderently
polite or impolite(Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78)m)politeness ifimore than mere
linguistic surface structures and desesiteebe studied in their historical, social, and local
contexb (Locher, 2015, p.8)therefore, (im)politeness theory cannot be predictine
their view, (im)politenessesidesnpar t i ci pant sd <sevaluatiens @d an
(im)politenessin interaction not sharedor conventionalisedim)politeness forms or
strategiegCulpeper, 2011a, p.122)

In discursiveapproaches, context plays a significant role in evaluating the discursive
struggle over (im)politeness is theinterlocutor® j udgement s of utte
rather than théorm of theutteranceghat is importan{Locher, 2006) Therefore the
analysésrole isto assess ether certain utterancesight be considered polite, impolite,

etc, depending on the identified norntd the communityin question there is no
guarantee that spedfic utterance will be ealuaed the same way kgl members of that
community (Mills, 2011b, pp.4546). Some researchers have criticised and questioned

this overreliance on (im)politenesge.g., Terkourafi, 2005; Haugh, 2007b; Grainger,
2011) Although they acknowledge the importance of contthseresearcherge.g.,
Terkourafi, 2005; Culpeper and Terkourafi, 20ppose a different take on the role of

the utterance form, arguing for differentiation between conventionalised and non
conventionalised formst can be seen thatithview of (im)politeness idriven bythe

focus on politenessn contextas theultimate objectof (im)politeness researand the

social struggle over ifTerkourafi, 2005, pp.24242). Indeed, the distinction between
(im)politeness and (im)politenessihas gi ven a ©pivot al b oo s
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 scientifiladar and Haugh, 2013, p.42)it is argued that searching
for a theory of one without the other i
the intimate intertwined relationship between the two not{@eskourafi, 2011, p.180)
Therefore, combining these notions can contribut@liolistic comprehension and rich

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

Regarding this point] do notclaim that (im)politeness is predictive or inhereimt
utterancdorms, nor do lundermine the role afontext inthe analysis of (im)politeness
however, in myTwitter datg my role asan analystwasfocusedon the linguistic forms
of the disagreementiue to the limited access toore contextual datarherefore,my
analytical approactcarefully takes linguistic structure as a potentialindicator of
(im)politenessin the context ofeachthread where thelisagreenent was expressed
Moreover,the emphasis on examining (im)politeness in long stretches of discourse
appears to be somewhat restrictider instance, irexaminng Twitter data, analysire
more ofterfaced with shorandfragmented stretches of discouyrdesagreementis my
datahave a beginning buarely have aniddle or even aend,as | will show in Chapter
4. Twitter is one of those platformsherethe context of disour® israpidly de and re

contextualisedaffectingtheinterpretaton of the tweetgTerkourafi et al., 2018)

Furthermore, discursive approachessider (im)politeness as a social phenomemzh
that evaluations and perceptiord (im)politeness are subje¢d variability among
individuals, communities of practicand broadr culture(Mills and Kadar, 2011; van der
Bom and Mills, 2015)This variallity is causedy the variousiorms and expectations
held byindividualsand groupsAlso, thedifferentinteractionabpositions (i.e. footingsy

held byparticipantsn the interactiorhave some influence drow theyrelateto others

18 Kadar and Haugh (2013) argue that the distinction between politemespolitenesscan be approached
differently, they proposed 4 key loci for understanding politeness. The first two arerdiest
understandings and the last two are seemder understandings:

participant/metaparticipant understandings,

emic/etic conceptualisations,

analyst/layobserver understandings,

theoretical/folktheoretic 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 havenieraction 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 footig, the recipiers 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 thetiorieFor
an elaborated account, see Kadar and Haugh (2013, pp2B25

PP
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andhow theyinterpretand ewaluae the interactionThereforejn order toprovide a rich

and ontextualised analysis of (im)politeness, discursive approaadescate the
incorporation of social theoreticabtionssuch aBourdiewd habitus(1991) andEckert

and McConnelGinet® sommunity of practice (CoR)L992) These notionsssist the
description ofthe dynamic waythroughwhichindividuals socialise andonfigure their
relations in social groyp) (Mills, 2011b, p.31) Habitusis defined asfithe set of
dispositions to act in certain ways, which generates cognitive and bodily practices in the
individualo, and this set of predispositions is acquired through socialisation (Watts, 2003,
p.149). Through socialisation norms and expectationsf what is (im)polite and
(in)appropiate in societies argained, ratifiedand updatedt is suggested thdivhat is
interpretable as (im)polite depends on the habitus of the individual and the linguistic
capital that s’/heisabletoam i pul at eo,pl6®at t s, 2003

Alternatively, Kadar and Haugli2013 argue tha{im)politenessevaluationsappeal ®
themoralordey whi ¢ h t haeet of dxpectannias thawsgh Wihich social actions
and meanings are recognisable as such, and consequently are inevitably open to moral
evaluatiom (.t is 6tdtedhatevaluations of (im)politenesdwaysappeal to a moral

order perceived to be in common amongst two or nmieglocutos by at least one of
thoseinterlocutos (Kadar and Haugh2013 p.67) This moral order i<losely related to
sociocultural groups antetworks theyarguethere arehree reflexive layers of the moral
order: localised normsCoPgorganisation/group norms, and societal/cultural norms.
Localised norms are embedded and interpreted relative to the set of expectations of the
CoPgorganisation/group, which are themselves embedded relative to the more extensive
societal/cultural set of expectatiofi€adar and Haugh, 2013, p.99hey emphasise the
relevane of all these layers of the moral ordenaderstandingim)politeness (p.95).

The notion ofthe CoP, on the other handefers tofian aggregate of people who come
together around mutual engagement ineadeavour Ways of doing things, ways of
talking, beliefs, values, power relatiodsin short, practice® emerge in the course of
this mutual endeavor(Eckert and McConnelGinet, 1992, p.464)The incorporation of
this notionin (im)politenesstudiesis seen aa move avay from the universal view of
Brown and Levinson[{1978], 1987) it preventsmaking generalised statemeiatisout
languages and culturéMills, 2009). The focus on th€oP makes it possible for the
analysts to examine how different commiestfollow different normsegarding what is
(im)polite and (in)appropriat@Mills, 2011b, p.31)However,as note by Davies (2005)
and Kadar and Hauglf2013 p46), while the notion of CoP hasindeedcreatel new
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insightswhen exarming how language and other behaviours index sadantity and
patterns of variatiorthere remairsomepracticalchallengesand limitationsto applying

the concein certain settingsuch as identifying theature of theshared practice and
how much is sharedt is alsoarguedthat theseCoPsdo notoperate in isolatiosince
social forcesuch aglassand institutional status have geneaatl variousffects on the
norms of theseCoPs this general socialnfluence is often ignored ifim)politeness
research focused @oPs (Mills, 2009; 2011a)In this sense, it is difficult to describe my
Twitter data as representative of a speddmP since the posters of the tweets are not
jointly engaged in any specific identifiable activity or practice except their use of the

platform20

In this respecthenotion ofemergent/latemetworks proposed Batts (1991, 2003%
more accommodang for interactiors where no aparent joint endeavour or t&sis
involved(Haugh et al., 2011, p.1®ocial network& can be closénit, looseknit, ege
centredor multiplex they aredivided into two related tygs of networksemergent and
latent Emergent networks refer to the dynamic process in whtehlocutos form social
links during an interaction these emergent relational networks are maintained,
reactivatedor changediuring interaction(Locher, 2004p.49). Emergent networks are
only dbservable during ongoing interactidn these networkginteractantcan contest
and negotiate theiegp e c t i v e (hozleen, 2004 opr28)Qn dhe other hand, latent
networks refer to socidihks betweerinterlocutos thathave already been established in
previous interactiond.ocher, 2004p.3). Latent networksonstitutea social network that
is treated as an objectified structure and mode of behabemause its not6 r ebatl 6
rather an6 i ma g netwerl @hich may influence theconstruction of emergent
networks (Watts, 2003, p.154).ocher (2004, p29) clarifies thatn the caseof first
encounterdanterlocutos cannot refer back to any particular latent network between; them
theirfirst interactionconstitutes botlin emergent netwoylwhere interaction takes place
and a latent network to be referred to in future interackonvever, sharguethat even
interlocutos who do not know each other and interact for the first tmilenevertheless

20Gruzd et al. (2011) argue that the notion 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 igeatien when people are in loosely
bounded networks, they will often identify themselves as part of a more defined group or
community.

21 Kadar 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 expectatiorsbout the otherthese expectationare usually based on

knowledge of the world and social experience.

To sum upthe discursive approach&s (im)politenesemphasse the heterogeneity of

norms practicesand pgerceptons within groups anccultures The analys 6 s r ol e i
examine the diveesnterlocutor® p e r cardghte sooial ruggle over (im)politeness

in the localised context rather tharovide a universal theoretical view of (im)politeness.
Although tediscursiveapproaches haslvanced the research in the fielklbme aspects

of these approaches have attracted criticism, as illustrated almoyarticular the
overemphasis or(im)politeness appears tqrivilegetheh ear er 6 s oétheal uat
speaker 6s i ntenti on (Tenkourafih2005dpi24lcHaugls, P00, a p |
p.301) This shift i's as problematic as t he
intention in traditional approachesisarguelt hat t he noti on of Opcz¢
important as it recognises the role of the heangtacknowledges thaheaning evolve

as a resulof the interplay between participar(tSrainger, 2013, p.30; Haugh, 2007b,

p.306) Also, Culpeper (2011argues that participants in communication very often use

their understandings of intention as an explanatory and evaluatiyseedbectio.6.4

on perceptions of intentions in (im)politeness evaluatitmsaddition Haugh(2007b,
pp.302304; 2011, p.257yuestions the analysteole in discursive approachesising

concerns abouhe validity oftheirinterpretations of interactiondHe highlightsthe issue

of whetheranalystsadequately warrartt hei r anal yses of the par
to what extent the distinct ipemspedivgaween t |
distinctly drawnin the process of interpreting these evaluatibtaighalsocontendghat
discursiveapproacheareoftennot discursive in the strict sense of the washnalysts

tend to draw fronmsecondorder concepts uc h as 0 p o Initheii analyées h a v i
Indeedmany discursive analgsmakeuse of concepts such as falseeatandmitigation

as analytical toolée.g., Locher, 2006; Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Chan et al., 2018)

this regard,Grainger (2011argues for maintainintne technical terms of (im)politeness

while recognising thesignificance of (im)politeness concepts in the analysief
(im)politeness for further discussion othe criicism of discusive apppaches see
Terkourafi(20095; Haugh(2007h 2011); Mills (2011h; Grainger(2011;2013; andvan

der Bom and Mill§2015)

In the following sectiond only reviewL o0 ¢ h e r  a(8005)r8laianal sk model
and Spencebat eyds (2000, 2002, iR2tbeOfd@lQwing sup por t

sections mainly becausenese two modelform the bass for the analytical framework
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followed inthis study At the end of Sectio.1.2.2 | outline the motivation behind using

these two frameworkis my investigationof (im)politeness infwitter disagreements

3.1.2.1Relational Work model by Locher and Watts

One of the comprehensive discursive approaches to (im)politemabe field was
proposed by.ocher and Watts (2005)vho consider relational wokregularpart ofany
communicative ac(Culpeper, 2008, p.21) ocher and Watts claim that the relational
work model belongs to the interpersonal level of communication, and accordingly
politeness must be seasconstituing a small part of relational worlcoexisting with

other types of interpersonal meanifigocher and Watts, 2005, p.1elational work
wasdefined agithe work people invest in negotiating their relationships in interaction
(Locher and Watts, 2005, p.1@ne of the main contributions of the model is refusing
dichotomous classification of politeness and impoliteness and considering the two terms
as components in the relational work spectrum. In this view, relational work ckers
entire continuum of verbal behaviour from direct, impolite, rude or aggressive interaction
to polite interaction, encompassing both appropriate and inappropriate forms of social
behaviouo (Locher and Watts, 2005, p.11) seems clear that Locher and Watts paid
more attention to verbal aspgof communication. However, thiedefinition was revised

later to make it more open and inclusive fofulti-modal strategies of relationship
negotiations (Locher, 2015, p.8)They now define relational work &all aspects of the

work invested by individuals in the construction, maintenance, reproduction and
transformation of interpersonal relationships among those engaged in social @ractice
(Locher and Watts, 2008, p.9@ndeed, the updated version of the definition is more
appropriate for examining relational work in both verbal andverbal communication

and, more importantly, #&ccommodates thaultimodalnature ofonline communication.

In explairing why individuals behave a certain way in a certain situatimcher and
Watts,invoke the notion of franféas wel | as Bour diBEssedtialy, conc
both concepts are utilised to account for the construction and the existence of social norms
that guide human interactighocher and Watts, 2005, p.1TMhey 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 orgaat set of specific knowledghat individualsconstruct through their own
histories of social interaction over time, andsthnfamesare constantly subject to change and
variation (Locher and Watts, 2008, p.78).



73

on norms and expectations acquired and constructed through socialising over time or
drawn fr om ot h(eochsréandeWatse 2008¢ p. €8ghsy claim that
interlocutos Gelational 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 sint&locutos 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
interlocutos (Locher,200dpnd t o avoid confusi of978]i t h E
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
Go f f ma9% 7 B.5)definition of face, but not #gnmodified version found in Brown
and L e VL9778 W87Hverk. Thus their conception diace refers tdithe positive

social value a person effectively claims [her/tggif] by the line others assume [s/he]

has taken during a particular contadn their view, face is like a mask given to an
individual during a particular interactipimplying that individuals can have an infinite
number of different faceg¢i.e. mask¥ negotiated when they are constructing their
identities in any interactiofLocher, 2004, p.52; Locher and Watts, 2005, p.E3dre is,
therefore, not fixed but negotiated in the social practicesrtetocutos engage in, and

it is crucially dependent on the perceps@and the acceptance of others in the given
interaction(Locher, 2011, p.188)

Watts ([1992] 2005, xliii)offers a diagram that fully maphe whole spectrum of
relational work reproduced below ifrigure 3-3 (see alsoLocher, 2004, p.90; Locher
and Watts, 2005, p.)2In this perspective, relational work embraces the notion of
markednessfocusing 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 (uoicjeet,
2004, pp.886). Behaviours can be marked either positively or negativ@ythe one
hand, politeness a positively marketbehaviour corresponding with the perception of
being polite/politic/appropriate. Based on this, polite behaviour is always
politic/appropriatewhile politic/appropriate behaviour can be Faolite (i.e. unmarked)

but never impolite (i.e. negatively markdtpcher, 2006, pp.25356; Locher and Watts,
2005, p.12) Locher (2006, p.256%urther clarifies thatfipolitic behaviour entails
politeness but cannot be equalled éo@n the other hand, negatively marked behaviours

can be judged in two waysither impolite/norpolitic/inappropriate or ovepolite/non
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politic/inappropriateshowing that ovepoliteness will roughly create a similar judgment
to impolitenesgLocher and Watts, 2005, p.1®)ainly because it often surpasses the

boundaries between appropriateness and inappropriat&oeser, 2004, p.90)

Converselyas Locher and Watts (2005, p.11) argue, unmarked behaadwvers a great
deal of the relational work performgtthis unmarked behaviour (i.e. appropriate/politic)
goes largely unnoticed. Politic behaviour is defined @isehaviour which is perceived
to be appropriate to the social constraints of the ongoing interaction, i.e.-aali@om,
should be called politic behaviaufWatts, 2003, p.19)and it is neither polite nor
impolite (Locher, 2006, p.255jhe example below is provided(Watts, 2003, p.18&s

an illustration of politic behavioul.heresponsg@rovidedto the posed questidrearsno

salientfeatures that mark it as polite or impolite imtlgiven context.
A: would you like some coffee?

B: yes, please

politic/appropriate behavior s

‘non-polite”’

unmarked -~
behavior _-“positively marked

- i
- 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 betweenl #the categories in the relational work spectrum are somewhat fuzzy
0 the dotted lines between the categoriesFigure 3-3 represent the negotiable
discursive nature of assessments within the relational Wargher and Watts, 2005,
p.12; Locher, 2006, pp.255H38).
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3.1.2.2Rapport management by Spencefatey
SpenceiOatey (2000)introduced the rapport management approastan attempt to

present a model that overcomes the wealasasshe traditional approachgsarticularly

Brown and Levinsod s  m Bapmoit refers téthe relative harmony and smoothness of
relations between people, and rapport management refers to the management (or
mismanagement) of relations between pedp&pencetOatey, 2005a, p.96Rapport
managemenhas three main componenise(factor9: the management dfce social

rights and obligationsandinteractional goals (or wants).

The management of face involves the management of face sensitivities (needs)-Spencer
Oatey(2002, p.540; 2008, p.13jates that she followso f f mands (1967) n
which is the definition acceptetly Locher and Watts in their relational work model.
SpenceiOatey underlines the significance of face in social relations primarilyoditse
associations with personal, social, and relational gakeece is concerned witip e o p | e 0 s
sense of worth, dignity, mou, reputation, competence and s 8penceiOatey,

[2000] 2008, p.14)She proposes three interconnected aspects 6f:fatpquality face
which i s associ atestabm (valatedhto the ppreon asam iddsviduale | f
and the value he/she claims for him/herself based on personal qualities like competence
and abilitiegSpencetOatey, 2002, p.540)2) social identityface(related to the person

as a group member) refers to fifendamental desire [that people have] for [others] to
acknowledge and uphold [their] social identities or roles, e.g. as groupdéSdencer

Oatey, 2002,p.540) Thi s aspect of face is associ at
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
fifundamental 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 abiliti@penceiOatey, [2000] 2008, p.14)rhis relational
aspect of face Iis associated with a per s

or community.

Culpeper (2011a, pp.280) observes that there seems to be an overlap between social
identity face and relational fac&his overlap is caused by the relational nature of all

23 SpenceiOatey (2007, p.644, 2008, p.14) argues that in cognitive terms, face and identity are similar in
that both relate to the notion of séifiage including: individual, relational, and collective
interpretations of self (see Spen€@atey, 2007 for a detailed discussion of the interrelation between
face and identity).
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social phenomena in general. Inspired by the worlClén et al. (2006)Culpeper

clarifies that these two aspects of face can be differentiated in that the colésttive
associated with social identity fagenerallyinvolves shared features amongsgnoup
members; individual s6 i dentities here mioc¢
the relationakelf associated with relational face is more concerned with the unique
relations between individual sd6 whose ide
t hat Brown and Levi ns on 0 aspattsdfface arssulisimegp o s i
in rapport management: positive face overlaps with quality face, and negative face

overlaps with equity right€Culpeper, 2016, p.428)

Socialtyr i ght s and obl i gat i on senttlenferdshatdaperson he i
effectively c¢claims for hi m/ he($penediCateyj n hi
[2000] 2008, p.13) Sociality rights and obligations are concerned with social
expectations and refl ect peop,banabehavioral ncer i
appropriateness. If these expectations are not satisfied, this dissatisfaction might affect
interpersonal rappo(EpenceiOatey, [2000] 2008, p.15pociality rights and obligatien

may stemfrom legal/contractual requirements, but ma@mmonly they arise from
normative or conventionakd behavio(SpencetOatey, 20158) There are two essential
components of social rightsguityandassociaton The f or mer refers
that they are entitled to personal consideration from offuetghat theyaretreated fairly,

not to be disadvantaged imposed upon. Equity rights can be linked to the independent
perspective of selfThere are two key elements of this aspect: first is the elemensbf
benefitwhich means that people should not be exploited or disadvantaged; costs and
benefits should be kept balancedotigh reciprocity. The second elemenaigonomy
imposition which means that people should not be unduly controlled or imposed upon.
The concept of codtenefit is broader than the notion of autonp@agostly interaction
mayaffect notonyp e opl eds autonomy but also their
(SpenceiOatey, 2002, p.532)

On the other hand, as s oc iindheiieatilementtgdodiat r e |
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 ointeractional involvementletachmentwhich refers to the

extent to which we associate ourselves wothdissociate ourselves fromther people;

it is the type and amount of involvement maintainwhen interacting with others. The

second element &ffective involvemerdetachmentwhich 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 preferencéSpenceiOatey, 2002, pp.54641; [2000] 2008, p.16; 2015, pp.2

3).

Interactional goal€onsttute the third factor that may influence rapport management
which Spencefatey defines as spéic goals orfiwant® that people often, but not
necessarily always, hold when interacting with otl{2800] 2008, p.17)These goals
can be transactiona] aiming to achieve specific tasks such as acquiring a
recommendation letteror relational, aiming to manage effective relationships with
others or amixture of bothgoals (SpenceiOatey, 2015) She clarifies that failure to

achieve these goals may cause frustration or annoyance.

In addition,SpenceiOatey ([2000] 2008, p.33rgues thah number of factoreave an
influenceonpeopl ebs use of r a pspandrshefoaumszesican ghesme n t
three rapport orientation, contextual variables, and pragmatic principles and conventions.
SpenceiOatey (2005, p.116) argues that these three factors and other factors, such as
personality, personal preoccupations, and awareness of cultural differpreesa
significant role in peopl& perception ofapport intheir interactios. To achieve effective
rapport management, it is essential that people not only assess the consideration and
fulfilment of their own face, wantsind expectationdut theyalsoneed to consider their
i nterl ocutor 6s f acSaepropoaes that peaple th interacpioeket at i ¢
dynamic judgementsabout whether their rapport has beamhanced, maintained,
neglectedor challengedand they can hold any of the faapport orientationsutlined
below. The motivations behind thesorientations 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 desiee challenge or impair harmonious
relations between the interlocutors.
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Also, peopl eds choice of r aip grumallyt influeacedsbyg e me n

contextual variablesSpencetOatey ([2000] 2008, p.34yliscusses four significant
variables: thewumber of participants aninteraction and how their relations are affected
by power and distance as key dimensjtfnmessage contgnparticularly in terms of
costbenefit considerationsocial/interactional rolesand thetype of the communicative
activity. She argues that these contextual variables haveditatiding and dynami®
rolesin how they influence interaction. That is, people haveegigting conceptions of
thesecontextual variables derived from previous experiences, and during the interaction
these variables are assessed and changed dynarritoadlaffecting how the interaction
progresses She clarifiesfii]f the interaction is to besuccessfudin terms of rapport
management, participants need to be very sensitive to these complex po@&3es
pp.3940).

Similar to the relational work emphasis onrighility in (im)politeness evalktions
SpenceiOatey ([2000] 2008, p.2@mphasiss that rapport threat and enhancement are
subjective evaluation§he argues that there ardtaral and individual variatiasin the
values attached to the principles that guide {limguistic behaviours and the way
relational work is managed in a given interaction. This variation is seen dhiffinent
possible outcomes perceived by different interlocut@sd the possible mismatch
between the initial orientation of the interaction and the outcome (p.43). Therefore,
effective rapport manageant relies on mutual sensitivity and consideratbboth self

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

Based on the abovegpport managementinlike the réational work modelprovides a
broaderaccount of face bigdentifyingthree aspects of iuality facesocial identiy face
andrelational face. It also providan explanatiorof how face needsteractwith the
negotiation of relational work andllows analys of interactiors beyond faceneeds
Culpeper (2011argueghatfiface is not at the heart of all interactionsnd the central
issue often seems to be the breachadsocial norm Rapport has other essential
compaerts besides facesociality rights and interactional goalsloreover, rappot
management providean elaborated approach to analysing conseaxd howdifferent

contextual variables influenge e o pHetlawour in interaction and thegierceptions of

24 spencetOatey (2008, p.3486) 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, expertjfegfi¢, and referent. As for distance, she
lists six possible components: social similarity/difference, frequency of contact, length of
acquaintance, familiarity, likenindedness, and positive/negative affect.
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rapport In contrat to the relational work modelvhich focuses othe ercepions of the
addresse, rapport maaganent emphasises the importance thie perception of all
interlocutordn the interaction (i.e. spealsand heares). SpenceiOatey (2005b, pp.335

336) argues that her model seeks to explore the diffeibases[thaf affect the
deliberations, conscious or otherwise, of bgpikakers and hearers (as speakers consider
which linguistic strategies tase and their possible impact, and as hearers evaluate what
they haveheard)o It also can be argued that while the relational work mpldeles more
emphasis on politenessrapport managemerdappeas to seeka balance between
politeness and politeness approaches by considerinigypersos @erceptions and
allowing theorisationof (im)politenessRapport managementisseenafione of t h
comprehensive frameworks of context for politeness researchers developed to date, and
indeed in its breadth anticipates much of the current discussion of politeness ag situate
(Haugh et al., 2011, p.5)

In this study, thehoice of both relational work and rapport management is motivated by
several factors As covered above,hé elational work model provides different
(im)politeness classificatiorie code the disagreementdfire online questionnairbutit
does not assist the process of interpretiimat is going on, especially since Twitter
interactionsin my corpusare primarily shortand perceptiomn of postersare not
accessibleUsing apport managemegtnenrich the analysis of Twitter disagreements
as it offers some concepts aaset offactors thaallow theinterpretation ofvhat is going

on inthe corpus of Twitter disagreemeniirther using the relational work modet i
analysing (im)politeness/(iappropriateness in Saudi$witter disagreementsllows
assessment dfie claim about thepervasivenessf aggravated disagreemeiotis Twitter
and how they arperceivedoy Saudis using the platforrseethe first research question
in Section1.2 Examiningp o s todentatibngo the interactiorcan help explairtheir
choices ofdisagreemerdtrategies and thdevices used tmodify the structure othese
disagreements$n the specific context Therefore,rapport managemertan assist in
expanding thecontextualanalysis ofTwitter disagreementd astly, these two models
were used in previous (im)politeness studiesdigitally-mediated communication
(DMC); for example, relational work was used to examif®)politeness and
disagreement in discussion forumsg., Shum and Lee, 2013pnd the connection
between politeness, face and linguistic identity construction inbléakeand discussion
boardgLocher et al., 2015Rapport management was usethigestigate the relatiship

between emog and politenessn WhatsApp messagdSampietro, 2019and analyse
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crosscultural Skypeinteractiors (Schmidt, 2020)The two frameworksvere combined

in andysing (im)politeness and disagreement in Facebook (e.g., Harb, 2016gurrent
studyseekdo offer some insight inteffectively usingdiscursiveapproaches tanaly®
(im)politenessonlineby exami ni ng S a ondTwitted. Thdswik @engch e e me
and improve the current stance of (im)politeness research, especially in Arabic online

interaction.

3.20verviewo f  Cu | fraaneveork of smpoliteness

Impoliteness has beajiven different definitions in discursive approachesnetheless,
Culpeper (2011a, pp.201) highlights that there are two notal@emmonalities among
these definitions: (1) the concept of faadich plays a central role within the notion of
impoliteness but instead of talking aboutfacethread, the focus is rather ofiface
aggravating (Bousfield and Locher, 2008, p.8J fifaceattaclo (Culpeper, 1996)and
(2) the notion of intentionalify, whichis essential in many of these definiti@ulpeper

(2011a, pp.124; 2011b)rovidesan overview oflifferentimpoliteness definitions

Culpeper(2011a, p.23)offers a reviseddefinition of impoliteness similar to that of
politeness but along contrary linesoting thatits enactmentcomprises substantial

differences

Impoliteness is aegative attitudéowards specific behaviours occurring in
specificcontexts It is sustained bgxpectations, desires and/or beliefs about
social organisationjncluding, in particular, howoneer sondés or a gr
identities are mediated by otheirs interaction. Situated behaviours are
viewed negatively c o n s i d e r eidwhénihey pooflici withehéw one
expects them to be, how one wants them to be and/omhewhinks they
ought to be. Such behaviours always have or are presumed terhatrenal
consequences for at least one participant, that is, they causepoesumed

to cause offencevarious factors can exacerbate how offensive an impolite
behaviour istaken to be, including foexample whether one understands a
behaviour to be strongiptentional or notjemphasis added]

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

interpretations. Heeasonghat impoliteness formulae can vary based on teoades

25 Cul peper (2011a, p.49), building on Malle and
intentionality, explicates that it is essential to distinguish between intention and intentionality.
Intention refers to the attribution that links an action tdleetsire 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 thantiention 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, contespanning or contexies, and gravity ofhe offence (p.137).

He argues thaan impolite formulawith a high offence gravitys less likely to be
neutralised and is more likely to be contesgpanning (i.e. considered offensive in a wide
range of contexts)making it more likely to be a conventionalised impolite formula.
Furthermore, Culpeper differentiates between comtonalised (i.e. prdoaded)
impolitenessand nonrconveaitionalised (i.e. implicationalimpoliteness The former

refers tobehaviours consisting @onventionalisedinguistic or verbal expressioribat

have acquired more conventional associatiornd the {m)politeness contexts in which

they are regularly usd€ulpeper, 2011ayhel at t er ref ers t o fAan i
that does not match the surface form or semantics of the utterance or the symbolic
meaning of t (Bwpepdr,e20ld &, ip.AAHe proposs three types of
implicational impolitenesgorm-driven, contexdriven, and conventiedriven. The first

group overlaps with conventionalised impoliteness as both rely on some kinthdfed
surface formgeeCulpeper2011,pp.155156 for more details Culpeper(2011a, 2016)
introduces a list ofwhat is calledmpolitenessormuladtriggers as shownn Figure3-4.
Impolitenessformulae like routines,vary between different communitie$he same
strategy could be viewed from different perspectives; for instance, in some spatext
interruption might be seen as an imposition on the person tatking attacking that
personds negative face, or it could be s
that the opinion of the person talking is not val@€dlpeper, 2016, pp.42428). This
suggests that faesttack could have primary effects and maybe secondary effects

targeting different aspexbf faceand 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: Impolitenessstrategies/triggers(Culpeper, 2016, p440)

One of the key arguent s i n Codel pfengelitertess is itihat impoliteness can

be achéved by othernonlinguistic meanssuch as body lgjuage andather norverbal

cues and that their role is essential time interpetation of (im)politenessCulpeper
(2011a)argues thafi iista mistake to assume that reerbal cues are separable from

other aspects of the communicatién Behaviour is a multimodal stream, with one
modal ity interacting wit hp.1%l) Fhes argumentassd i t i ¢
stands for using emojis and other multimodal means of expression in online
communicabn. In my approach to codg (im)politeness in the corpus datamostly

relied on identifying conventionalised forae inspiredby Cul peperlys moc
previous research on mitigation araggravation devices in classifications of
disagreements, particularly those incorporated in the coflargework (e.g., Rees

Miller, 2000; Kreutel, 2007Harb, 2016) (for further detailssee the section belgw
However,my approachdoes noignorethe possibility of encountering instances where

the impoliteness in the disagreemenhot based on th&ructureof a disagreementas

seen for instance in the impoliteness interpretationf some ofthe disagreements

expressed byerbal irony/sarcasrfseeSectiors 6.1.4and8.1).
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3.3 0verview of mitigation and aggravation devices

Mitigation andaggravatiorarelinguistic devicesthat modify the impact of the utterance
either by mitigating(i.e. softening or reducingdr aggravating(i.e. intensifying or
strengtheningits force(e.g., BlumKulka et al., 1989)The modification can bénternal
within the disagreemet expressior(i.e. head act oasthe nucleus of the speech act of
disagreement)as seen iusingsyntactic downgradersr external usually localised in

the immediate contexdf the disagreemenas seen in address terifidum-Kulka and
Olshtain, 1984) Some studieshave attempted to differentiate between internal and
externaldevices and how they differ in affecting the illocutionary force of the expressed
speech ac{Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; Bluiulka et al., 1989)however,Harb
(2016, p.97pointedouttheposition 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 + mitigat.i.
This dudy treatsthese devicemsp ot ent i al i ndi c(@mpolitesesso f t

orientatiorwhen expressing disagreement on Twitférese devicesodify thestructure
of disagreement either paitively (mitigatng/softenng) or  negativey
(aggravang/strengthemg), while the absence of these deviceakes the disagreement
neither mitigated nor aggravatequnmodified). The existence of mitigation or
aggravationdevices inthe disagreementoes not guarantee an interpretaticof
polite/appropriate or impolite/inappropriasenceother contextual elements caverride

the efiect of these devicesee Sectiod.5for furthermethodologicaklaboration.

3.3.1Mitigation

Mitigation is alsocalledsoftenerge.g., Beebe and Takahashi, 1989; Rdédker, 2000)

or supportive faceworf@Vatts, 2003)Locher and Watts (2008ygue that (im)politeness,

in discursive approachesannotsimply be equated witlthe mitigation of facethreat as
usually found in early politeness theorigsg., Brown and Levinson, [1978] 1987)
Rather,politeness is one possible effect of mitigation, but it is not always guaranteed
(Caffi, 2013, p.265)Mitigation isdescribeds a set of strategies devicesused taiease

the anticipated unwelcome effedFraser, 1980, p.342)n other words, mitigation, as
illustrated by Caffi (1999, p.881)is fia coverterm for a set of strategies, rooted in a

metapragmatic awareness, by which people try to make their séyimg more
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effectived. It smooths interactional management (i.e. relational work) between
interlocutors at various leve(€affi, 1999, p.882)Therefore, mitigation is often a way
of showing consideration anttemptingto be polite or at least appropriate. However, in
some contexts, mitigation can be perceived as imp@idfi, 2013) In other cases, it is
argued that mitigatignespecially when an utterance reaches the highest level of
offensiveness might make little or no differencen increasing theoverall offence
(Culpeper, 2011a).

In this study, | argue thah some casesnitigation devicescan be useth aggravated
disagreementfor different purposessuch asnockeryor potentiallyintensifying insulg

see Chapter &imilarly, Netz (2014, p.1453rgues the sammoint, he notel that in his

data there were many occurrences of disagreements which involved both mitigatipn (e.g.
lexical downgraders likenaybe)and aggravation (e gattributive language as mame
calling) leading tothe classification ofthese disagreemesds highly aggravated despite
the use of mitigatin. Therefore, it is sde to claimthatif a mitigation device is used in an

aggravaeddisagreementhe aggravation is likelyo overshadow thenitigationeffect.

Consulting the literature revealsferent categorisations of mitigatiatevices such as
thoseof Fraser(1980, Holmes(1984), ReesMiller (2000), Caffi 1999 2007),Kreutel
(2007), and Harb2016) For instanceFraser (1980¢lassifed mitigation devices into

two main categories. Thirst is altruistic mitigationdriven by caution t@void causng
damage to the othefhe second category involves devices thpgdealmoreto theself

than the otherthese are driven by cautidowards implicatingthe self and redumg
obligation and responsibilitior the expressed disagreement; this is what Fraser referred
to asself-serving mitigation. This group includesdevices likehedges,personalised
opinions, parenthetical and emotive vedoglhesitation markersiowever,Caffi (2013,
p.199¥6 arguedthat a cleaxcut distinction between the two types of mitigatsmems to
bedifficult, mai nly because saving the otherés f.

own face

26 caffi (2007, p.50) classifies mitigation devices into: klishesoperating on the proposition of the
speech act seen as vaguenesshédpeoperating on the illocutionary force of the speech act seen
as indirectness, and finally (3jeictic 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 ofcafiya heur
challenging to separate the components of a speech act hence these scopes are usually interrelated
(2007, p.50).
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Anothercategorisation was proposediglmes (1984)This categorisationncludesfour
classes for mitigation devices: (1) prosodic deviltks the fall-rise intonation (2)
syntactic devicesuchas tag questions(3) lexical devicesuchas hedges and (4)
discourse devicegke by the wayFloresFerran (2010, pp.1968969)provides a list of
the mitigation devices found in Englisind Spanish. These mitigation devices include
(1) indirectness(2) nonimmediacy indicatorse.g, the use of impersonal constructions
(3) epistemic disclaimeye.g, if | am not wrong(4) tag questions.g, you are ok with
that;a r e n 6;t(5) lyedgese.g, technically (6) parenthetical verhb®.g, | suppose
and | think and (7) time deixis in verb mogel.g, the conditional Similarly, Harb (2016)
reported that Arabic speakedssagreeing on Facebook used the following mitigation
devices: address terms, hedging;gmup/solidarity markes lexical downgrades
(softeners), positive remarks, delayed negation, passive voice, lexical euphemized
expressions, personsdd opinions, agreement markée.g, yes, true) + coordinater
(e.g, but), and a combination of these devicgsection4.5.1.1outlineshow mitigation

devices n Saudi s 6swdréecedadyr e e men't

3.3.2Aggravation

Unlike mitigation, aggravatiois employedo intensify the disagreemetftAs noted in
Section3.2, Culpeper (2011a, pp.120) reviewed multiple definitions of impoliteness
and note that aggravation is a key concgfar example Bousfield and Locher (2008,
p.3) defined impolitenessitself as afibehaviour that is facaggravating in particular
contexsd. Similarly, Watts (2003yeferredto facethreateningpr facedamagingacts as
aggressive faceworkvhereagCulpeper (2011a)ses facattack as a synonyior face
aggravating.Hence it seems that aggravation and impoliteness are strongly related
conceptsAggravationis seen as a manifestationiofpolitenesswhich is most likely
deployed to aggravate fatlereats(Culpeper et al., 2003Moreover, this connection
bet ween aggravation and i(2008,@p.721262efnsionn i s C
of impoliteness as th@ntentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal fatbeeatening

acts which are purposefully performed unmitigated, in contexts where mitigation is

required, and/or with deliberate aggressidhus maximigg facethreat. Indeed,

27 Bousfield (2008, p.7®7) gi ves a detailed critique in which
aggravation and Cul peperés model (1996) of i my
Culpeper et al. (2003).
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aggravation seems to be an essemti@aimentwhen defining impolitenes@ousfield,
2008, p.75)8

Culpeper(2011a)argued(im)politenessin some contextgan be socially normalised,
legitimised, or neutralisd (p.215) Normalisation anddgitimisationwork similarly as

Abot h rely on an ideol ogy that-216pdhei t i v
difference is that legitimisation is related to institutional structures that license such
practicessuchasin police interrogations and military trang. In thesecontexs, using
aggrawtors like namecalling and dencersis not perceived as impolitbowever, this

does not mean that the target will not take offence at the perceivedtfack (p.217).

On the other hand, neutralisatiogfers to contexts where the ataydion appears as

mock impolitenesgi.e. the impoliteness is na@enuire); they do not reflect a negative
attitude towards the targethis type of (im)politeness depends somedegree of
mismatch betweethe context andhe conventionalisedmpoliteness formulaeised;
additional signalssuch as laughter, are employed to shbat the impoliteness is not
genuine (Culpeper, 2011a, p19. Moreover, Culpeper(201la, p.205) argued that
reciprocal aggrawtion is not uncommanhe referred to it agounterimpoliteness
Counterimpolitenesgi.e. reative impolitenessan be motivated by different factors
forinstancebloc ki ng an att ack aThebe instarcas roitactiveg o n
impolitenesan sometimes beonsidered approprigtthis argumenis elaboratedipon

further in theanalysig(see Sectio8.6.1).

A

My approach to aggravation devices inshedy is inspiredbZulp e per 6 s mod el
above in SectioB.2and the list of aggwation devices proposediha r b 6 9 stdy 0 1 6
In examinng (im)politeness in Arab speakes 6 di sagreements on
(2016) reported that participants in his study useekn aggravating devicexluding
personalityrelated absive languagefamily-related obscene languagdevoking Allah;
structural aggravating devices.g, repetition of negative marketa:§ paralinguistic

cues e.g, spitting; and a combination of aggravators. Each group includes different
specific deviceshe codingrameworkof the aggravation devices is illustrated in Section
45.1.2

28 Another definition that highlights the role of intention in aggravation is provided by Meibauer (2016,
p.154), in a translation of Bonacchi ds (2012)
aggression are forms of language behaviour (verbal formagcompanying nonverbal behaviour)
with hostile intentions towards the addressee,
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3.4Summary

This chapter was a general overview of the literatar@ro)politenessin Section3.1, |
coveredkey theories and approachegim)politeness studies. Bection3.1.], | covered
classical thedes of politeness ncl udi ng Lakoffds mo@&3l (19
and Brown andL.evinsord sodel ([1978],1987). Thenl briefly shedsomelight on how
disagreement as a speech waets treated in these theories, particularly the last two
models. InSection3.1.2 | covered the discursive approackdsch shifted theattention
from politeness to (im)politeness$ attempted to highlight the key contributions of
discursive approachesincluding the distinction between (im)politeness and
(im)politenessand theincorporation ofocial theoriesuch asCoP. The discussiothen
focused on the relational work model proposed.bgher and Watts (200%)nd rapport
managementproposed by Spenc@atey (2000) The following section 3.2, was
dedicated taeviewingC u | p efpmewbrk of impolitenesf2011)andoutlining the

literature on mitigatiomndaggeavationdevices
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Chapter 4 Methodology

This chapter shows in depth the methodological approach followtbds study. It starts

with Section4.1, in which| 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 stddyen, in SectioM.2, | clarify the procedures
followed in collecting naturally occurring data from Twitteand metalinguistic data
using online questionnaires and interviewsSectiord.3, | describeherespondentm

online questionnaires and follewp interviewsThen in Section4.4, | explain the process

of preparing the corpus data by conducting an initial coding to fiterturn Sauds 6
disagreements from the flow of collected tweets. The section also includes a description
of how the responses to the online questionnaire were screenegrapdred for the
analysisthe process of transcribing the interview recordiagsl the translation approach
followed in presenting he exampl es and rSectiopdoSnlaseeates s 6 S
the codingframework andorocess followed in identifying and classifying disagreement
types, mitigation and aggravation devices, and disagreement stratetjfiesanpusof

tweets Section4.6 briefly coversthe pilot study conducted to test the coding system on
corpus data. Finally, provide an overview othe quantitative and qualitative analytical

approaches applied tmalyse thelata.

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 anticipatéd allow the close capture dfifferent aspects of the
phenomena undénvestigation Several researchers have advocated the rmettiods
approach in pragmatic resean@hg., Kasper and Dahl, 1991; Kadar and Haugh, 2013,
p.31) Mixed-methods approaches focusiategratingboth quantitative and qualitative

data to achieve more multidimensional and accurate re@tisnyei, 2007, p.44;
Ivankova and Creswell, 2009, p.138) the heart osuchapproachks is the presentation

of well-validated findingswhich are argued to lmeorerobustandconvincingfor a larger
audience tharnhose produced by monomethodnvestigation(Dornyei, 2007, p.46)
Therefore, in the current researdhfollowed a mixed methods approacking three
methods: a corpus of authentic dataonline questionnaireanda follow-up intervew,

which are outlined below.
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4.1.1Corpus of naturally occurring data

Schneider (2018, p.5Gtates that corpus data usually refers to (electronic machine
readable) collections of spoken and/or written languate; corpus method is
increasingly being used to gather and investigate naturally occurring data. There are
different large corpor¢ghathave been compiled for no particular research task, such as
the British National Corpus (BNC), and snealbnesthat are usually compiled for
specific research purposes, like the corpus in my study. Corpus data have been used
effectively in different pragitic and discourse analysis studies; for instance, response
tokens in British and Irish spoken interactiorO6 Ke e f f e a n dhedgdsahdp h s ,
boosters inEnglish academic article§lakimoto, 2015) (im)politenessmetalinguistic

labels (Culpeper, 2011a)and taboo language and impehess(Culpeper, 2018).
Schneider (2018, pp.47,58pservene of the key challenges in using corpusthods

in pragmatic studies hatpragmatic corpus annotation is still in its infancy despite the
advances in corpora researchging more automategragmatics research ddirge
guantitieschallenging. Therefore, aertain amount of manual examining is usually
required in many corpusasedstudies in pragmatics reseafske 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 sthdycarpus of tweets was
collected from nosprivate Twitter accounts. Data in the public domai@considered by

many researchefg.g., Pak and Paroubek, 2010; Langlotz and Locher, 2012; Draucker,
2013; Ott, 201 7)o beethically acceptable for scientific research, although some scholars
argue that the mereharacteristic of being available a public domain is not enough.
However, ollecting publicly available online data from the internet and different social
media platforms like Facebook and Twitter for the purpose of linguistic anbfsiseen
considered appropriate in many studieg., Angouri and Tseliga, 2010; Zappavigna,
2012; Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 20I®)ePsy c hol ogi c al Soci ety
(2017)highlights the main considerations when using online, edtech can be summed

as follows: respect for the autonomy, privacend dignity of individuals and
communities,maximising benefits and minimising harmsocial responsibility, and

scientific integrity (p.5) ethical consideratioarecovered further in Appendix A

In this study, | compiled a small corpuspafblically available Saudi tweets (henceforth,
Saudi Arabic Twitter corpusSAT corpus) from 6 trending hashtags in 22D18; see
Sectiond.4.1for more details on the collection and preparation process of the corpus.
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4.1.2Metalinguistic data

Besides naturally occurring data, this study usdber instruments to collect
metapragmatic datilom respondentOnline questionnairegnd followup interviews

are experimental methods frequently utilised to elicit language data in ethnographic,
sociolinguistic and pragmatic resear(®chneider, 2018)they are also classified as
perception/comprehension basedthods (Kasper and Dahl, 1991)In pragmatic
research, these instruments are employed to elicit metalinguistic data to get further insight
i nto di fferent cul tur al communities by
conceptualisation of the phenomenon under stu@gadar and Haugh, 2013, p.193)
Recent (im)politeness research promotes the use of metalinguistic data, which can be
collected from lay observeé&sto access their understanding of a particular phenomenon
and gain insight intds function in a given society. This is to say, theafsaetdinguistic

data allows access gowide range of cultural judgments from language users and not only
the analys(Davies, 2011, p.194)he collected metalinguistic data aim to support and
validate the analystds interpretations
factors and ordes. Therefore, in this study,slystematicallynvestigatehe responses of

lay observershere Saudi Twitter usenssing bothanonline questionnairandfollow-up
interviewsto collecttheir evaluations of (im)politeness in Saualsvitter disagreements

taken fromthe SAT corpusThe 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 @atayei, 2007,
p.105) which usually consists of-point choices. It is used to elicit assessments of
different aspectf utterances or situations, such as their correctness, appropriateness,
politeness, etcSchneider, 2018, p.70). Questionnaires are typically used to support other
methods employed in the reseaf8thneider, 2018, p.71for instancejn examining
(im)politenessperceptios of apologes crossculturally (e.g., Chang and Haugh, 2011)
and (im)politeness in Chinese forum disagreemdptg., Shum and Lee, 2013oth
thesestudiesused a gpoint Likert scalan their questionnaireandconductedollow-up

interviewswith theparticipants.

29 | ay 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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Doérnyei (2007 points out some key advantages of using questionnaires, particularly web
based questionnaires like the one used in this st8egtion 4.2.2 describesthe
guestionnaire | used to collect my datde most notable benefigated byDdrnyei

(2007, p.121@re (1) the reduced costs involved in setting up and running the instrument
compared to traditionajuestionnaires(2) the convenience of administration, (3) the
automatic process of harvesting and importing the data, (didhdevel of anonymity,

and (5) the superior access to a larger and more diverse sample. However, there are
undeniably some drawbacks, particularly in relation to sampadgayei (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 reliasel-swlected
participants which can influence the interpretation ageneraliation of the findings.
However,other researchefg.g., Gosling et al., 2004, p.99; Wilson and Dewaele, 2010)
argue that the issug of representativeness and ss#fiection sampling in online
guestionnaireslo notautomatically invalidate the analysessed on such methqdsd

this is generally contingent on the purpose of the stédthough not completely
representative of the populationtérnetbased samplesremorediversethan 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 anemséiated to
participate. All in all, it can be argued that there is no perfect metratl thateach
method has gweakness and strengths; hence the use of different methods in conducting
research can optimise the quality of the collected @@tzling et al., 2004, p02).

4.1.2.2Follow-up interviews

Interviewsare anothemethodwidely employed in research to elicit language production.
Interviews are particularly helpful in supporting researchers in collecting malepii

data from respondentsanquestionnairesan(Doérnyei, 2007, p.105)n (im)politeness
studiesinterviews are usually used éicit metdinguisticinformation fromrespondents

by requestinghem to clarify and elaboraten the reasoningdr their categorisation of
(im)politeness and to comment oartain politenesgelated topis (Kadar and Haugh,

2013, pp.30, 268; Schneider, 2018, p.&Bnce, interviews are useful in analysing the
soci al and mor al nor ms underl ying t he

guestionnaire§Chang and Haugh, 2011)
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In terms of formatPoérnyei (2007, p.13§ argueshat semistructured interviews are the
most comma in linguistic researchl hesenterviews are structured in the sense that the
researcher prepares primarily opamded questions and guides the interview
encouraging the interviewees to elaborate on any raised t@baed to the objectesof

the interview. Moreover, interviews can be pesent, for example, after respondents
complete the questionnaifie postevent interviews are commonly used in predic
researche.g., SpenceDatey and Xing, 2008; Chang and Haugh, 2011; Shum and Lee,
2013) SeeSectiord.2.3 where | clarify how followup interviews were conducted in this

study.

4.2 Data collection procedures

Basedon the review above this studyexamines( i m) pol i t eness i n
disagreementst follows amixed method approach usinghreeinstrumentsThe next

three subsectiorver the procedures followadthedata collectiopphaseSectiord.2.1
illustrateshow naturally occurring datérom Twitter were collected tbuild the SAT

corpus Then Sectionst.2.2and4.2.3coverthe collection of metalinguistic data through

onlinequestionnaireand followup interviews.

4.2.1Saudi Arabic Twitter corpus (SAT)

The corpus of tweets collected for this study consists of 12 main t(¢€# that have

high engagemetftwithin the specific hashtags; these 12 tweets were extracted from 6
hashtags that were trending in 2017 and 2018 in Saudi Arabia. Biehad at least 50
replies (i.e. responsive posts), thprsducinga total of 1556 posts. These hashtags were
identified based on reports in local online news aot® on Twitter (such as
@SaudiNews50, @sabgorgand, and @HashKSA) and were based on my observations as
a SaudiTwitter user. Theselectechashtags fall within the following categorigmlitical

(POL) and sociocultural (SOC3s these topics were judged to be miedy to provoke
disagreementgiven the major political and social changes the tgumhas been
undergoing. Another category that is vemychintertwined with the selected categories

is religion; however, in the current study, | did not select any exclusively religious topics
for the following reasons. First, religiom Saudi Arabiawhich is usually Islam, ideeply
integrated into the life of SaudiBlencejt is difficult to separate it from other elements

0Khan (2017, p.237) states that engagement can b
has two forms: active (participation) and passive (consumption).
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of life, for example, politics or education. Therefore, the categquadical and

socioculural are in fact, not entirely religiorafree. Second, religion as a topic is not

limited to Saudi Arabia, which meansetlikelihood ofmore noRSaudi Twitter users

participating in these religious topiasould be high. Therefore, it would be more

challenging teensure thelisagreemendata was produced by Saudidore importantly,

in this study, the primary focus is on examininghow Saudis express disagreement

linguistically, independent ahe specific topicof the hashtags

After identifying the hashtags, | browsed each hashtag individually, and | chose the first

two MTs with a high engagement levéingagement here is measured by the number of

replies or comments, which is seen as an indicator of active interaction. Based on this

understanding céngagement decided that anWIT wi t h

(O 50)

replies

engaging tweet. Next, Pyth@ode was usetb extract Twitter data from the saved pages

and downloadt into a spreadsheet for eadi and its repliesTable4-1 lists all theMTs

in the SAT corpusThe Pythortodecollected theessentiatietailsabouteach tweet which

wereorgansed indifferentcolumns: (1) Date and time of the tweet, (2) Text of the main

tweet, (3) UsefScreen name, (4) Usema (handle), (5) Location, (6)i@(Profile info),
(7) Userfollowers, (8) Useifollowing, (9) Likes, (10) Retweets, (11) Replytm 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
SHI1.2 #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 #gulf crisis 128 -
PH3.2 #gulf crisis 70 a short video
Total 12 1556

The 12MTs in this corpus are presented heréull as they will beeferred to throughout

the thess for contextual backgrourfdr the replies used itheexamplegpresented in the
analysis Five of these 12U Ts, particularly MT1, MT3, MT9, MT10, and MT11lyere

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

ap
@ ap

https://bit.ly/2XzeqgfV

An angry neighbour enters the masjid (i.e. mosque) dwilegture. requesting the
l ecturer to | ower ..sagi hgudWe e.ahis i past bf
the suffering with the masjidso | out

https://bit.ly/2Xzeqf\V"

MT2  <SOC, SH1.2 #alsihaimi_ calls_for_closing_mosques>

g (/R T

v vy I
vy vl

#TheMinistry_of Culture_andnformation officially announces the suspension of -
writer #Muhammed_Akihaimi and his referral for investigation before the Commi
to look intoMedia Violations in the Ministry of Culture and Information.
#Alsihaimi_calls_for closing_mosques
#Suspentiommf_Alsihaimi_andreferringhim_forinvestigation

MT3  <SOC, SH2.1, #hijaz_identity>

Honestly, #ejecttheracists is the most appropriate hashtag because neither Hije
a tribal person would agree with those participating in thgz identity. Tribal or

31 The shared video shows a lecturer (probably the imam of the mosquetieererson 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 turnmftiipedkers as the
l oudness of the broadcast is disturbing his
everything, we want to sleep6. The Il ecturer
turned the speakers off. As the maas 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 édbrothers, pray for himbé. Thwaskman
them to pray for me?6, the | ecturer replied
this and asserted that ¢él am not sick/tired,
then addressed th
him éetc. 6, proba
attitude.

e
bly he noticed that some

ie,odp hoesaykayythiagatohimnagd do roestandér | e a v


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

MT4  <SOC, SH2.2, #hijaz_identity>

ya
https://t.co/ad32cT058V Y #

The Hijazidi al ect i s not i3u3$t |l i ke Fouadad

| hijaz_identityhttps://t.co/ad32cTO58%

MT5 <SOC, SH3.1, # women_drivingcars >

https://t.co/gJtFbhG5TJO

We have to admit thatotar country is taken overby foreigners

They hijacked gur_media #ur_identity #our_dressatr_arts #our_dialect #our_jok
#our_markets

| was not surprised that even the #women_dgvaars was snhatched

They started speaking on behalf of Saudi women

#Shireen_Alrifaieclaims 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 colladTiie term Hijaz refers to the
western part of Saudi Arabia and the term Hijazi refetsotb the dialect(s) spoken in thigeaof
Saudi Arabia and the peogieing there.Most of the population of Hijazonsiss of different Arab
tribeswho havehistorical connectiosito thatregionandother nontribal Saudis who live there.

33 Fouad is a comic character portraying a Hijazi man played by actor Naggsesahi in (TacMa: Tag
translated into fiNo Big Deal o in English. It i
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 ieautiful in its own right, which make the variation of dialects in the region
something to celebrate. Sharing this video inthghtagthijaz_identity ams 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_drivingcars>

#women_driving_cars imagine with me this scefesah is a Saudi woman with
Bachelor's or Master's degree workindJaer. She gets a requgiste client Sawsan i
a foreigner, Allah knows if her certificate is authentic or not. She (Sawsan) has a
position in a companyand her highness receives a high salary, but her car sto
working [that is why she requested an Uber]. Bradesah you are working as
driver

MT7  <POL, PH1.1, #theking_fights_corruption>

(U] I EM N

1,389,741,000,000
v #

What is the value of the 10%, which Prince éldmmed_bin_Salman referred to
his interview with Thomas Friedman of the New York Tim&s

One trillionthree hundred and eightyne billion seven hundred and fortyie million
Saudi Arabian riyals ®

In numbesY

1,389, 74ryalsO00, 000
| theking_fights_corruption

MT8  <POL, PH1.2, #theking_fights_corruption>

Video
#Foreign_Minister
#Adel_Aljubeir:
The 208 defendants in corruption cases were shown evidence, and thegldvaye
return the money they had looted or they would be referred to the court.
#theking_fights_corruption
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MT9 <POL, PH2.1, #royal_decrees>

n dp

The new Saudi Arabia no longer suppotthe tenyear term of the Council ¢
Ministers..4 years after whi¢here will bea comprehensive evaluation and reshuffl

MT10 <POL, PH2.2, #royal_decrees>

U/
0
0
0
#royaldecrees
We want

1) Cancelling thegeneral entertainment authority

2) Nullifying the law allowing women to drive

3) Nullifying the law allowingwomerd entrance to football stadiums

4) Calling off all concerts

5) Restoring the Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and the Prevention of Vi
6) Tenure employes on contracts

7) Restore the previous prices of gas and electricity

8 Remove the added value tax on purc
ownership

MT 11 <POL, PH3.1, #gulf_crisis>
I n 0 I U/
I o 0

Before the gulf_crisis,#Saudi Arabia was on Twittea source of the finest and ma
interestingaccounts in (sciencgurisprudence culture- politics - and literature).
Today, however, it has become a source of the most insignificant, sordid, dirty,
stupid, and badnannered accounts. The misfortune is that they believe that this
change is (sofbower) #ignorance.
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MT12 <POL, PH3.2, #gulf_crisis>

https://t.co/c8etBN24GHK | 1] I

Anwar Eshki,the Saudi advispdoes not like Israel remaiy isolated in the regiol
and calls for the establishment of a joint relationship while Qatar and Hami
besieged and the relationship with them cut lofibs://t.co/c8etBN24GK

4.2.20nline questionnaires

After the corpus analysis, | used online questionnaires to collect metalinguistic data
particdarly lay observer8 eval uati ons of (i m) polThist enes
step is takemo gain more insight inttlow Saudi Twitter users, who are not involved in
theproduction of the disagreemeiisthe SAT corpuswould ewaluae (im)politenessn

these disagreements. Although tlespondents in this studgre not insidersn the
interactions where these disagreements exgressedthey are considered cultural
insiders(Davies, 2018, p.125%s suchtheir positionas lay observerdoes not diminish

the value of their metapragmatic commeatsd heircommentsanprovide more insight

into presumedshared sociatultural norms and how elations of these norms are
perceived As shown in Sectior8.1.2 Kadar and Haugh (2013, pp.85, Spuedthat
thereare fundamentallytwo different perspectives to the moral ordbeseare thansider
(emic) and the outsider (etic) perspectiveBe insiderhereis a member(whether an
individual or group of individual)f thecultural groupvhoassumes or claims an insider
perspective orthe norms anexpectations that constitutee socialmoral order.This

social moral order is what membeefer to wherholding both themselves and others

accountable.

The questionnaire was designed and distributed through JISC online syseeys
AppendixB and Q.35 It was divided into four parfghe first partbriefly introduceshe

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 Twitiepopularity among Saudis and how

the respondentsuse the platform. The questions were multiple choiegh the
opportunity to write a different answer @ blank box. The questiongoncerned:

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 betweardpendentsind

the people in their following/followers lists. The last question in this part was an open
ended question that asked trespondentdo write their thoughts on the following
guestion:Do you believe that Twitter has influenced how Saudis expressfirions

and how they view other different views?

The third part of the questionnaire was focused on collectingspendents ev al uat i
of disagreement instances taken from the corpus. The section intired®d’'s with two

replies eachRespondentsvere asked tdedde whethethe reply to theViT expressed a
disagreement or not. If thdpund the replyto express a disagreement, then they were
given two scaledesponse questions to evaluate the (im)politeness and the
(in)appropriateness of the reply. (Im)politeness was rated on -@dine Likert scale,
ranging from Avery i mdadltiet emt,r A inodd/leittgedq,
politeo. (I'n)appropriateness ranged fror
appropriate nor i nappr opimaipatredirAitdicaetdp pr o
reply, respondentsiereencouragedo write an explanation for thegtassificationin the
designated boxThe explanations they provide are crucial to the anaagiseygive an

indication ofthe rationale behind the selected classifications.

The last section of the questionnaire was a call for participation in a fajlowterview

to tal k mor e abouttotheljestipnaairda andoihgr guastiodssaboatn s v
disagreement and (im)politeness on Twitter. Téspondentsvere asked to leave their
contact details to arrange the intervigRespondentsvho were not interested in the

interview were directed to submit their responses without the need tothikilast part.

4.2.3Follow-up interviews

Interviews were the second instrument used in the study to collect further metalinguistic
data from theespondentsf the online questionnaire. These interviews were necessary
to gain more irdepth information about why certain judgments were made. Conducting
interviews added more valuable metapragminformation in answering treecond and

third research questienGiven the constrainisf the Covid-19 pandemic, the interviews
were ©nductedonline using different calling app&iacetime Google Dug andimo,

36 In the questionnaire | did not provide a definition for these terms as | did not want to impose a specific
definition on the respondents since the point
understanding of these terms.



100

depending on the intervieweeoblsmamagee foer en
interview 20 respondentden males andten females. Theinterviews were semi
structured and somequestions were driven by the particip@raaswers on the online
questionnaireand some other prepared questipi®wever the questions and topics

di scussed varied depending on the flow

engagement and willingness to talk more.

The interviewlengthrangel from 20 minutes to almost an houtelding atotal of 11

hours of recorded conversatioiihese interviews werémported into MAXQDA,

software used in qualitative and mixetthods researctunlike other softwarde.g.,

NVivo), MAXQDA makes transcribing and coding Arabic data mondrefeasible as it
canaccommodate rigktb-left languagesOnce importedgach interviewwas given a
labell i nki ng it to the interviewe eélhsughr e s po
transcribing the interviews was a tirnensuming task, it waan excellent way familige

myselfwith the data beforstarting the coding proceasd identifying the themes

4.3 Participants

The call for participation in the online questionnaires was posted on Twitter to ensure that
it attracedSaudi respondents who are Twitter users. However, the numiespohdents

(82) was less than the gatgetnumberof 200. Therefore, | contacted some friends and
acquaintances on Twitter using private messages asking them to circulate the call for
participation among thegocialcircles, which helped increase the number of respondents
to 232. | excluded one response mainly because the respondeataddhat she does

not use Twitter and that her response is based on her observation of her susbauind
Twitter. Table4-2 provides information about tmespondents the online questionnaire:

gender, age, education, and spoken dialects.
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Table 4-2: Demographic information about respondentsin 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 |l ooking at t he partici praspdnded@or e s p ¢

arrange for the interviews at their convenientable 4-3 provides information about

each intervieweethe number of informants, gender, age, education, and spoken dialect.
The number of respondents who expressed their willingness to be interviewed was 46,
and theselection of the20 interviewees wasnostly motivated by theianswes in the

guestionnaire antheirimmediateresponse tarrange for the interview when contacted.
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nf or mat. i

Table 4-3: I nterviewees6 demographic i
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 sectiond aim toexplaintheinitial coding carried out in order to prepare

the corpus data for furtheuantitative and qualitative analysis. Section4.4.1.1 |

on

examined the corpusf eweets to dentify the replies that expressed disagreement and

excludel non-disagreement replieds statedn Sectior4.2.1, the Python code extracted

theposter s |

t herefor e, I

ocati

had

on

: but
t o mamualéyby lookiag atthle knguste sotlee r 6 s

t her e

wer e

and other indicator® ensure that thdisagreementvas most likely postetly a Saudi

seeSection4.4.1.1 The next step wa® look at the interactional turthatthe identified

disagreementsccuped in the threadf redies under eacMT, seeSection4.4.1.2 In
Section4.4.1.3 | focused on identifyinghe targgfs) of the disagreement$he initial

case

coding wasexecuted in Excel, and then the processed data were imported into MAXQDA.

This step was importai expediing the process of analysing mitigation andraygtion
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devices disagreements types and strategiddAXQDA.. In Section4.4.2 | describe the

preparation of online questionnaire responses and interview recordings using MAXQDA.

4.4.1Preparation of the SAT corpus

Analysing the tweets in the SAT corpus required preparation and poghminary
coding to facilitate the examination of
section covers this process and gives more insight into how the datamtiatty
approachedAll these initial codes are individually discussed belanwd the examples

taken from the corpus are annotated as follows <categfdhe hashtaghashtag code

and MT number in the hashtadgype of disagreement>, for instance, <SOC, 3H1
Mit.Dis> and the row number in the spreadsheet is used to mark the poster in the
following format: <posterow numbefinteractional airn number>, for instanc@pster
115T2.Al s o, I used (é) treplyiwashmitedtheellipsidimeas par
employedwhen the identified feature walustrated and the omitted pamvould not

affect the analysis.

4.4.1.1ldentification of S a u ddisay@ements

The SAT corpus was compilegpecificallyto examine disagreement and (im)politeness

i n Saudi T wi withire politiaalsardrsacioculipral fiastgags the stage of

data collection, it was impossible to completely exclude all tweets from outside the
geographical boundaries of Saudi Aralf&ven the nature of the economic, political,
religious, cultural, anfamilial ties between Arab countries, it wasry likely thatsome

of the collectedtiweetswould be posted bynonSaudis This is despite theselected
hashtag being about internasociocultural or political affaiss, with the exception of the
hashtag#gulf-crisis. In cases where the location clearly shows that the poster is non
Saudi, the tweet was excluddwwever, the location of each poster is not always clearly
sharedTherefore| relied on a closer manual examination of the individual accdants
identify the accounholderss @xact Arabic nationality and dialeathich is not always

easy, especially when clear indications (déagation, local dialect, etc.) are absérttis

is one ofthe challengedaced inonline communication; howeveseveralexperimental
studiessuggest thadigitally-mediated communicatiqipMC) can be generally described

as containing high levels of salfsclosures i nce i ndi vi dual sé soc
modern society consists of both online and offlbeeponens (Hancock, 2007, p.239;

Zhao et al., 2008By investigating ndi vi dual s & i mesesagecontento n a |

it is possible to identify some information about them, such as their gételeing and
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Stoerger, 2014, p.12Hence,in this study, | considethat people who willinty shae
information about their location, dialect, countries, etc., are doing so truthtiullyg
represennhg some elements of theaverall social identity onlineThose who are not
openly sharing information about themselves \wilis held,eventually reveal parts of

their identityinadvertently

The initial coding and preparation stage aims to identify disagreements in the corpus of
tweets and excludeondisagreementweets An importantstep towardsdentifying
disagreemest on Twitter was to deciden a working definitionto follow, which is
definedhere as:

A textual post’ that is responding to the main twéeteither to the tweeds

awhole 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 tweetbut it does not necessarily need to express a direct
contradiction or opposition.

| examinel the thread of repliefor eachMT to tease out disagreement replies from other
non-disagreementeplies Every reply was classified under one of these three categories:
Disagreement (Dis), Agreement (Agr), or Unclassified (U). Tihelassified category
encompasses all replies that aretofiic, irrelevant andor unlikely to beanagreement

or adisagreementseeFigure4-1.

Agreements (303 Tweets: Disagreements (755 Tweets) Unclassified (498 Tweets)
60%
49%
50%

40%

32%

30%

19%
20%

10%

0%

Figure 4-1: Classification of repliesin the SAT corpusinto three categories

37 Twitter is a multimodal platform, thus disagreements can be expressed multimodally, however, | am
primarily interested in the written form of Twitter disagreements. A full multimodal analysis is
beyond the scope of this thesis, but presents an avenuetfarfinvestigation.
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Once the disgreaments were identified anthe other nordisagreement posts were
excluded | focused orsautinising the755 disagreements fifter disagreements posted
by nonSaudisor unidentified account®ut of the 755 disagreements in the SAT corpus,
624 (82.7%0) were posted by Saudishile non-Saudis produced aroud 8.9%) of the
disagreements, ar@¥t 8.5%) of the disagreement instances werpressed by posters

whose location and national/regional affiliatioould not be identified.

In the process ofidentifying a  p o snatienalféegional affiliation| searched for

i ndicators of t hrethdplizes pasts @ngharedantediadonwevem d
thereweresome instanceshena poster might select Saudi Arabia (KSA) as their current
physical location but would identify with another plateusually their home country.

For example, an Egyptian working in Jeddah, a city in Saudi Araliald select KSA

as their location anevould often (but not always) reveal in their profile thehe is
Egyptian.In other casesa clearidentification seemed difficult (e.gwhen the account

has very few twee}sIn addition,| assessethelinguistic varians) (i.e. linguistic code)

used by the posteiin their tweetsa supporting element dahe exclusion process of
disagreements thatere most likely posted by neéBaudis One key challenge here was

the use ohondialectal variarg of Arabic, which male the national/regional identity of

the poster less identifiablarabic is generally divided into two main variants, which are:
Fusl <a,recPd®) zed as the Hi ghreoognizedasitie and
Low variant as describedifRer gusonds study (1959). The
Arabic (CA) and Modern Standard Arabic (MSAyher eas nammijah r
different Arabic vernaculars (i.e. dialec®)r u s is gsaally described as the standard

form mostly used in official communication, formal media, and in religious as well as
some | iterary contexts. O-tantanddornonostleusedh a n c
in informal (spoken)communicationF u s lisRat naturally acquired but rather learned,
unlike dialects that are naturally acquired (Habash, 20t83s beemrgued that Arabic
speakers tend to use a mix of béthu s lardg a mmingt pust in speech but also in

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

CallisonBurch, 2014):

(1) Gulf Arabic, which includes dialects in Kuwait, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Qatar, and
Saudi Arabiad 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.



106

writing; this form is referred tasmixed Arabic(Mix). In fact, it is argued that mixed
Arabic is the true native use of Arabic and the most domsigie used amongrabic
speakergKhalil, 2018, p.1)With new technology and especially social media, it became
apparent that dialectand mixed Arabicare increasingly being used in written
communication(Zaidan and CallisoBurch, 2014) The initial coding of the linguistic
variant revealed that disagreementsild also sometimes be&xpressedia other non
linguistic meangsuch assIFs, pictures, and linkseeExample 4.1These instancesere
excluded from the analysis as they requaréroader multimodal approach, which is

outside thescopeof this study
Example 4.1 [see MTLOin Section4.2.]]

Poster49-T2 <POL, PH2.2>

4.4.1.2Structural order of Twitter disagreements

As pointed out in SectioB.4 Munt i gl a nagpprobah tdme btwdturalbosder of
disagreemenwvasadopted in the analysis of online disagreememwever Langlotz and
Locher(2012) pointed out thathe application of thispproach to online data requires
careful adjustmentbased onthe participation framework and the affordancestlio¢
platform see Sectiod.4.1.3 Theynoted that théarget ofa disagreement is usually the
triggering element that stimulatetherposters to post their disagreemésmderstanding
the interactional order of the online platfornindeedessential when investigating online
disagreementespecially since therare potentially multiple particpans andtarges.
Thesetargets mayot be alwaygresent in these interactioasd even when the target is
present this does not guaranteesponse from thatget as discusslin boththis section

andthefollowing section
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In this study, ImodifiedMunt i gl and Thyrusing edndeqissfronine d e |
Initiation-Responsd-ollow 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 timedel were useful in differentiating replies that
generated suthreads (i.e. sideonversations) from replies that did not. In this study, a
turn refers to the textual respoffsposted in the main thread by clicking on the reply
button on theMT. A turn could contain one or more movesnitiation (1),*> Response

(R), or Response/InitiationR/1).*3 While turns containing R/l tend to support the flow of

the interactional exchange, turns consisting only ehdves typically interrupt or
terminate the interactiofBenson, 2017, p.86)

Based on the above, and as showiiable 44, | treatedeach of thel2 MTs collected
from thesix trending hashtagsmployed in the studgsanl-movesto occupying the first
interactional turn (T1), mainly becaufe postingof theseMTs initiated the responses
(i.e. opened the floor for replies) found in the main thread of replies. It is also critical to
note that thes&Ts may contain more than one potemyiatiggering elementand the
situation becomes more complicated if M& contains multimodal content. The replies
in the main thread of replies were coded as T2 if they respondedNid thEhese replies

in T2 can contairitheranR-move oranR/I-move A reply is coded as T1/2 only when

it responds to th®IT and generates a stitread of replies in which other posters engage
in a conversatiareither relevant or irrelevant to the topic addressed iMheT 1/2 turns

are response moves with regard toNtle, thus occupying second turmd are initiation
moves with relation to the stthread thus occupying T1 within the stthread. Table 4

4 presents different possible scenarios of a thraedisagreement interaction on Twitter.

39 |t was first introduced as an InitiatidResponsé-eedback (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 intei@aas, for instance, tutestudent 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, meinks, and
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 nitiation 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, p4@X1) on differentiating between R/l and R+| moves; the study does not examine
the difference between the two as they do not bear relevance to the research questions.



Table 4-4: Structural order of disagreement on Twitter
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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
E Reply 2 T3 Main poster R-move

The exchange could either terminate here with R-move in T3

(Note: other posters

may join the interaction)

or confinue if T3 contained R/I-move.

Main thread of replies

- Reply 1 T1/2 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 analysisrevealsath most Saudi sdé di sagr eilement

Figure4-2; these replies containédmovesor R/I-moves It is important to note thakhe

existence of an initiation move in a reply does not guarantee that a response will be

provided. AsBenson (2017, p.91hoted when analysing YouTube comments, the

tendency for an exchangefibang following an Fmove shows a significant difference

between online and fage-face interactionThis goes in line with thel@ms made in

previous studies that online disagreemamésmostlyidentifiedin two-turn interactions,
and thirdturns are rar€Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016)

m Saudis' disagreements in T1/2 (64 Tweets)

Saudis' disagreements in T3 (18 Tweets)

100.0%

80.0%

60.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%

Figure 4-2:

82.7%

m Saudis' disagreements in T2 (516 Tweets)

 Saudis' disagreements in other turns (26 Tweets)

10.3%
2.9% 4.2%
m———

Saudi sd6 di sagreements based on the i

nt



109

It is essential to highlight that the analysis of disagreements in the following chapters
focuses on the 580 Saud.ils éased whera gplieseniid@ nt s
are essential to shed more light on the context of the interaction, | will tsi®in the
analysis The exclusion of disagreements in the othteractional turns was based on the
taxonomies | follow and the discussion in Chaptewi@ich show that disagreemeris

longer stretches should be treated as arguméhésdifference b&teen arguments and

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

4.4.1.3Disagreement orientation inmultiparty online communication

As pointed outby Langlotz and Locher (2012in online communicationthe precise
identification of the direction of disagreement and its target (i.e. to whom the
disagreement is oriented) can be challengingiapdobably impossible in some cases.
This difficulty is raised by the platforinsaffordances and the nature of online
communication, which is highly multimodahdintertextual with a multiparty frame of
participation. Hence, in my analysis of
explicit linkage between disagreemeand thé& precedingMT and repliesPrevious
studies(e.g., Baym, 1996; Bolander, 2012; Langlotz and Locher, 28i®fasised that
theconnection between disagreement and the previousip@estsential in identifying the
target of the disagreementoreover, in this study, the attention was placed on
disagreement elements @plies not taking into consideration whethtbiey 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 activitiBaym, 1996, p.15)lepending on how

it is approached. Multimodal media shared in M€ or the replies make the analysis
more challenging. For instance, the poster ofMiecan share any typa digital media

(e.g, animated pictures, short videos, hyperlinks, and audio recordings) in théhpost

a poster can reply expressing disagreement directed to the shared media but not the main
poster or the textual content of tMT. In some cases, the reply seems to be in
disagreement with the textual contenMF, but the posteof the reply is more interested

in expressing approval of the content of the shared media aExaemple 4.2.

2~
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Example 4.2 [see MT1 inSection4.2.]]

Poster4-T1/2 (R/1) <SOC, SH1.1>

I abni: uslu:b  wa rxla:q rflima:m

|likedt he I mamdés manner and mor al s

Poster5- T2 (R/l) <SOC, SH1.1, Mit.Dis>

ap 0 0

|

N Tebni: bilbida:jah lakin Ima: ga:l (edfu: lah) < s a gin j x a pntslab: n
.da: nijaaxns | b |Kdin alm&jk tridoraled bilma:k lecd?!

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

The main poster sharatideo ofanincidentinsideamasjidandcommentean it, stating

tha people living neamasjics suffer fromthe masjidd | o u d artewdakyelurirsg

religious lectures. Postdr responded to thtIT e x pr essi ng approval
behaviour Poster4 reacted tohevideobut notthemai n post er 6 s c.ommen
Posterd 6s reply was c od e dresposdedtdthe andgeneratey b e c
a subthread In this subthread Postef5 expressed a disagreement with the prior reply
stating whythey felt thatt he | mamés behaviour was not
here was not triggered by the buaratmehyost e

the prior replywhich was the-imove to whichPoster5 reacted.

Looking at the target of these disagreements in T1/2 and T2, | decided to classify the
orientation of these disagreements into three general categtiveedirst category
contains disagreements oriented toward one or more elementsMT tHer example,

the textual content of th®IT, 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 replipr dhe
shared mediaif there are any. The last categorgontainsdisagreementsgenerally
oriented to other replies or posters in the main thrieé@adire4-3 shows thamostreplies

were directed to one or more elements ofie
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N
[EEN
S

= 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 Saudiseplies occurred in T2, as shown in Fig4s6, it isdeduced
that mostdisagreements were oriented towards one or more elementsMilthitese

replies consist of Rnoveswithoutinitiating any furtheinteraction.

4.4.2Preparation of online questionnaires and interviews

As stated inSection4.3, the total number of responses to the online questionnaise

231. These responses weaneported into MAXQDA wherethe analysis was conducted.
While analysing and coding the responsepart thregthe section about (ippliteness
evalations of the disagreeamt9, | decided to exclude responses that failedvaluate

at leastfour out of theten replies presented in the questionnaire and responses that
selected the same answer fortah questionsthis led to the exclusion of 22.9% of the
responsesT his exclusionwasbased omow the behaviour of thesespondentseflected

a lack of interest in finishing the questionnaire mrtting effort ifo answering the
questionsBased on thisthe analysis of part two of the questionndweused on 231

responses, whereas part three fodus®el78 responses.

As for interview recordings, th20 recordings were also imported into MAXQDASs
shown in Sectiod.2.3 the transcript of &h interviewwas given a cod#hatlinkedit to
the intervi eweeods The precess fadlitatedadingand anaysiqgo n s e
intervieweed answer s t o f uguestiennairewrespbesessgmdavided t h e

more comprehensive discussion of the findings
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4.4.3Translation approach

In this study, | present the main tweets in the corpus using Arabic and English, see Section
4.2.1, the translationsin this sectionmainly aim to showthe context in which the
disagreements were expressed. Howevar,presenting theexamples of Twitter
disagreements directed to #eeMTs, | included the Arabic text followed by a
transliteration line based on the phonetic symbols outlined at the beginning of the thesis.
For some examples, | 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 disagreemeifist the examples of
disagreemest | aimed to make the English translatioeslective of the Arabic text,

mainly how the msters used the punctuation menk because these markeérssome
examplesare use@sa paralinguistic cuto aggravate the disagreeneftherefore, the
English translation®f the disagreement examples replictite poster@writing style
whichin some cases mawgake the punctuatioin the English translatioappeagarbitrary

or completely missing.

In addition, in presenting respondenstatements from the online questionnaires and
interviews, | only presented a translated version without the Arabicheoduse the
purposeof these statemesis to showther e s p o nrelasonimgsaddustifications
offered to support thei@mnswersrather than focusing on the structure of their answers
These decisions were made to maintain a clear organisatiome discussiorand

minimize extraeousinformation.

4.5Coding frameworkforSaudi s6 Twitter disagre

My methodological approacto coding disagreement types and strategaewl the
mitigation and aggravation devices was a mix of a thorough examination of the data and
consultation of previous disagreement and (im)politeness taxonooviesedn Sections

2.4.4 3.2 and 3.3 Someof thesefeatureswere observeavhile doing the initial coding

and preparation of the dataowever, a closer examination of the datsnecessary to
precisely describe the main linguisteaturesof disagreementsnd (im)politenesamong
Saudis in Twitter communication. ltéssentiato highlight that since the coding process
was dynamic, the generation of codésnot strictly follow the referenceameworksas

some codes were either renamed, merged, or orbigtealis@o instancesverefound in

the corpusFigure 44 at the end of this sectisummarses the codingrameworkof

disagreenents in the corpus.
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Since the studyconcernswritten online disagreementmuch of its focus is on the
linguistic aspect ofthe phenomenan question Therefore, the categorisation of
disagreement types @imarily based orhow they were modified by mitigation and
aggravation devicewithin the context seeSection4.5.1 Then Section4.5.2describes

the dsagreement strategiésat areu s ed i n codi ng SathedSAB 06 di
corpus.As for the (im)politeness/(iappropriatenesslassification Table4-5 shows the
different classificationdound in the online questionnair@nd how these classifications
can r ef | e cperceptosspiche dvaluated disagreements.

Table 4-5: Respondent$éclassificationswith reference tothe relational work model

Classificationss of polite
(very) polite + (very) appropriate
(very) polite + neither appropriate n

Classificationssof politic
(very) polite 4 (very) inappropriate
Nei ther polite nor impolite + neither
Neither polite nor impolite + (very)

Classifications sf impolit e
Nei tploérn t e nor i mpoli* e + (very) inapfg
(very) impolite + (very) inappropriat
(very) impolite + (very) appropriate
(very) impolite + neither appropriate

Respondents in the online questionnaie® choose angne categoy in each ofthe
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scalde selection opolite andappropriate
classificationis referred to as alignedassification andthe selection opolite andvery
appropriatels unaligne¢l seeFigure 5-14 and Figure 5-15 in Section5.2.2for further
explanation.The table here provide a general guide tapproaching thelassifications

however the justifications respondes provide arenore crucialto understanidg their
perception of the disagreement andrtheasoningseeChapter 7The inclusioo f  &6ver y
(i m)polited and dssapargtecategonesfranp@ ¢ omy p alk ietde ¢
0 ( apprgpriatéon the5-point Likert scalewas deliberate, aimingp comprehensively

capture the range of e s p o npdreeptionsadd it allows for a finer granularity in

44 This particular politic esluation 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 classificationssee Examples.7, 7.8and 7.9. However, in Exampl&sl and 7.2espondents
provided justificatios similar to those selected politic classifications seeSection 8.4for further
discussiorof theinconsistency of classifications
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understanding their nuanced perceptiofsis addition is also aims toeduce potential
confusion or hesitation amomgspondents arehcouragthem to provide more accurate
and honest responseBhe 5-point Likert is commonly used in studies ths¢ek to
exami ne p perceptioosor ptatudese.g., Wilson and Dewaele, 2010; Chang
and Haugh, 2011; Almusallam, 2018)

4.5.1Disagreement types

As stated irection3.3, the structure of thdisagreementan be modifiedby mitigation

or aggravation devicesvhich,t o some degr ee, reflect the
interaction The position of these devices in Arabic disagreements is flgkilald, 2016,

p.97) as thg can appear at the beginnjmgiddle or enaf thedisagreement twedBased

on how thesalevices were employethe disagreementwere classified into three types

(1) mitigated disagreemen{Mit.Dis) are those softened by one or more mitigation
devices, either linguistic or ndmguistic, such as emojig2) aggravated disagreement
(Agg.Dis)are those strengthened by one or more aggravation devices, either linguistic or
nortlinguistic, such as emojis and punctuaticand (3) unmodified disagreement
(Un.Dis) are thosdhat areneither mitigated nor aggravated as thisrao identifiable
linguistic devicesin thesedisagreemesst

In this study, Itakethe linguisticstructureof the disagreement as an indication of the
postersd orientation to the interaction
(im)politeness evaluatienThereforej n t he cor pus analysis, S
examined and coded based on how these disagreements were linguistically modified and
how the modificatioomightbe interpreted in the context of the main thrédg.approach

expecs 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 rigtits an
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 disagreementsowill sh
some disregard for face sensitivities and/or sociality rights and obligatisssen 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 miglmguisticallyi n d e x t $ioéentationstawardséhe

interaction which shows that context isdeedvery crucial inevaluating(im)politeness.



115

It is significant to emphasa thatthe identified mitigation and aggravation devices in the
following sections should not be taken as an exhaustive list of the devices used with
disagreementdMoreover,although these devices are not all equally sensitive to context
the identification of these devicsebould nobetakenas a guarantesf the performance

of (im)politenesswithout consideation of the context(see: Culpeper, 2016, p.434 and
Section3.2). For instancejn some contextsaddress termsan beused to mitigate
disagreementswhile in other contexfgheycan be usedetaphorically, insincerely, or
with other aggravatot® aggravate disagreementderefore, itis worth noting thathere

is sometimes anverlap betweethe categorisation ahitigation and aggravatioand

the classificatiomlepend®n howthe devicesvereemployedo modify the disagreement

in context seednsulting languag&in Section4.5.1.2 It is important tonote that in
presenting the examplekroughout the thesid used <> to mark thenitigation and

aggravation devices the disagreements

4.5.1.1Mitigation

In coding and analysing mitigation devices, | followed taxonomies thabaszedn the
literature such as (Reddiller, 2000; Caffi, 2007; Kreutel, 2007; HarB016) these
taxonomies provided a fundamental ground for the coding of the data with some
adjustments to accommodate for data at hanwhifly focused on identifyingix major

devicesgexplained below with exampldém the SAT corpus.
1. Hedging

Hedge®®*ar e employed to reduce the speakerds
sense of vaguenesavoid complete precision, and weaken the forcéhefillocution.

With disagreements, hedges are used to weaken the illocutionary force of disagreement
and maintain a level of social harmony betwederlocutos (Harb, 2016, p.103)n this

study, hedgingvasachieved byavariety ofmeanspersonalised wishes and opinions, or

what are referred to asisubjectivizers (Caffi, 2007, p.268)uncertainty or hesitation
markers and lexical and syntactiddowngraders. Hedges, as shown in démalysis in

Chapter 5, are used teduce andoften the potentialegativeor undesireceffectof the

46 The literature on hedging offers many classifications (e.g., Lakof8; Faser,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 ba agreement between these classification that hedges do contribute to
politeness, precision, and attenuating the force of illocutions.
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disagreemerfor both the poster of the disagreement andalget.The examples below

illustrate examples of each means of hedging.

- Personalised opinions and wisheare used to highlight the subjectivity of the
di sagreement , thus appealing to the ot
disagreement, for instance
F oty 1
(. <mu qrdraj >
( € ¥this is just an opinion

<marp<s> fiiha™ | gt 1 . )

| do notfeelthere is something wrong (n € )

- Uncertainty or hesitation is used tohighlight cautiousness and unassertiveness in
expressing the disagreement, usual ly dt

for instance

F hatid §
( € ¥waallahrajam >
( é ¥andAllah (God) is most knowing>
(et D) F b 1
<lafajam nar> <a’ m aYalki@:in( &)
<l do not know aboutt he amount but | (é)

- Downgraders, mostly adverbs, verb®r prepositional phrases suchthsse in the
examples below, are usually used to misamr tone down thilocutionary forceof

the disagreement, for instance

(e D) 1
<rubama> al r akaauh altapj r ( é)
The man<might have misspoke( é )

Gt f b 1
<kanbednkank>  an ukalimuh bitlarjgah rfdlal a | r arhutedirir

<wasin-ability-him> to talk-him in-way better theman harmed

He <could have spoken to him in a better way the mahamed é )
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2. Positive remarks

Positive remarks as a mitigation device areonsidereda favourable feature to
accompany disagreemg(itreutel, 2007) Theyare used to explicitly signal cooperation
and the effort to maintain social harmdmyexpressing respect, gratitude, compliments
and blessing(Harb, 2016). Pagve remarks are structurally flexible and do not require

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

- Blessingsare expressionsisually influenced by hgion, that are used toompliment
the otherdés manners, behaviours, or kno
(11 1) F b 1
<burikt> nfahl ald<dz  hum gabaj narated ns the
<Blessyox4t he peopl e of Hijaz are the
Gt f b 1
dd@ <<dafiftl h >al lkanmi a lira” ul @ a(lémut a

Thesheikh <may Allah protecthim, was an exampl e o

- Expressions of respect or gratitudeare expressions that explicitly show positive

emotions towards the other, for example

otor 5) 1
al <i dhumgbna) algaba fii al <i d ~ agabil mami d  <dwa
nnark i b aillkah>f( ié )
The Hijazis are the sons of the tribes in the Hijaz from before you cand, |
love you for the sake of Allah( € )

6 < B F > 9

<atarim wi ~ hnadtark>- wama qal h-alkdamila <nagil> bas

<| respect youperspectiver and these arthe words of<a rational personbut

(e)

The poster of the second example used two positive expregsieffisst to show respect
to the targetand the second to compliment the target on what was written iMThe

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, AlkhedealzeatiAdhaq,
2018, Dogancaktuna and Kamisli, 1996).

48 The blessing prefacing the disagreement is a short version of the expressjoAllah bless yoly 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 @eyceDogancay
Aktuna and Kamisli, 1996; Harb, 2016Address terms such as titleferms of
endearment/intimagyterms @ kinship and teknonym&® are mostly used to show
formdlity, respectpr propinquily between thénterlocutors Thesderms can be sensitive
to sociocultural factors such as power and statuthe analysis of these devices, there
was no instance of terms of endearment/intimacy as a mitigation devicergscorpus

it was rather used in aggravated disagreemeninsaking language isectior4.5.1.2

- Titles are deferentialladdr ess terms that refl ect t
difference in relative power and the social distance between the poster and the target,
for example

otF 5) 1
Bal j a’ imbs I a dmwalahum wea | t &idraldiba wat a <laiim
lilgad Ln&ja: sija:dat alwai:r>( é )
Their money should be confiscated aadad, and they should Isentto the court
<Mr. Minister> (...)

- Terms d kinship are very common in Arabic and Muslim cultures as they are rooted
in religion;>° the most commonly used kinship terms doeothedanddisted These
address termssually 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 anthropolog¥hey suggested that teknonyms should be divided into two
types: true teknonym and ficative teknonym

50 The concept of brotherhood among the believers of Islaneisuaringone in the Quran as seen in Verse
10 of Chapter 49The believers are but one brotherhood, so make peace between your brothers.
And be mindful of Allah so you may be shown mehtips:/quran.com/49?startingVerse=10
Similarly, it is found in the hadithi.é. narratives) of Prophet Muhammad peace be upon him, as
seen in AA Muslim is a brother of another Musl
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
Resurr ect i-Bukhérivél.3aBbok #3, Hadlith 622).
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Gt 0 orF B T
<fxwji>  (first name of the main poster) hunak gabagl <id"azi:ah
nari:gah da:ribah fiiqjumgalta r i : x ( é)

<brothermy> (first name of the main posteryc there tribes hijazi very-old
rootedin depththehi st ory ( é)

<My brother (first name of the main pos)ahere are deeplyooted Hijazi tribes
with a long history( é )

- Teknonymsare address terms that involve the use of chidreames to refer to the
person it is known in Arabic agKunya). These address terms are used to show
respect andsometimesformality, but signify a closer social distance as they reflect
a sense of familiarity.

Gt FO B 10
ja-allah  <jaza: bu (name of t ke maYideh gdajaltt
ku:l man fi: alsuu:di:ah maddar litafa ha ( é)

OAllah[God], <fatherof @ a me of t he 3 atweephatsdéseribe
everyone in Saudi Arabia as a sour

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 disagréBeesitliller,
2000, p.1094)This mitigation device is alscalleda token agreement and agreement
marker(Harb, 2016, p.110)Partial agreements usually have a fixed structural position
thatprefaceslisagreemenandthey arealways followed by contrasting conjunctions like
but and however However, as shown iExample6.9, it is possible to see a partial
agreement marker occur at the end of the disagreement. It seems that in prefacing the
partial agreemenpctommonality is foregrounded more. In tBAT corpus, there were
different ways through which partial agreement was expressed, for example
oo F B 1
<s ka : dakmw artagd a:n alanir muhammad bin saln
<True, bup | think prince Muhammad bin Salman was referring té )

Gt F b T
<kala:mak jami:l “ida:n bas ma-d:f fi:h rabitl bai:n ( € )
<Very well said but | do not see a connection betwder )
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5. Solidarity/in-group markers

This mitigation device ialsoused to establish common ground with the other and evoke

a sense of commonality through the use of inclusive prongilard, 2016, p.103)n the

context of disagreement, these devices generally engphthsl shared values between

the interlocutors as members of the sdm@adersocioculturalgroup thus accentuating

the collective identity over thadividualistic identity. This can be seen in the use of plural

subject pronouns, plural object pronounsaaombination ofndependent singuland

plural pronouns in the forifyou and mgor (you.rL and u3.

Plural subject pronouns and plural object pronounsrefer to attaching the prefix

na (we) at the beginning of the verbs, the possessive sulffix(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
corrugion is not just the governmentresponsibility bualsothe responsibilityf all

members of society.

< >dtb = HNy i
g >
alfadad 208 qali:l min kathi:r! alfjadad alfifli: ~ mudarafa:t
hada alfa d a ckkénaqdi: nala alfasa:c alladi: anag nablat

<bila:dna> ( é )

thenumber 208few from many! Thenumber theactual multipications ofthis
n u mb eforave-eradicate on the-corruption that hindered rise <country
our>( é)

208 is just a small number! The actual numbenudtiplesof t hi s nu
<|l etds eradicate> the corruption t

Independent singular or plural pronouns are used in the fornyou and me
(singular)you and ugplural), or pluralfirst-person subject pronowre The example

below shows that the use of (for me and you) in the supplication at the end of the
disagreementgivesannc |l usi ve sense that both the
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$ectior4.5.1.2
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< > 1
alsuju:di;an mid | a h a j: laladf fi:h alxed  wi-fih ™edh <9
allah alhidaih li: wa-lak> warliku:l man waldYfi : <nslfitreah haéh

theSaudi like-it like any country theris thegood andhereit other
<l-ask Allah theguidance forme and fotyouscm> and forall whodefile in the
plate thesedition this

Saudi Arabids just like any other countnywherethere is thegood andhe other<I
ask for All aho6s gui danc e>whoodrankrfrem tlais
bowl of sedition

6. Paralinguistic cues

Paralinguistic cues such as emojis, unconventional spelling, and punctuati@msmaek
used in online communication taolsstituteto some degrethe nonverbal elements of
Faceto-Facecommunication(F2F), such as intonation, facial expressions, and gestures.
These paralinguistic cues have different functi@rigch involve conveying an emotional
stateand communicatinga tonethat aimsto manage interpersonal relationships and
mitigate facethreat(e.g., Harb, 2016, p.61; Aldunate and Gonzdlediez, 2017, p.3;
Alrashdi, 2018, p.118)Iin the SAT corpus,only emojis seem toebused as mitigation

devices. These emoijis included the hé¢art) and shaking hands ( ) and were used to

show solidarity, approval, sympathapd love.

< > il
al <i d’ i gona) alqgaba fih varh <i d~ az mi n -na
N<ibak fi: illah < >
the-hijazis them sons thiibe in thehijaz from before not yogome, and | love
you in Allah< >

The Hijazis are the sons of the tribes in the Hijaz from before you came, and
you for the sake of Allak >

4.5.1.2Aggravation

In the coding of aggravation devices, | classified the aggravation devices found in the
SAT corpus intdive main devicesThe classificatioms derived frontaxonomies that are
covered in the literaturenainly the work ofCulpeper(1996; 201122016, ReesMiller

(2000, andHarb (2016);the devicesweremodified based on the data in my corptiss
important to note that the distinction between ¢htegorsation of theselevices is not
clearcut, and thereforethere may be an overlap between the identified devices. In

gener al , these aggravation deviak#fot ar ge
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instance, Culpeper (2014.227) argues that insulting language is mostly seen as an attack
on face primarily quality face orsocial identity face, and only secondarily reaghe
equity rights between thenterlocutos. Also, dismissing/dissociating from the other
mostly attack sociality rights, but face could also be threatemedticularly relational

face.
1. Insulting language

Insults generally involve attributing a negative characteristic to the target by debasing
their appearancgepersonality, actions, mental ability, beliefs and/or familial and social
relations(Dynel and Poppi, 2020, p.59 this study, insulting language as an aggravator

is mainly used to direct a mostly personalised attack towards the; tiirgppears in
different forms such as calling the other names and using inappropriate referasces
seen in the use of slurs andmparing the target to animals shown in the examples

below. In addition, posters can insult the target by degrading, belittlingbaing

condescendingpt he t arget. These aggravatomths ref

respect tdhe targé(Culpeper, 1996; 2005)

- Calling the targeto6s names amrdfer toshe n g
target ds c h ar, amily estc., Thisaagguagador also dneludesiurs
(ethnic/social terms used as insults) and comparing the target to animals, for example

atp dinp < > 9
<ja: du:r> ku:l jaran alnais. . . . wadsuju:djahbalad al aramed  (

<(You) ox, everyone sees people éé anc
Holy Mosqueq € )

(¢(LD) < > ]
laulam taku:m  <muna:figi:n> larixtartum  nagidatkumwa-di:nakum wa
tar akt u: Il ran (é)

If not youwere <hypocrites for-you-chose creeglour am-religionyour
andleft-youp. | r an ( €)

If you were nokhypocrites, you would have chosen your creed and your reli¢
andabandonedran( é )
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- Degrading, belittling, andbeing condescending to the targethrough the use of
diminutive and demeaning expressions that aim to make the target feebsmall

otherwise inferior.

(et} < b T
<i na: wh a kwdlidh w a : <whin gabil la:  niryif min
innt>ald<iimahu algabili: (é)

We land-one and religiorone< from before nowwe-know who you>the-Hijazi is
thet r i bal ( é)

We are one nation and one religioand everbefore we know who you ardghe
Hijazi isthetribal ( é )
< > b T

( é Ww-tugu:l in al <i dukumnz <w-l a h’ at &mkasarah hi:
| ahphaalt al <i d” az

( €) a rsal thgtdlijaz belongs to you angour broken dialectis the dialect
of Hijaz

The belittlingor condescendingnplicationin the first example comes from undermining
the main postér statement at the end of tMT (let them understand thate are one
nation and oneegion).Using <before we know who you are>, the poster here indicates
that people do not need the main poster to highlight what is already knowanwaisof
devaluings 0 me ogstaeident byclaiming they have nothing to addn the second
example, the use ofyeur broken dialect reflectsprejudiceagainst otheHijazis from
nontArabic backgrounds (e.glurkish Indian). It is used here eamphasis the sense of

foreignnes®f the targeby indicating that they still cannot speak likérue Hijazi persan

- Termsof endearment/intimacyare termshatusually usedo reduce the social distance
between thenterlocutors thus reflecting a more intimate bond between thHensome
cases, it is also used show formality and deference, as seen in formal messages, for
example, service providers addressing customers and schools addressing parents.
However, here was no instance in the corpus of tisig as the identified device wased
to aggravate the expressed disagreement, as shown in Example 7.6 where the term of

endearment p C (M d#earsc.m) was usedo patronse 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
suchasdi smi ssal s, di sregar di n@ulpedere 19961 2005;r 0 s
2016)and silencing the other. The use of t
come across as hostildwus hindering the other from continuing the interaction. The
employment of this device can show that puster is unwilling to engage in further

interaction with the target, for example

>< > 6 1
<
na<afnadaiah mi rt a: <wi-f@an’” i banl avg d I<aalak
ward) alcabk> <w-la: t k adikalaam <ata: ioayr axr

we inthanks allah weomfortable andve-like thesituation <stayyou
behind thefence> <andnot youmore talk until notice ottrer

( é we thanks to Allah are comfortable and satisfied with the situatitay
behind the fence<and do not talk anymore until further notice

The poster in the example above used a dismissal followed by a sikecaggravation
in this disagreement strongly reflects t

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

This aggravation marker is cultuspecific, or more precisely religiespecific, which
involves asking Allah to puniskeurse, destroy, etdhetarget The prayer against others
can be directed to the target him/hersel
e.g, their country(Harb, 2016, p.118)This device is usually employ&chen the poster
strongly disagreewith thetargetor feels wronged or insulted by th&rget 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
< > o 1
( éan tast fu:i a:bada:n <qgabax ak um>al | ah

( é You will never achieve thatMay you bemadewretched by Allak

In the above example, the poster aggravated the disagreement by invoking Allah against
those who asto limit mosque8  dogiayerto speakerinside the buildingand halting
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its broadcasthroughexternalloudspeakersUsing this aggravator seemsrieveal the

posterds intense reaction to the matter.
4. Judgmental language

This devicewas inspired bythe taxonomy proposeby ReesMiller (2000, pp.1094
1095) Here it refers todevices that areused to intensify the disapproving nature of the
disagreement by using judgmental vocabulary that associates the target with a negative
aspect or traitA key feature of this device is the generalised categorisation and labelling
thatindirectly incorporast he t arget i n that judgment . |
disagreements appear to be critical and judgmental in a conclusive manner. The poster of
the first example | abel s &atisepoken bywhoomalb e | i
people asxa foob, thus criticsing their intellectual abilities. Similarly, the poster of the
second example | abels people who ask for
<the trumpets of hypocrites and secularisttus criticeing their faith and religious
affiliation.
gtk = > i

adlazn ma: fi:  afd tlabi) jtkalam zed Fujad <wa-al™dbi:  huwa illi

jsladiq da: adeh> ( é)

in-reality nothere one normal speak like Fouad <andthestupid who

that believe this  thing

There is no normal person who talks like Fosamdonly a fool would believe
this!>( é )

Gtib< > )l
limadafi: hada: alwaqtbi-alda:t taxru lana <npbwa:q almura:figi:n
wa aljlma:ni:in> ( € )

Why at this particular time do we hedhe trumpets of hypocritesdsecularists

(e)
5. Paralinguistic cues

As mentioned aboven addition tousing paralinguistic cuas mitigate disagreements,
paralinguistic cues can also be used to aggravate disagregemainty by expressig
different emotions like shock, disguatyddisappointmentas well asadding a sarcastic
tone and intensifying the faedtack. The paralinguistic cues which were usetheSAT

corpus as aggravators involvemlltiple 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 usuallysed to magnify the emotional aspect of the disagreement.

- Multiple punctuations refeis to the occurrence of two or more punctuation marks
such as !, ??, or !ll. | did not code a single occurrence such as !, ?, or even ?! as
aggravation devices. The number here matters betagsetaken as a reflection of

the intensityof tone or emotions.

- Unconventional spellingmainly refers to usingowel lengthening to represent high
or long intonation or letter spacing to repressrdrt and stressed tone.
GHD < > 1
ja: allah waallahra = i b ta'Yi:oetikmm <w-rja ‘bbbbl> ( é )
O allah andallah Fwonderedrom yourtweets and-amwonder i ng
O Allah andby Allah | was astonished by your tweets aadistill <astoniiiishec
(€)
- Emojislike ( , , )andemotiveinterjectionssuch asaughter /haha/ and

spitting /tfu:/. The quantification of emojis was based on their existence in tweets

regardless of how many emojis were actually uBedinstances

F b 1
wanntum min gabil wa min baid ma s dalifyaur wa afjuqu:q wa alnadtah <ja:
>

And youp. from before and from after sourcenspiracy and disobedience a
villainy <O >

And you before and after (the crisis) are the sourcewgpiracyanddisobedience
and villainy< O >51

In this examplethe poster usetthe pig enoji to refer to the targgthe main posteiQatari
journalistand the peoplefoQatal. It s hows gnegativepemnstipngmostly
disgust)towards thdargetwh o i s des cr i b eodspi@cy, disdbexlienseo ur ¢
and villainyd Theword @igbhas negative cultural connotatioespecially when used as

an insulf as it usuallysymbolises impurity, uglinesanddisgust

51n 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 pronounydo.terms of coding, the emoaji in this example was
counted as one occurrence even though there are two in the reply.
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4.5.2Disagreement strategies

In approaching the corpus data, | closely examitied disagreementfollowing the
taxonomiesdiscussedin Chapter 2in Section2.4 and listed inSection2.4.4 The
strategies identified in the SAT corpareillustrated and defined below with supporting
examples from the corpus. The codes for the strategies were adoptedhe
aforementionedaxonomies with some modificatisror omissios depending on how
these codes fit my Twitter data. However, it is important to note that the disagreement
strategyargument avoidance dent i f i ed (R0Oi16, H1®IWasdnet insludedd y
in the taxonomy mainly because it has a single occurrence in the cthrgusingle
occurrence of thistrategy is further discussed in Chapter 7 in the qualitative analysis of

the online questionnaire and interviews.

4.5.2.1Contrary statements

A contrary statements strategy refers to explicit and implicit contradictions that are
directed at the claim in thT or a prior reply. This strategy is based on two strategies
proposed by Muntigl and Turnbu|ll998) contraction and counterclajrand used in
other taxonomies such #sat of Harb (2016) They argued that the two strategies do
occur alone, but also they occur together (p.2ZB3y definecounterclaingas statements

that do not directly contradict or challenge the prior claim. I believe that the word
fidirectlyd here is important as it suggests counterclaims can have implicit contrary
meaningsWithin the aforementioned taxonomiesappears thatoth contradiction and
counterclaimareessentially about presenting a contrary view to the targeted prior claim
with varying degrees of explicitness. Hence, | decided to include both contradiction and
counterclaims undernestrategy. Consequently, the strategy of contrary statements here
encompasses both explicit (idrect) contradictions as well as implicit (ii@direct)

contradictionghatcan be expressed through counterclaims.

In my data, explicit contrary statements are those that overtly contradict the prior claim
either by negation or affirmatipmlepending on the proposition of the targeted claim.
Therefore, explicit contdiction can be seen iBxample 4.3which briefly but clearly
negates the claim made in the targe¥€H; this is also referred to as6 f | a(Harbn o 6
2016)ordb | unt st at e me (Kteuted, ROOR) Ih Example p.4the icdnteady
statement is made explicitly through affirmati@rhich contradict the claim in thevT.
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Example 4.3 [see MG in Section4.2.]]
Poster159T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>
(Aggravation device inangledbrackets: insulting language aiming to belittle the target)

< >
la: tlabran <txasi:>

Of course not<loser>

Example 4.4 [see MTL1in Section4.2.]]

Poster2-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Agg.Dis>

(Aggravation devicein angledbrackets: insulting language targeting the taget's character)

F

wastabga: kadalik ma s I ldr@m waa | d q a{falgdab <wea
ina: dat t ar hwamartaziqatah>r al s u:

And it (Saudi Aabia)will remain a source dinowledgeandculture and literature a
well as <reeducating the terrible neighbour and his mercenaries>

Moreover, contrary statements can also be expressed implicitly by posing an alternative
or a different claim that doemt directly contradict the prior clairthis implicit contrary
statement is claimed to give more room for negotiatioBxemple 4.5the disagreement

is expressed through an alternative claim that indirectly contradicts the proposition in the

MT that corruption cases are solved in court.
Example 4.5 [see MBin Section4.2.]]

Poster36- T2 (R) <POL, PH1.2, Un.Dis>

nk dr gad I aj a: sadabbha almpdrjda

Most corruption cases are becausthefjudicial system

4.5.2.2Explanation

Explanation as a disagreement strategy refers to providing either a short or detailed
account offering reasons, answers, or examples iagowhy the targeted claim is
rejectedKoczogh (2012, p.83tated that explanation is emimbrella terndthat performs
different functionssuch as giving or asking for reasons or examples showing that the

previous proposition is not accepted as,ibrsasKreutel (2007, p.19ut it iexplanation
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is a speech act necessary to fulfil a number of additional communicative parposes
Explanationar e used t o cl ar i $hgwwhhtleey fmateetcleimmod st
the main post or prior reply (i.e. the target) unacceptable. This type of explanation can
take the form of commentargspecially when thMT shares some digital media (e.g., a

short clip), asn Example 4.6Kreutel (2007, p.4pointed out that explanations can be
fipersonally and emotionally colour@dhis is likely to be true for accounts of personal

stance. Moreover, explanations can provide answers or clarifica®ireExample 4.7
Example 4.6 [see MT1 inSection4.2.]]

Poster30- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis>
(Aggravation device inangledb r acket s: insulting | anguage

< >

(et

jum ga:l almutawi idru:-lah naraft in < almutawi mar i
jmkin  alea x s 1 hada: s | a lmahum fii al mas ‘wirdp a jabi
jkamil nu:mtah  w-almutawi) rafin almukabirait  fi:  na:s nindah
alsanm alf janni: ( é)

When the lecturer said pray for him | knew that <the lecturer is $iekman probably
finished praying with them in the masjid and returned home to sleep and the I
increasd the volumeéhere are peopleith good hearing which mea(g )

Example 4.7 [see MT7 in Section4.2.]]
Poster8- T2 (R) <POL, PH1.1, Mit.Dis>

(Mitigation device is angledbrackets: kinship address terms)

<ja:rkwa:n> .. <alfjx> jags | d adabud salmann Ima: gal xilal
alsanava:t a | witlara alsa:bigah  w-ili: fatat tam hadir < a w alo%
min mizanija:t aldawlah .. walai:sa almaba:llY illi: ixtalasu:ha: algdirji:n
bi-alritz.. al mqg sfaaduqu:d t 1T awimaldd la t

<O brothers><t he br ot her > i s rspdedwheniha snid abol
10% of the state budgetdhbeen wasted during the past yeaasd not the sums ¢
moneyembezzledy those at the Ritz Hotethe point is the past long decades
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4.5.2.3Supplication

This disagreement strategy was proposeHanp (2016)as one of the culturally specific
strategies used by Aratspeakersvhen 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 tMT or a prior reply. These religious
expressions are taken from the Quran or Hadith and referreddikrawhich literally
meangemembrancef Allah. dikr is a form of worship that can be donescific times,

like after prayers oany othertime, by saying and repeatirthesereligious expressions

with different puposessuch as praising and glorifyin
mercy and forgiveness. However, some of these religious expressions are multifunctional
as they are used to serve other nonreligious pragmatic furiétiongrious contextsn

this study for example some religious expressions, such as the okxample 4.8are

used to imply objection, disapprovahddeny association or common ground witle

person withwhom one disagrees. These supplications are mostly conventionalised and
are interpreted differently based on the context. In this study, supplications are used to
signaldisagreement without further elaboration on the reasons behind the disagreement

as seen in Example 4.8.
Example 4.8 [see M2 in Section4.2.]]

Poster69-T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Un.Dis>

< a srau allah wairm alwaki:l
sufficeus allah andbest thedispcser of affairs

Allah is sufficientfor us, andHe is the bedtlisposer of affairs.

Through supplicationPoster69 disapprogs of what Alsihaimi, the author being
interviewed in the video attached to @&, 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. Posté86 mployment of a religious expression in this
contextexpresses not only a disagreement but also astonishment or disbelief at the

aut hor 0 s thechlato prayetateeatising fear. Therefore, religious expressions

52 Alr ojaie (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 ambiguitetc.
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are used to express different emotibresponseand reactionssuch as contempt for

perceivedviolations of religious and social norr(slrojaie, 2021,p.15)

4.5.2.4Reprimand

This strategy is used to signal di s,appr o
making the other feel ashamed or disgraced by that chsnit is considered false or
unacceptabléShum and Lee, 2013, p.58; Harb, 2016, p.28If) other words, reprimand
refers to pointing out the otherdés wrong
words, demanding the other to correct his/her behaviour. Reprimand, here, is used to
encompass different communicative functiopgrticularly correcting the other by
presenting factual informatipasin Example 4.9 andequesting a change of behaviour

as inExample 4.16* Unlike giving advice, a reprimand is not primarily focused on

benefiting the target who is being reprimanded.
Example 4.9 [see MTLOin Section4.2.]]
Poster98-T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Mit.Dis> (correcting the other)
(Mitigation device inangledbrackets: positive remark)
< 3)

<min <ad&ka tt 1 lilb tb™h bas la: tisa:wi: suwa:ga:talmamnah
bi-al < af Iwaduxu:l almalanb dta:n bai:n altaraf waa la<s ”

<You have the right to ask for whatever you want but> do notteguamen driving
to concerts and entering football stadium there is a difference between luxu
necessity

Example 4.10 [see MTL1in Section4.2.]]

Poster28-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Agg.Dis> (requesting a change of behaviour)
(Aggravation device inangledbrackets: insulting language targeting the character of the target)

< >
<mudiilat-k  fnak la: tarta:d alina:bin) a | $§:&hdal tatba) alta:fihi:n faga |
nadilmasai+k wasawfa t ad” ma: j u dkr i fikri:an wad ga: fi

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

53|n relation to this strategy, Harb (2016) used the term-sgtuiding in his taxonomy.

54 Besides the functions found in my corpus, Garcia (1996, g81) 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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4.5.2.5Giving advice

Advice as a speech dot/olves making g@roposition that appeals to the target to change
their behaviourwhich the poster se@smorally or socially unacceptable. This change is
usually seen to Imefit the target rather than the poster posting advice. Giving advice
more like telling the other person what is best for tRe@iving advice can be a way to

offer a valuable opinion to the other showt h at oneds opinion i
therefore giving advice can bédia doubleedged sword (Leech, 2014, p.102)The
potential risk involved in giving advice stems from the possibditgomingacross as
opinionatedthus imposing on the other (p.204). Looking at the advice givErample

4.11 and Example4.12, it appearsthat giving advice functionsnostly as a moral
reminder The given advice seems to be more for the benefit of the target than the poster

posting the advice.
Example4.11 [see MTLOin Section4.2.]]

Poster190- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Mit.Dis>

(Mitigation device inangledbrackets: emoji)

< >

kul @ x sfnduh raj  tagabal rafihum warrud  bi-kul
uslu:b batli:f <

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

Example 4.12 [see M# in Section4.2.]]

Poster95 T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.2, Un.Dis>

(Mitigation device in angledbrackets: emoji)

ja: nais  xalunakum alna:s ja: na:s

i t ani bu:Ybah vwh a r ‘alnami:mah a l

m: min wara] al d®hja:t "éd alirffla:s
warnuqubat illi: jirtikioha:fa #1 i : ma h

55 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 going to be punisid

4.5.2.6Exclamation

Exclamations are structurally versatile and pragmatically multifunctional as they express
different emotions based on theontext In the context of disagreements, exclamations
can be used to express onebs disbelief,
claim/propositior?® Exclamations in Arabic can be formed in different waysne way

is by using formulaic expressions that are conventionally utilised to convey surprise or
astonishmentsuch asub<a:n Allah! (Glory to Allah!) as inExample4.13. In addition,
interrogative structures can be employed to express exclamationtis exclamatory
interpretation is usually inferred from the contéatghalayini, 1993)as thecase of
Example4.14 8 this is known in Arabic asd s t i f h a :(exclamaofyj quebtions)

0 see rhetorical challenges below. Moreover, exclamation can be expressed by what is
referred toas fiverbal shadowingg seeExample4.15. Verbal shadowing is when the
poster repeats the words of the targfeis repetition can be word for word or with some
altered words to i (ReesMier 200000M@47% di sagr ee.|

Example 4.13 [see MT2in Section4.2.]]
Poster115 T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Un.Dis>

qp < >
<s u b <allah>rast a <s I aalan wadikr allah mufzirp  li-
nass wadmn | €a: |

<Glory to Allah> the sound oAthan(call to prayer) andikr Allah (the remembranc
of Allah) becameerrifying to people andhildreré

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 1V, known as fiadjectival

2005, p.518). This was not included above due to itsezize 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 MT1 inSection4.2.]]

Poster89- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis>

(Aggravation device inangledbrackets: repeated punctuation marks)

n aagtaian qalbih<!!>
Have you uncovered whatiis his heart<!!>

Example 4.15 [see MBin Section4.2.1]
Poster87- T2 (R) <POL, PH1.2, Agg.Dis>

(Aggravation device inangledbrackets: repeated punctuation marks)

<=

ralechum pn juni:du: alfmwa:l alti: nahabu:ha<!!!> waka:n aldavlah
t ant awifagathumuja adt almwa:l wala: tastatin istifa:dt
almaba:llY min-hum wamufa:gabathum?

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

The poster irexample 4.1%sed verbal shadowing to repeat part of wika said in the
video attached to th#T, followed by multiple exclamation marks t&how strong

disbelief and shock.

4.5.2.7Challenge

The dallengestrategycan 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 defi
(2008, pp.24244)5° There are two types of challeng#®e first isrhetorical 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 \@nt emotions. In this study, and

based on my data, | included this type under exclamations mainly because they seem to

fit the same purpose as exclamatiasboth exclamations and rhetorical challenges are

91 used Bousf challenes $2008)asittmone tetaited in comparison to the accounts in the
disagreements taxonomies | consulted.
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used to express a wide range of emotions depending on the ¢centéxas astonishment,

anger, frustration etcseeExample4.14.

The other type of challenge is what Bousfield (2008) referred to as resgpegisag
challenges these questions require, invite, or even force specific answers from the
addressedhencetheycan be seen as an imam on the targefThese responsgeeking
challenges are divided into tvsobtypegp.243): The firsts responseseeking challenges

that allow the addressee to offer an account or explanation to support, clarify, or defend
their position, seExample4.16. Postei7 6 s q u eExamplel.h6svereanswered by

the target, who was the main poster of MiE. The interaction in the suihread ended

whenPoster7 6 s chall enges achieved a response
Example 4.16 [see MT7in Section4.2.]]

Poster7-T1/T2 (R/) <POL, PH1.1, Un.Dis> (responseseeking challenges type 1)

min weh alragm?

alnanib aha:m g an anaha: ma :
jacn i :  ma: ata: 400 milja:r  rijal <
ked tiril pbun?

From wherddid you ge} this number?
The Attorney General announced that it does not exceed 100 billion dollars
which means that it won't reach 400 billion riyaehow doest become a trillion?

The second type of resporseeking challenges are those that functiofivasbal trape

since responding to these challenges can causinfielied face damage (Bousfield,

2008, p. 243)seeExampled.17. Unlike the first type of responseeking challeng@ised

to gain more information from the addresSseis type is more about targeting or
cornering the addressegence the namiverbal trape. In Example4.17, Poster2 1 6 s
challenge is more likely to befaerbal tragphb e c aus e t h e answeritothep o st
guestion would either contradiuis statement in the MT in which he classifidgazi and

tribal as two separate adhtitiesof people in Hijazwhich would then probably force him

to admit his fault anaffer anapolog; or defend his stance and probably attract more

disagreements and criticism.
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Example 4.17 [see MBin Section4.2.]]
Poster21-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Mit.Dis> (responseseeking challenges type 2)

(Mitigation device inangledbrackets: partial agreement marker)

ab <ab (o

<waallah taYi:dat (first name of the main poster) atafiq rmha: gali:la:n>
lakin daxalt muparifah ligeba h ka:tib
mi:n lau ticdb a <

<by-allah tweehis (first name of the main poster)agree withit little>  but
i-entered accoutis Houndhim wrote hijaour forus .. for whom if
you-explain

<By Allahl agree with (first name of the
he wrote inhis bio our Hijaz is for usfor whom if you can explain
It is essentiato point out thathere is adifference between tlsetwo types of challenges
(rhetorical and responseeking) This difference however cannot be clearly
distinguishedased on the content tfo-turn interactionsAn accuratenterpretation of
thesechallengexan onlybe madewhenthe targeti(e. the poster to whom the challenge
is directed) respond$ the response shows whether the target perdehes challenge

positively or negativelyBousfield, 2008, p.244).

4.5.2.8Verbal attack

This strategy is solely composed of insulting and abusive langusesto express

di sagreement, and it mai nlonsocialiy nghtswitbanat t a
explicit disregard for the negative impact of the attack. In differentiating this strategy
from the aggravation devicedpllowedH a r (2@L6)approachaggravators are devices
used in the vicinity of other disagreement strategies to intensify the disagreement,
whereasverbal attack refer to the independent use of insulting and abusive language
without the need for other strategies. Disagreements expressextbal attack are
classified as aggravated disagreement strateggethe purpose of employing them is
primarily to attack and cause damage to the target. Verbal attacks are usually emotional
reflectingt he post er 6s and gtreng rejedtian wfswhat ia perceived gs
unacceptable or intolerate The verbal attackn Example4.18 consists of calling the

target names that mainly attack his charad¢ieicked 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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rided, and invoking Allah against the target by wishing the targetive through
unbearable misery. Verbal attacks, like the onExample4.18, 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 MT2in Section4.2.]]

Poster59- T1/2 (R/)  <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>

a:g] allah an jablak fi: nafsak biball la: tastatij naleh s 1 abr
ned h al faxgiir mn da: n alarhutaki b

| pray to Allah that you live ira difficult situation you camot handleyou are an
immoralman who isunale tokeepup with therighteous

4.5.2.9Verbal irony/ sarcasm

The relationship between irony and sarcasm is compligx little agreement on how the

two are distinguishedAttardo (2000, p.7953tated thdre is no consensus on whether
irony and sarcasm are essentiall pThse s al
complicated relationship between the two concepts is also found in Arabic regdarch

Farha and Magdy, 2020, p.38)usshowing the need for further-ohepth investigation

to understanthe extentto whichthe two concepts are similar or different in Arabic from

both firstorder and secondrder perspective®.In this study, | did not distinguish
between irony and sarcasm in the analysis of my data mainly because the two terms in
Arabic seem to be treataimilarly, andbecausean understanding ofhe relationship

between the two termrequiresmore focused research on the phenomena

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

belittle them.It alsoinvolves belittingand making fun ot 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.ahdeatz, 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; Albaluez and Attardo, 2014, p.112; Harb, 2016, p.176). However, there are some
studies that argue that irpand 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 aenfbts, and this is
where the slippage between fistder and secondrde conceptualisation sits (Taylor, 2017,
p.211).
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actions(Mohammed and Abbas, 2013)ony/sarcasm desnot necessarily contain any
profanity or insults to be hurtfulNonetheless, the impolite evaluation of ironic or
sarcastic utterances is argued to be dependent on the casttheése utterances are not
necessarily always offensive (BousfieR008, ppl19-121).

In the examples below, the postelirample4.19is overtly mocking and ridiculing the

female interviewer by sarcastically repeating or echoing what she said widd®
attached to theMT; see Example5.10. In addition to echoing the target words, the
exaggerated statement fiwe malst uldrthdn xla Imic
Empty QuarteB? andthe use of emojisraplifiesthe ironic/sarcastic interpretation of the
reply 84 On the other handPoster73 in Example4.20 emgoys dnock politenesi(Leech,

2014) which involves using a conventionalised politeness formutes in this context

cannot be interpreted ascere The poster irExample4.20 seems taise politeness to

make fun of the targetvhich can be perceived as impajiseealsoExample 6.1. This
example fits Leech&s ,akiah s sayihgisanething thatisy an
superficially interpretable as poljtbut it is more indirectly oddeephdinterpreted as a
faceattacld as impolité (2014, p.232)

Example 4.19 [see MT2in Section4.2.]]

Poster32- T2 (R) <SOC,SH1.2, Agg.Dis, Mix>
mpgu:lah almsa‘id fi.  a:maxkin majhu:lah bi-alsuka:n
la:zzimé ni t 1 a : bi-nagil al ms a:li~rubg alxali: <asab

kala:m .almudirah

reasonable thmosques in places inhibitedby-inhabitants
musé we-demand fotransfer themosques tauarter theempty basewn

talk theinterviewersc.r

Unbelievablethat there are Masijid in inhabited places According to the
interviewer we must demand moving the masjid to ajaikali

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 MTLOin Section4.2.]]

Poster73 T1/T2 (R/l) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

nwa:mir d a ahrntj1 a rumrak
demands other increase dQ@.sc.m

Any other demandsiay youlive long (your highnessy

4.5.2.10Act combination

This strategy refers to the use of a combination of disagreement strategies identified
above, except verbal attacks. This act combination could contaiartmorestrategies

used to express a disagreement. For instance, the po&iganmple 4.21lused giving

advice (single underline) followed by supplication (double underlif®sterl9
expresses a mitigated disagreement directed towards other posters in the thread of replies
attacking Alsihaimi, the writen the video attached to thdT. The disagreememegins

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 tlmatejancluding the

poster, ignfallible, and everyone needs All ahds prot
Example 4.21 [see MT2 inSectiord.2.]]

Poster19 T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Mit.Dis>  (Giving Advice and supplication)

(Mitigation devices inangledbrackets: kinship address term and solidarity/ingroup marker)

F >
< > < >
idnu:-lah bilhida:jah hu: W eh w-iktafu: bida:lik
w-allah _bi-i <asi b -ma:__dai | wdi-ma: nami : < c
war a:g] allah an <jakfi:-na:> _alfitan <jgxwa:np> wa

< < a sadnisuallah  wa-kafa

pary-for-him__to-the-guidence him andotherhim andenoughyou bythat
andallah will-account every one -mhat said anfly-what did
andi-ask allah to <protectus> thetemptation € brothers> and

<sufficeus> allah anenough

65t ° Amrkwhen addressing the person directly, while a W§mir whenlreferring to the person.
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Pray for him and others to be quided (by Allah) and that is enough and Allah wil

everyone accountable for what they said andatid | ask Allah to <protect us:
<brothers>from temptations and Allah is <sufficient for us>

The poster inExample 4.2Zxpressed a disagreement that begins with an explanation
(single underline) and ends with a reprimand (double underline). The disagreement is
unmodified as thalisagreement does not contain any mitigation or aggravation devices
identifiedin Sectiod.5.1Postefl 026 s di sagreement is ,direc
according tdPoster102, is manipulating the situation bgnfusingtwo different issues.
Theexplanationc | ar i fi es what I s seen to be wron
the volume of mosqués oudspeakers and Al si hai més t al
mosques. Afteexplaining, Postet02 curtly demands that the main postet confuse

the two issues.
Example 4.22 [see MTLin Section4.2.]]

Posterl 0-72 (R) <SOC, SH1.1,Un.Dis  (Explanation and Reprimand)

hada: _ma; dp: _illech theced ibn uthaymeen w-h u : m a-f amitry :
al mu”  a:wiri:nl msa:  i-éhiaarihiz:n waad i
ima:m w__mudin i : mas i d f i drufu:n, lakinf ma:
juri:d-uh alsihaimi___wanan___jusa:nigl h hu: a K ¢
wai'Ya:g muiEl éhm : mi_n al <a: rha: bims a:

al dl ilactixlitirbi-l m amdl u:

This is what Sheikh ibn Uthaymeen called for and it is a demand for all those cl

mosques and it is the right of any neighbour to demand that the imanmoi 'm?ﬁlmf
any mosque to lower the volume of the microphone, but what Alsihaimi and
supporting him advocating for is silencing the sound of mosques and closing n

themin the neighbourhoods calling these masa:iirdiﬁslr67 so do not (youkonfuse
the isse

66 The person whperformsthe cals topraye.

67 The story of masjid al dirar, mosque of dissent, was mentioned in the Quran verse 107 of dAauter 9
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 beavigness that they are certainly liarsfpr a
detailed account of see the exegesis of-Khathir https://www.alim.org/quran/tafsir/ibn
kathir/surah/9/107
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In Example 4.23 Poster58 expresses amggravated disagreement stagtwith an
exclamation(single underline) The extamationis formulated as a rhetoricalquestion
primarily used to showPoster5 8 6 s ast oni s i aehetpriorprostd es b s
comment on the video attached to thH, seeSection4.5.2.7 The prior poster
commented that the man wasdacioudor approaching the imam like that during the
lecture. The exclamation is followed by explanation (double underlineshowing that

the poster was not seeking an answer from the previous poster. The explanation shows
thatPoster58 sees the i mamdébs actions and words
the imam is further intensified by the second aggravation device at the end, which reflects

Poster5 8 6s il |l wish towards the target (i . e.

Example 4.23 [see MTLin Section4.2.]]
Poster58 T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis (Exclamationand Explanatior)

(Aggravation devices inangledbrackets: judgmental language and invoking Allah against the
other)

(o)
>@ Lo 0 < > Q@
man all Afhi mandad fglmr rfat  minalimaim  whaisa
alfaks. t affarwarafa) sl aut <a lamu k a b ii rq
abujut al mu<i : twhldi-waga: <ah nfa alakij urd

(idnu:-lah  jarxwa:n) wa (aldi:n ma: jai <na alima:m min allah
ma: | asta<q! >

who that dared on whotRe-audacity came from thémam andnot
thereverse. hedared andaised sound tHeudspeakers until penetrated ¢
the-houses the-surrounding. andby-rudeness hereply to thecomplainant
(pray-for-him O brothers)and (thereligion not _upset). < on _thimmam from allah

what hedeserves>

Who dared whom7he audacity came from the Imam not the other way arounc
dared to raise the sound of the loudspeakers until (his voice) stormed :
surrounding houses. And he responds to the complasmadely> (brotherspray for
him) and feligion does not upset). <On the Imam what he deservesAllah!>




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

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)

d. Terms of endearment/intimacy * c. Unconventional spelling ( e.g.,
2. Dismissing the other/dissociate from the other letters spacing, word lengthening)
a. Silencers d. Emotive interjections (e.g.,
b. Disregarding the other’s opinions, feelings laughter /haha/ and spitting
K etc. [tfuzf) /
Figure 4-4. Coding framework for Saudi sé6 Twitter d-turs

interaction (*usually used asa mitigation device but not in the

SAT corpus)
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4.6 Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted after the data collecapproachwas detded The pilot
studyds mato assesghe reaswilitysof the methodological and theoretical
framework to be employed in the studyfter compiling the Twitter corpusworked on
coding the datan Exel. The pilot study revealed that software other than Excel was
necessary to closelgnd effectivelycode smaller units of the datsuch as mitigation
devices and linkthe generated codes whenever required. Thus, | decided to work with
MAXQDA to analysemy corpus dataThe software was also used to code and analyse
online questionnairesnd interviews. After coding the corpus avalidatingthe coding
system, | checked with another researthalt the generated codes used in classifying
disagreement strategies, typesd the categosation of mitigation and aggravation

devices.

The online questionnaire was also tested Vvt respondentiom different educational
backgrounds: one has a diploma, two havBaghelos ¢ and two have &Ma st er 6 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, 20ZDhe test of the onlinguestionnaire was important to
highlight any shortcomingm it and identify anyunanticipatedifficulties, relating to

such as the wording and formkio major changes were maitethe online questionnaire

in light of this testingexcep for rephrasinga couple of questions for clarity

4.7 Analysis of data

The data analysis this studywas a combination of quantitative and qualitativethods

this practice of mixingnethodsis widely encouraged in linguistics and social sciences
(Dornyei, 2007, p.44; lvankova and Creswell, 2009, p.188) Sectiod.1 The next two
sections illustrate the processfollowed in analysing the data quantitatively and

qualitatively.

68 A SaudiPhD researcher in Arabignglish translation at the University of Leeds
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4.7.1Quantitative analysis

The current studyprimarily uses descriptive statisticof some aspects of discourse
analysisfocusing mainly omitigation aggravation deviceand disagreement steges
to further explore théiscursivestruggle ovefim)politenessn Twitter disagreementin
analysing the corpushé quantitative analysis providedsolute numbers, relative
frequencies, and percentagéglopting this approach was motivated by claithat
aggessive verbal exchangesem to be commopracticeamong manySaudi Twitter
usersin disagreementgAlghathami, 2016)The quantitative analysis seeks to identify
the dominantype of disagreementshe strategiesand the dewiesusedby Saudis in

expressing their disagreements in 8#€T corpus seeSection5.1

In analysing the onlinguestionnairethe quantitative analysismainly providesthe
frequencyand percentagef the respondenésanswers to understand tgeneral use of
Twitter among Saudjssee the analysis inSection5.2 Also, in part three of the
questionnaire,frequencies and percentagare primarily used tounderstand the
relationshipbetweenthe (im)politenessand (in)appropriatenessaleswhen classifying
Twitter disagreements, specifically looking at the (un)alignment between the categorie
in the two scalessee Sectiorb.2.2 This (un)alignment between the categoiigethen
presented irthe form ofrelationshipmaps in Chapter 7This analysisshedslight on
whetherthe respondents(im)politeness evahtions of Twitter disagreements reflect a
variation in the perceptionff was suggested that people are much more likely to agree
with anegative evaluation of forms of behavidhbat they might consider impolite, rude
inappropriateetc. than they are on the positive evaluatibthe same behavio(watts,
2003, p.1718).

The corpus data, online questionnaires, and interviews were imported, coded, and
analysed using MXQDA. MAXQDA provides different approaches to analyse the
codeddata statisticallyl also used SPS3nainly to test the correlation between the
categories in (im)politeness and (in)appt

each reply.
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4.7.2Qualitative analysis

The analysis of disagreement types and strategies in the corpus of tweets was based on
previous classifications of disagreem@reesMiller, 2000; Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb,

2016) In addition, mitigation and aggravation devices were analysed based on the
impoliteness model designed Bulpeper (19962011a) along with the work oHarb

(2016) on mitigation and aggravation devices in Arabic (Seetion 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
guestionnaires and interviewkhequalitativeanalysis of thelisagreemestin thecorpus

was primarily fr om aas Ircenexuallyanhyed idestified er s p
disagreementssing concepts such as sociality rights taken from the frameworkpafrtap
managemen{SpencetOatey, 2000; 2002; 2005a; [2000] 2008he concepts from

rapport management made it possibletoexpgle@p o st er 6 s theinteFactiora t i o r

and targds) of the disagreement.

Moreover,in analysingthe metapragmatic data provided in the online questionnaire and
the interviews,r e s p 0 nash®varsasddnterview transcriptions wereanalysed to
examine their perceptions and evaluations of (im)politéelsppropriatenessn

Twitter disagreements. lapproachinghe datal followed a thematic analysi®raun

and Clarke, 2012; 2017; 2022yhichisa fAmet hod f or devel opi
interpretingpatterns acrossaqualitative datasetvhich involves systematic processes of
data codi ng t dClakke aneg Braup, 2022y p.4) és [ad interpretative
approachthat aims to identify themes themeis described aa stared multifaceted
meaningencapsulamng several related insightsnified by a central concept or idea
(p.296) Accordingly,l imported the data into MAXQDAgrganisedhe responses, coded

the data by assignindabelsto relateddata sectiong&nd examined therelationships
between theodes The primary aim of this analysis isgapplement the corpus analysis

and provide evidencethat s he d s mor e l i ght on Saudi
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness, their perceptions of Twitter disagreemefasioing

that affected thie classificatios, andthe culturalnorms they refer to wheavaluating

(im)politeness in Twitter disagreement
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4.8 Summary

This chapter hapresentedhe methodological approach followedanalysingSau di s 6
disagreemest on Twitter and thgerceptios of (im)politenessin a sample of these
disagreementdt began by introducinthe data collection procesbpthnaturaldata and
metalinguistic datausing three different methodg:) collecting publicly available tweets

to compile a corpus; (2) collecting responses from Saudi Twitter users to investigate their
evaluations of (im)politeness Twitter disagreementand finally (3) to gather more-in

depth insight about users evaluations and conceptualisation of (im)politeness on Twitter
throughconducting followup interviews The chapter alscoveredthe datascreening

and preparation procedsr the SAT corpus and the metalinguistic ddtaaddition it
discussed theheoretical considerationshe codingframeworkinspired by previous
researchand the modifications made to captudesagreemeston a multimodal and
multi-participant platformike Twitter. Based on what has been explained here, the next

chapterfocuses on the quantitative analysis of the data.
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Chapter 5 Quantitative Analysis

In the previous chaptell presented my codinfyameworkfor the corpus datautlining

the linguistic and paralinguisticfeatures that | look for in identifying mitigated
aggravated and unmodifieddisagreementsthis identificationtakesinto accountthe
coniext in which tresedisagreementsvere expressedl also covered how the online
questionnaires and interviews wergalyticallyapproachedn this chapter| present the
findings of thequantitative analysis of theorpuscoding and online questionnaire.
Section5.1 deals with the examination of the corpus datantifying: (1) the types of
disagreements found in Saualisvitter communicationandthe categosation of these
types was based on (2) the linguisticdevices employed to mitigate or aggravate
disagreements, and lastl{8) the strategiessed bySaudisto express disagreement. The
analysis hereisbasedbrhe 580 Saudi s6 dirlf2angdrT2uensire nt |
the SAT corps seeSection 4.4 for a detailed explanation of the filtering process of the
corpus data

Aslaid out inSectiord.4.2 the analysi®f theonline questionnairesponses was divided

as follows: the analysis i®ection 5.2.1is based on 231 responses; it presents the
guantitati ve anal y gensralgoektionS aboul Twitér papdasity 0 n s
and usage. Sectidn2.2is based on 178 responses; it reports the quantitative analysis of

S a u dim)poditenesHin)appropriatenessassificationof thetendisagreements the
qguestionnairewhich is covered in further detail in Chapterwhere their justifications

for their classificationareinvestigated in depth.
5.1 Quantitative analysis of SAT corpus

5.1.1Types of disagreements found in the corpus

As statedn Sectior4.5.], the existence of mitigation devices with disagreerdeasnot

always guarantee that these deviaeBieveda mitigating effect. In the current study, it

was noted that some replies in the corpus contained both mitigation and aggravation
devices; however, it seems thatdemitigation device havelittle influenceon softening
disagreementn these contextsThis is to say thaan aggravatorused in the same
disagreementan havea stronger impact on the resfion of disagreemer{see Netz,

2014) this point is further discussed in Secti@l.3 ExaminingSaudi s6 Twi
disagreements in T1/2 and T2 reveals an interesting, bubtadly unexpected, result

that seems to support the observation made by Alghathami (20&6gnted irSection
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1.1 Henotedthat Saudi Twitter userseem to rgage in aggravategerbal exchange
without consideration or discretiolhe findings generally seem to coincide with
Al ghat hami 6mrticdarlya that aggravated disagreement has the highest
occurrence in the SAT corpussshown inFigure5-1.

/ 6.7%
Unmodified disagreements

Figure 5-1: Total percentageof each disagreement type in the corpus

Mitigated disagreements 24:1%

)

It is crucial to highlight thathe pervasivaess ofverbalaggressiorand impoliteneshas
been reportecs a general issue ionline communicationindeed, in a recent study,
Alghamdi (2023) found that Saudis and American EFL teachers were similar in their
tendency to express more aggravated disagreementsvitter. People use different
platforms for different purpospamong these platform3$witter is generallyusedmore

to sharehoughts,opinions and fast new#iughes et al., 2012NonethelessTwitter is
also maliciously utilised to spread rumars, fake news, hate speeatic. (Chetty and
Alathur, 2018) Researcherg/orking on for instancegyberbullying and hate speeahe
seeking to understand tliifferent reasons behinthis phenomenarhow aggression
differs between the differerglatforms(Oz et al., 2018; Hughes et al., 201Bpw to
develop systems to detect and control onlieebal aggressio(Mubarak and Magdy,
2017; Chen et al., 2020and howpolicymakers carcontribute tosolving this issue
without compromising freedom of speedtherefore,in the next chapters, | investigate
the possiblenotivations behind thikigh percentage ohggravated disagreements in the
SAT corpus anghed light orwhatSaudi Twitter users think efggravated disagreements

in terms of(im)politeness
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Moreover,aChi-square testvas conducted ttind out if there is a significant association
between disagreement typeand the topic genre in thehashtags(political and
sociocultural) Theresults suggest that there is no association between the disagreement
types and the hashtip the SAT corpus?(2, N=580) =3.11, pvalue=0.211, which is

> 0.05. One way to interpret the result here is tiate 2016the time the Saudi 2030
Vision was launchedsaudi Arabighasbeen going through many sociatonomi¢ and
political changegsee Sectiorl.3.3. These changes might have affected the level of
controversy inall the topics across bottpolitical and socioculturalhashtags. It can be
argued that these changes might have seffext on beliefs regardingopics in the
scciocultural category, thus affecting the level of controversy ins¢éhéopics see the

discussionn Section8.5.

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 (AR Relative frequency (RR)ormalsed per 1000 tweets
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Another way tdook at the data is byxamining eacMT in the hashtagsspresentedn

Figure5-2.

m Percentage of mitigated disagreementa Percentage of unmodified disagreements

Percentage of aggravated disagreements

- B o
#women_driving2 0.7%

- M _0.5%
#women_drivingl > 4.0%
10.7%

" . . 0.7%
#hijaz_identity2 B ’ 2.1%

SOC

#hijaz_identityl 2.6%
10.3%

o . 0.2%
#alsihaimi_ calls_for_closing_mosques 3.4% 0%
. (1)

o . F 1.4%
#alsihaimi_ calls_for_closing_mosques 2.6% 4.8%
. (1)

B 1.0%
#royal_decrees2 1.7%
- 11.6%

0.2%
0.9%

1
#royal_decreesl
0.9%

. ) . B 0.3%
#king_fights_corruption2 > 2.9%
1.6%

POL

. ) . B o.
#king_fights_corruptionl 2.2%
0.5%

- 0.0%
#qulf_crisis2 0.2%
- 3.1%

.. W_0.3%
#gulf_crisis1 0.9%
13.3%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0%

Figure 5-2: Occurrence of each disagreement type in the thread of replies for ealhir

The figureshows that aggravated disagreementssistentlyoccurred morérequentlyin

the thread of replies faveryMT in the socioculturalhashtagshowever, this is not the
case in theolitical ones Aggravated disagreements in fditical hashtagsppear to be
differently distributed between thdTs as theynly dominatethe thread of replies for
threeMTs. A possible reason for this distribution is how W& was formulated, i.how

the poster of theMIT presengéd the topic has some influence on the generation of
disagreements in the thread of replil®usley et al. (2017, p.587n their study of
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celebrity antagonistic tweet®und that there is a link between how the tweétrafted
and the generation afresponseFor example, th#T in #royatdecreesl was posted as
a report of a new law, whereas thid in #royaldecrees2 was posted as a rejection of
some of the new changes in the country, suclthasestablisiment of the General

Entertainment Authoritythis point isdiscussed further in Secti@b.
5.1.2Mitigation and aggravation devices

5.1.2.1Mitigation used by Saudis in theSAT corpus

The high frequency of aggravated disagreements compared to the low frequency of
mitigated disagreements indicatihat mitigation devices in the corpus hawéower
occurrence than aggravation devicéable 5-2 presents thesix identified mitigation
devices in the corpug appears that hedging and positive remarks were the denass
usedto soften disagreemenwhile solidarity or ingroup marlkrs 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 ambnisamitigating effect on the disagreement as a

whole see discussn in Section8.1.3.1

Table 5-2: Mitigation devices found in the SAT corpus
Mitigation device Frequency Percentage
Hedging: 21 33.9%
1 Personalised opinions or wishes
1 Uncertainty/hesitation markers
1 Downgraders
1 Parenthetical and emotive verbs
Positive remarks: 16 25.8%
1 Blessings
1 Polite markers showing respect, gratityele.

Partial agreement: 8 12.9%
1 True but
1 I agree with you on all except

Solidarity/inrgroup markers: 7 11.3%

1 Plural subject pronounr{a)

1 Plural object pronounifa, us)

1 You and Iconstruction
Address terms (positive vocatives): 6 9.7%

1 Titles

1 Terms of kinship

1 Teknonyms
Paralinguistic cues: 4 6.5%

1 Emaojis
Total 62 100%
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As pointed out inthe codingframeworkin Section4.5.1 mitigationand aggravation
devices can appear in different posisam the disagreeingeply. However, in the SAT
corpus some of these devicesgem tooccurmuchmore at theébeginning of the reply:
66.7% of address termsd87.5% of partial agreementghichwasnotunexpectediven

that these devices are usuallsed to attract or appeal to the target of the disagreement
Address termsire usedo establisha specific social bond with the targats seerin the

use of fibrothep in Example6.17. Regarding partial agreementhe analysis here
supports thdindings ofearlier studiege.g., LoCastro, 1986; Kreutel, 20QFpt partial
agreemerstusuallyappear at the beginning of disagreemeagsseen in the extracts in
Example5.1 The use of this devicat the beginning o& disagreeing replgenerally
indicatesthat the posteforegrounds commonality with the targdiefore expressing the
disagreementn the SAT corpusthere was one occurrence of partial agreement at the
end of the disagreement, whichdiscussedn Example 6.80verall positive remarks
appearsomewhatmore at the beginning of the disagreeing rg@l$.8%)but are also
foundat theend(37.5%). Positive remarksrealso used to appeal to the tardeiwever

this positive appeal can lberegroundedo attract the targeas seen ifexample 4.9or
expressed athe end of the disagreement replyo leave a positive effecs seen in

Example &3.

Solidarity markersappearmorein the middle 28.6%) andat theend (71.4%) of the
disagreement rejgls see Example 5.B5imilarly, hedgng, which include bothsyntactic
constructionsand lexicaldevices,appears moren the middle(57.19%9 and the end
(23.8%9 of the disagreeing replyas seenn the extracts irExample 5.1 Ladly, all

paralinguistic cues the SAT corpusend to be used at the end of the twastseen in
Example4.11and theone in Sectiod.5.1.1 The emojisusedare , ,and .These

emojis seem tobe usedto emphasise the friendly tonand 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, he analysis ofhese mitigation devices reveals tiA@#o of theselevicesvere
usedcumulatively (i.e. incombination)morethan occaring alonein a disagreemenas
shown inFigure5-3. Usingmultiple mitigation devices creates wit@affi (2013, p.241)
calledfisynergetic reinforcements of mitigatgn whi ch demonstrate t

maintain or enhance the interaction, Esampleb.1.
Example5.1 [see MTLin Section4.2.]]

Poster112-T2 <SOC, SH1.1. Mit.Dis>

gad aitafig nawj:nma: fii mawdi at mu < a W lalduau:s t
alilmi:ah, walakin fi:  alfpda:n wa ingamat al sl al @ga: t
nahu @ ma < rmuwa bi-lfaks 0 mumegaz la-na: fi
<i f a: finadan dinijah tmaazna: N Médna:

might i-agree kind of in subject thelectures orthelessons the
scientifc, but in thecall-for-prayer and callinfpr theprayer |-see
it-is  something good and btheopposite something unig for-us in
maintaing of customs religious distingusikus form otherus

| might agreesort ofon the subject of lectures or scientific lessdng,regarding the
call to prayer and the Igamah (the second call to praybmk thatit is a good thing
andandon the contrary somethirgpecial for usn preserving religious customs th
distinguish usrom others

In Example5.1, Poster112 appears to be cautious in expressing the disagreement as
multiple mitigation devices were employed in the reply. The poster used several:hedges
uncertaintymarkes (might) anddowngraders (sortgfwhi ch bot h r educe
commitment to the claim made in the disagreement. Also, the poster utilised personalised

opinion, or what is referred to dsubjectivizers (Caffi, 2007, p.268)asseen in the
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post er 0 sthink)sThdeseosubjedtitizers aim to highlight that the utterance is a
subjective opiniorn(Caffi, 2007, p.268which can be accepted or rejected. In addition,
Posterl 12 seems to be mindf whichasfeflectédenthease g et
of the hedgegartial agreement (agresort of,é b u t Solidaity sharker (plural object
pronoun-na) to highlight shared value#Jsing these devices shows that the mitigat
hereserves both the poster and the target
mentioned in SectioB.3.1t hat saving oneds faceThesat ai |
devicesseem torefled the postef s o r i tewatd eappDrioamhancement sjgte

having a different view on thepic presented in theT.

5.1.2.2Aggravation used by Saudis in the corpus

INnSaudi sé6 Twi t tteerpostrsisedive aggravatmmdevicepresented 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 irSection4.5.1.2 the overlap between these devigesometims
inevitable.The classification ofilencersas adismissivedevice does ngprecludethe
targetfrom perceivng it as an insultTherefore, lattempted to focus on the function of

the devicesn the context of the disagreemeatherthan theeffectsthey might have on

the target

Table 5-3: Aggravation devices found in the SAT corpus

Aggravation device Frequency Percentage
Insulting language: 100 33.9%
- Inappropriatgcultural, religious, political)
negative vocatives/references/slurs
- Attacking the otheros
- Comparing to animals
- Degrading/belittling the other (scorn, condescen
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 otherds
- Dissociating fom the other
Invoking Allah against the other 18 6.1%

Total 295 100%
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Similar toaddress terms and partéreements in mitigatiaevicesjt seems thaaround
51% of insulting language testb occur at the beginning of théisagreeing tweet and
31% at the endlhe nsulting language&leviceinvolves namecalling and imppropriate
referencs, andthis type of insulting language tends to be wsdthie beginning teeflect
thenegativep o0 s tattitud@tewards that target from ttstartof the disgreeing replylt
can be argued thagiostes who aggrava¢ ther disagreemest by namecalling and
inappropriate references likely aim to offend the tardety are not orientating towards
enhancing or maintaining the rapport with the targstseen in Exampl&.2 Other
devices particularly judymental languag€1.16%) dismissing the othg62.94%) and
paralinguistic cueés7.89%), seem to occur more in the middle of the disagreeing reply
These devices alsappear at the end of the reply: judgmental langua§e2®n0),
dismissing the otheR6.47% and paralinguistic cue8§.84%). Example 7.&hows how
judgemental language is used at the end of the reply to aggravate the disagreeinent
Example4.23 inSection4.5.2.10shows how judgemental languageanbe employed in
the middle of the disagreeing rephs for dismissing the otheExanmple 6.3 shows how

it similarly may beusedn the middle of the disagreeing twestd the example iBection
4.5.1.2shows howit can beused at the endParalingustic cues in aggravation imwe
emojis,unconventionaspelling andpunduations; therefore, is it expected to find these
more in the middle or at the endtbe disagreeing replyas in Example 5.2. Lastly, the
device invoking Allah against the other setmoccur more at the end of the disagreeing
reply (66.67%) as seen in Example @Llalthoughtheycan alsappear at the beginning
of the disagreeing repl22.22%), as seen in Example%.

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 thaggravation devices the SAT corpus were also used
combinationrather than using one device in the disagreeing rdplg. use of multiple

devices seems to intensify the aggravatbthe disagreemenas seen in Example 5.2.
Example 5.2 [see MBin Section4.2.]]

Poster225T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

m—
@media_ksa
haalffnah  waalxamah il mgaha: " a: j i n mii mt a "iib @
alledra@a : n j_i sléawifuah:mn n t as 1 awi lazim @it «

t a s | min @media_kshal haalgana:h waa | t 1 aa:l gaa’ nmiel i
t as It rais:l <bixawa:r alsuju:djat??nan t a #iifaidai!??

Thisrotten (reporter/woman) and treerewed ugteam) with heccame from Dubai
and waited until late at nigh to film é as far as | know TV channetsust
obtain a permit fron@media_ksa do this channel and the foreign staff have a pe
to film in thestreets of Saudirabia??we are waiting for clarificatioit??

In this reply,Poster225startsthe disagreemebly insulting the targethe female reporter

and her team by referring to them <this rotten(reporter)and the screwed ugtean)

with her>. Thelaughing emoji following the insuls very likely to be usedo intensify
thecondescendingttitude towardshe targetThe pder also ends the disagreement with
multiple questiormarksand exclamation marksvhichreflecta strong condemnation of

the content of the video attached to td. Therefore, itcan be argued that the
fisynergetic reinforcementffect proposed bgaffi (2013, p.24)can also be extended

to aggravation devices. he i ntensification of the i mp
extra; it is part of what makes impolite formula attitudinally extreme, less equivocal and
more | ikely to causégulpepee 20lla,pmlEbl)t o t ake ¢

5.1.3Disagreement strategies

The corpus analysis reveals ti&#tudis usetendisagreement strategits express their
Twitter disagreementeeSection4.5.2for an explanation othe coding framewonk
Figure 5-5 provides a general pictu the strategies Saudis used in expressing their
Twitter disagreement3.he figure showshe totalpercentage of theccurrence of each
straegy in theSAT corpus Act combination is the most used strategy in the SAT corpus,
which aligns with previous research (Harb, 20@B)erall, the gategies can be split into
three groups based on their frequencies: the first group corgeinsombination and
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verbal attacksthe second group contains contrary statements, explanationgedrad
irony/sarcasmand the last group contains the less frequent strategiedamation,

reprimand, challenge, supplication, and giving advice.

30.0% 0
25.0% 24.0% 21.6%

20.0% 14.8%

15.0% 11.9% 11.7%

10.0% 6.0%
5.0%
0.0%

4.0%
© 31% 24% 0.5%

Figure 5-5: Disagreement strategies used by Saudis in T1/2 and T2

Figure5-5, in isolation doesnot show how each strategy wased in terms of linguistic
modification; that is if each streegy was usedvith or without mitigationandaggravation
devices ThereforeFigure5-6 displays the percentagiseof each disagreement strategy

in relation tothe use ofmitigationandaggravatiordevicesn the corpus.

L . 33.3%
Giving advice —0.0% ’

L 35.7%
Supplication | 64.3%
0.0%

66.7%

33.39
Challenge %] 50.0%
16.7%

I 91.3%

Reprimand —0.0%
8.7%

|_54.3%

Exclamation N— | 45.7% @ Aggravated %
. | 100.0% o Unmodified %
Verbal irony/sarcasm 0.0%
0.0% Mititgated %
. 27.5%
Explanation | 50.7%
21.7%
| 52.3%
Contrary statement | 39.5%
8.1%
| 100.0%

Verbal attack = 0.0%
0.0%

Act combination _7'207_' 26.6%
. 0

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% 120.0%

] 66.2%

Figure 5-6: Percentage of disagreement strategies in each disagreement type
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The results presented Higure 5-6 indicate that a straightforward classification of
disagreement strategies as polpesitively marked) politic (unmarked) and impolite
(negatively markedJas f ound i n Har bds pr@erhaiosince a x o n
these strategiesmnbe expressed with differeaffectsbased on the use ofitigation and
aggravation devices his variability inmodification seemto indicate a variability in
perceptionFor example,n the case oferbal attacks and verbal irony/sarcasm, although
these strategies were always useexpress aggravated disagreemeénthie corpusit

remairs challenging to judgewhetherthey would always benegatively marked or
evaluated as impoliteespecially in the context of Twittein Chapter 6, | present
examples from the corpus fdhose disagreement stratesg expressing mitigated,
unmodified and aggravated disagreementbhen, inChapter 71 presentr e s pondent
evaluatiors of some of these strategigssupport this argument.

5.2 Quantitative analysis of online questionnaire

As mentioned in the previous chaptBection4.2.2 the online questionnail@nsisted

of four parts partone collecs demographic data about the respondegrasttwo obtairs

more insight into the popularity of Twitter among Saudis and how the respondents use
the platform part three f@useson collecting the respondeftsvaluations of theen
disagreemest taken from theSAT corpus, and thdourth and final part invites
respondents to take partinafollawp i nt er vi ew. Respondent s¢
reported in the @viouschapter inSection4.3. The following sections report the findings

of the quantitative analysis partstwo and three of the online questionna#s.pointed

out in Sectior.4.2 the analysis oparttwo is based on the answers of 231 respondents

while partthree is based on 178 respondents
5.2.1Analysis ofpart two of the questionnaire

5.2.1.1The popularity of Twitter and its usage among Saudis

Respondentwere asked if they agréavith the following statemenAmong the different
social media platforms, Twitter is the most popular platform used by Saudis to discuss

political and sociocultural topics
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= Agree = Disagree = Neutral

>

Figure 5-7: Twitter is the most popular social media platform among Saudis when
discussing political and socioculturaissues

[EY

o

Figure 5-7 showsthat mostrespondents (200 out of 231) agreed with the statement.
Twitter is indeed a platform that has provided Saudis with an open publicispacieh
to participate in discussions on differgrlitical and sociocultural topicsvhich makes

Twitter arich resource for collecting authentic data.

5.2.1.2Frequency of using Twitter

Respondents were asked abbatwv frequently they uséwitter, and as shown iRigure

5-8, around 65% of respondents, that is 150, said that they use Twitter more than once
day. Other responehnts use the platforntess frequentlyor different reasons; fanstance,
oneof the female respondents wheelectedtherstated that her usage of Twitter depends
on her daily prioritieslt can be argued that Twitter segto bea platformthat80% of

the respondents use daily ¢connectto the worldas itis used to keep up with recent

updatesn politics, sports, etc., as seen in the following two sections.

70.0% 64.9%

0,
@ More than once a day 60.0%

50.0%

. 40.0%
Once or twice a week 0.0%
30.0%

@ Once or twice a month

@ Once a day

20.0% 15.2%
o Rarely

0, 0,
o 10.0% ,—\ 74% 4 o0, 78% o
. 0
0.0%

Percent

Figure 5-8: Frequency of Twitter usage as reportedy Saudi respondents
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5.2.1.3Purposes of using Twitter

Respondenta/ere asked to select from a list of opti@hpossiblemotivations or reasons

for usingTwitter. Theywere 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 r 1
Following the Two or more of Connecting with Other Keeping touch Marketing and

news the options others regarding (5) with friends business
(115) (203) topics of 2) 0)

interest

(6)

Figure 5-9: Purposes of using Twitter as reported by Saudi respondents

Figure5-9 reveals that 15respondentshose following the news as tbaly reason for

using Twitter, while connecting with friendsvas chosen bywo respondentsThis
indicates thathalf of the respondents maynuse Twitter to follow what is happening
locally and globally Unsurprisingly Twitter is alsocommonlyused formore than one
reason asseen in the respornsef 44.6% of respon@rts. Somerespondentprovided
variousotherreasongssuch as looking for promotion cod®s online shoppingaccessing
Twitter links sent to them via other platforms, connecting with people/groups sharing
similar hobbies or activitiege.g., cycling group$, finding quotes, venting personal
emotions, and sharing daily updates (i.e. treating Twitter as a journal), miaigtain
professional network by following colleagues and others in the same work/study field and

finally, using Twitter for learning and personal development.

5.2.1.4Type of Twitter activity

As discussed irSection4.2.], the number of replie® a tweet is ongvay to measura

t weet 6s e n g awtterradive tengagememt Eeenin the number of replies,
retweets, likes, etcwhile passive engagemamimariy refers to browsing and checking
what is going onn the platform withougctively engaging with the tweets theonline
guestionnaire, respondents were given a tafldive Twitter activities: weeting,
retweeting, liking, replying, and browsing/following the neWkeythenwere asked to
select the type of activitihat described their engagement on Twitter gredregularity
of that adity. Respondents were also given finieedomnot to selectany activity. As

expectedmostrespondents chogbrowsingas theirmostfrequentactivity, which was
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selected byl60 (69%)respondentsas shown in Figure-%0. d_iking6tweetswasthe
most frequent activity foonly 68 (29%) respondents andearequallyausual activity for
67 (29%)respondents.

Similarly, detweetingwas selected asusual activity by73(32%) respondentthe most
frequentactivity for 53 (23%) respondentsand equly a rare activity for53 (23%)
respondentsinterestingly, more respondents chabseeting as their least frequent
activity on Twitter, which was selected by 83 (36%), followed closely by replying to
others which 68 (29%) respondents select&tis finding seems tasupportBensomd s
(2017, p.91ptatanent that online interactismgenerallytend tobe left unfinished (i.e. to
hang; see Sectiod.4.1.2

O Mostly D Usually CIRarely D Never Did not select the activity at all

80%
69%
70% —

60%
50%
40% 36%
° 32% B _—
30% 23% 23% 25%
2o% 19% 18% 19%
20% 11942% 139 13943% 14%
10% [ |—| ﬂ 7% G%H H 5959,
0% [] ] —
Retweeting Tweeting Liking Replying to others Browsing

Figure 5-10: Frequency and type of Twitter activity that Saudi respondents do

5.2.1.5Types of relationshipson Twitter

Respondents were givére different options that describe their relationship with others
on Twitter.Figure5-11 shows tha#t8.9%of therespondents indicate that theyly know
some or a few people in their following/follower lish contrastthose whostate they
personallyknow allthe people in theiiollower/following list constituteonly 1.7% This
finding suggest that Twitter users are more likely know relatively fewpeoplein their
follower/following list on a personal levelwhich seems to support the claim that
interaction on Twitter tends to be more betweaeraktie networks see Chapter 8 for
further discussionTo some userst seens that Witter is simply used tpublishtheir
thoughts to &droaderaudiencewhile for othersit is usedo create a sense of community

and belonging.
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60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%

48.9%

26.8%

20.0% 14.7%
10.0% 7.8% 1.7%
0.0% —
I know some or a | only know my | know them all on other I know them all
few of them  firend and family Twitter but never personally
personally met in person

Figure 5-11: R e s p orelaienshipsswith others on Twitter

5.2.1.6Potential platform influence on the expressions and perceptions of

disagreements

Respondents were invited to express their thoughts on whether Tinfilbences how
one expresses theirrwsand how they pesiv e 0 tdiffeeent siéws As the question
was optionabndopenrended, 21.6%f respondentdid not answethe questionand the

rest provided various responses ranging from elaborated answers to aesArers as
shownin Figure 5-12. For instanceTwitter hasbemme a sourcdor many different
conversatioal topics; asFemale45 statediSome peopleéend to quote tweets in most of
their conversationsthe discussions on Twitter influence how people accept the rapid
changes happening in Saudi soci@fiso, Twitter hasfacilitated expressing opinion®

a larger audienceand how the number of followemrsight affect these opinionsas

Female86 staed,
Based on my experienan Twitter since 2008, | withessed the impact of
Twitter on Saudi society, as it opened the horizons for freedom of expression,
and completely changed how opingosre communicatetllo matter how odd
and different your opinion is on Twitteyou will not be alone. Therare
supporterdor every opinion, whether it is positive or negati%®, Twitter

has provided freedonof expression and supppespecially if you have a
large number of followers

It is suggested that some peopleghtinot express thedr r etlrolghts because they are
mindful of losing some of their followerd\lso, Male-32 statedfiNow, many Saudis
when embarking on mewthing in their life, whether academic or business, they go on
Twitter and see othedspinions and then make a decisioMore of these responses are

coveredand discussenh Chapter 8.
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60.0%

50.0% 48.9%

40.0%

30.0%
21.6%

20.0%
0
12.6% 11.3%

10.0%
2.6% 1.3% 0.9% 0.9%
0.0%

elaborated no answer yes with no no/ 1 don't elaborated sort sort of/ 1 don't know
yes response elaboration think so no/l don't of/maybe maybe
think so (elaboration)
response

Figure 5-12: Twitter hasinfluenced how Saudisexpresstheir opinions and how they view
others different views

5.2.2Analysis of part three of the questionnaire

As statedn Sectiord.2.2 the third part of the online questionnaire involves a sévef
MT s with two replies for each. Following the relational work m@@éatts, 2003; Locher
and Watts, 2005)respondents were asked to judgkether each of thé&en replies
disagreed with the relevaMIT . If the reply was identified as a disagreement, respondents
were thenasked to evaluate thevel of (im)politeneggin)appropriateness of each
disagreement using themint Likert scale: the (im)politenesscaleincludesfivery
polited, fipolited, fineither polite nor impolite Aimpolited, and fivery impolite. The
(in)appropriatenesscaleincludesfivery appropriat@ fiappropriate, fineither appropriate
nor inappropriat® finappropriaté, andfivery inappropriate Then, respondents were
invited towrite their justification explairing the reon(s) behindtheir classificatiors.
These justifications are essential to accessabpondentsunderstanding othe moral
order underying their evaluations of (im)politene&s)appropriateness irthese
disagreementRespondentsjustifications or firationales depresent theargumentative
link betweenmetapragmatic behaviour and some underlying concepfidhe moral
order, r e s p mtodakegoffersirgsightsinto the differing conceptions of treocial
order (Davies 2018) However, as shown ifigure5-13, not all therespondentswho
identified the reply as a disagreemenand classified the level of
(im)politenes{in)appropriateness provided justitionsfor their classificationsfurther
discussed in Chapter Bor examplethe number of respondents who classifiedMiid -

R2is 16Q out of themonly 86 providedustificationsfor their classifications
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m % of respondents' justifications minus the incomplete and vague responses

m % of respondents' classifications

44 77%
MT5-R2 (POL, PH2.2, Agg.D 2 96.63%

MT5-R1 (POL, PH2.2, Un. D0 e 85.96%
MT4-R2 (POL, PH2.1, Mit. Di§ et h 3 26%
MT4-R1 (POL, PH2.1, Agg. DiS) 2038 e 68,5496

MT3-R2 (PoL, PH3.1, Un. OS2 %9%5 o,

MT3-R1 (POL, PH3.1, Agg. DjS) 8 e 85.96%
MT2-R2 (SOH,SH2.1, Agg. Di e e 86,5206
MT2-R1 (SOH,SH2. 1, Agg. Di 0 O 74,7206
MT1-R2 (SOC, SH1.1, Un.DjS) 0,00 e 69.10%

MT1-R1 (SOC, SH1.1, Agg. DS 222 s 80.50%

0.00%  20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00% 100.00% 120.00%

Figure 5-13; Respondent sdé r es p o ntlEre part of the quéstonnginee st i o

Moreover, analysing respoedtclassificatiors of thetenrepliesrevealed thathereis
variation in how each reply was classified in terms of (im)polité(iaf@ppopriatenss
For instancethe first reply to the firsMT wasclassifiedas dispayed in Figure5-14; the
evaluatons ofthetenreplies are presenteshd analysed i€hapter 7 The variability in
classificationreflects the sibjective nature othe relational work which is siject to
discursive disputas towhat is considered polite, appropriate, impolé&.behaviouin
the interaction This variability in evaluationsshows that evaluationsare open to
discursiverenegotiation(Haugh, 2010, p.26Also, it canbe argued thathis variabiity
might indicte thatevaliative terms such asmpolite§ @appropriaté and Gmpolitedare

too subject to discwivedispute, seéhe discussion in Sectidh2
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0 (im)politeness evaluations in % O (in)appropriateness evaluations in %
50.0% 45.0% 45.0%
40.0%

30.0% 20 6% 20 0% 20 0% 18.8%
13.8%
20.0% 10.0%

10.0%  44% 259 e
0.0% —

very polite polite neither pollte nor impolite very |mpoI|te
impolite

very appropriate appropriate  neither appropriate inappropraite  very inappropriate
nor inappropriate

Figure 5-14: Respondent§classiications of Reply 1 toMT 1

In addition the analysis revealadiassification$etweerthe two scalesould oftenalign;

for example, if arespondent classifsa reply adivery polite, the replyis very likely to
be also classified dwery appropriateé However,some respondengsovided unaligned
classificationsfor example,classifing the reply adineither polite nor impolit@ and
fiappropriate, seeFigure5-15. Therdore, thereseems to be a relatiship between the
(im)politeness and (in)appropriatenessmles.To understand this relationship between
the two sales | usedthe Spearma@ s rcaraldiori® to measure the correlation
between (im)politeness and (in)appropriaten&3we results showed thahere is a
significant positive correlation between the twscales (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness{(178) = .90, p = .00)s is veryclose to +1. This means that the
two scalesare strongly relatedn other wordsit means that it is strongly likely that
whenever respondents selected, for examplefitbgy polited classification in the first
scale, they select tliwery appropriat@classification in the second scalde variability
between the (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness calclated andshowed81%

shared variability between the twoales

69 The normality distribution test showed that the data violates the normality distribution assumption, and
based on this, neparametric Spearman correlation instead of Pearson's correlation was teséd to
the data.
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Unaligned evaluations between the categories in the two scales

Aligned evaluations between the categories in the two scales

15.1%
MT5-R2 (172 respondentsﬁ 1 84.9%
1 26.1%
MT5-R1(153 respondents)j ) 73.9%
26.0%
MT4-R2 (77 respondents)j — D 74.0%
28.7%
MT4-R1 (122 respondentsﬁ == = I 71.3%
1 32.4%

MT3-R2 (102 respondents)g = ) 67.6%

32.0%
MT3-R1 (153 respondents) .  68.0%

22.1%

MT2-R2 (154 respondentsﬁ == I 77.9%

31.6%
MT2-R1 (133 respondents) = ] 68.4%

36.6%
MT1-R2 (123 respondents); < ) 63.4%
38.1%

MT1-R1 (160 respondentsﬁ = - I 61.9%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%

Figure 5-15: Respondentsdaligned vs unalgned classifications ofim)politeness
and(in)appropr iateness

5.3Summary

Themain aim of this chagter was toexploreSaudi$disagreement strategigsthe SAT
corpus the identification of these strategies was inspirecbt®vious tawnomies of
disagreementwhich weremodified asshown in Chapter 4. Thanalysis of the corpus
datainvolved two levels, namely anapng the disagreement stegiies usedand the
mitigation and aggravation devices used to modify these disagreemecdsding to
which thesedisagreements were classified into mitigated, odifred, and aggravated
disagreementd.he analysis showed th@indisagreement stregies wereused by Saudis
in the SAT corpusthetwo mostfrequentlyused stragies are act combination andrbal
attacks whereas giving advice is the least used in the SAT coipasso showed that
Saudis usedix mitigation devices in mitigatg their disagreemnts, mostlyhedging and
positive remarks They also usedfive aggravating devicedo aggravate their

disagreemats, mostlyinsulting language anddgmental laguage

In addition theresults revealethat Saudis usednore aggravated disagreemeintshe
SAT corpuswhile mitigated disagreemenivere usedhe leasin the corpus Although
not specific to Saudis, this finding hesappors the observation tha® a u dTwiked

disagreements tend to be maggravated than mitigateldowever this finding does not



167

say much abouhe possiblereasondor the pervasivenessf aggravated disagreements

in the SAT corpusThe analysis inChapter 6aims to shed more light olmow each
disagreement type is performeahd Chapter 7aims toexplore how the respondents
evaluatedsome of these disagreememisterms of (im)politeneg@n)appropriateness
Therefore, theanalysis in thdollowing two chapters sesko find out more about the
potential reasons behind the pervasiveness of aggravated disagreements in the SAT

corpus.

This chapter alsprovidedthe results of the analysis dfie online questionnairesh&

second part of the online questionnaire revealed that Twittendaed be rich resource

for gainingmore insight into Saudiviews ondifferent topicsit providesapublic space

where disagreements can dleserve and analysé However, Twitter interactions are

likely to be fragmented and left unfinished, which means disagreements on Twitter can
be left unresolvedAlso, the analysis shaedthat Twitter users are more likely to know

very few p@ple on their Twitter social networkat a personal levelLastly, the analysis

in part three of the questionnaire ralex thathe ralisation ofdisagreementsn Twitter

varied between respondents; some replies were identified as disagreements while others
were not. Thevariability in responses &s also seen inSaudi s6 cslohAssi f
(im)politenesHin)appopridenessin the identified disagreements. i$hvariability

reflects theinherentdiscursivity in evaluations of (im)politenessvhich is discussed

further in Chapters 7 and 8.
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Chapter 6 Qualitative Analysis ofCorpus Data

As statedin Section5.1.1 the SAT corpus containthree types of disagreements
aggravated, mitigatec&aind unmodified (i.e. no mitigation or aggravation devices were
used) This chapter focuses guresenting and analysing therpus dat@oveing theten
identified disagreement strategibg showing howeachstraegywasused Theanalysis
alsoaims to show hownitigation and aggravation devicesere used to modify the
expressedlisagreemenisee Sectiorb.l As stated in Chaptet and Sectior8.3, my
approach examines the possible (im)politeness interpretations of the linguistic forms in
the context of the thread of replieBhe analyss shed light on how (im)politenessn
Saudi sb6 Twitter d itriggergd anéper®rmeéds the nanalybiss be
predominantly from the e s e a r ¢ h e r .6lrs anglysing shpse disagreemenits
primarily borrow concepts from rapport management introducedSpgnceiOatey

(2002, 2005, 2008¥ace sensitivities, sociality rights and obligations, and rapport goals
and orientations. Therefore, the qualitative analysis of the corpus data presented in the
following sections des n ot i nvol ve a discussion of
(im)politenesHin)appropriatenessnidi vi dual s evaluations a
chapter covering the qualitative analysis of online questionnaire responses and
interviews. In the examples beloangle brackets > are used to identify the mitigation

and aggravéion devicesin the disagreementdn examples ofthe act combination

strategy | useda single underlingo identify the first strateggnda double underlineo

identify the second strategin each section, | start by presentimgumnodified instance
of the discussedlisagreemenstrategy followed by a mitigatednstance and then an
aggravated ong@lepenénton their occurrence in the SAT corpuls stated in Section
4.4.3 the English translationgry to follow the structure of théArabic text,particularly
with respect tdow posters use punctuation mark&rge in some caseshese markers

are used as a paralinguistic cue to aggraetdisagreements.

6.1 Disagreement strategies

This section presents the disagreement strategies identified in the SAT corpus. It mainly
focuses on the linguistimodificationof these strategieshowinghow eaclstrategycan

be mitigated aggravatedopr neither (unmodified) see Section 4.5. In the previous
chapter,Figure5-6 in Section5.1.3reveakd thatall disagreement strategi@ad some
aggravated occurrencesomestrategieshad someunmodified occurrencesanda few

strategieshad 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 discussioof 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 combinati@s the name suggestsa combination ot least two

of the othemninestrategieshenceit will be presented aftatiscussinghe other strategies.

6.1.1Verbal attack

The strategy of verbal attack is the second most frequent in the SAT ooithu21.6%
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 aperson such as the main posténe poster o& priorreply, or the
contentof the targeted tweetk.can be argued that wh a poster mploys verbal attacks

to express a disagreemethieseverbal attackseflect theposte Gsentation to neglet

or challengeapport withthe targeby threatening theiiace or sociality rightsas shown

in the examples below. Moreovesingthis strategy greatly reflectsh e  p megative r 6 s
emotional attitudéowards the targetince it mainly consists of aggravat@arb, 2016)

On Twitter, it 58 most likely that this strategy would triggeegativejudgments(e.g,
impolite/inappropriate)due b the overt aggravation of the disagreementssee

r e s p o nedatuations 6f examples of this strategySection7.4. It is important to

note that dsplaying emotions such as anger andteopt is not impolite in itself.
However,how they are expressed in public plagsrole ininappropriate or impolite
interpretations within tle specificcontext(Culpeper, 2011a, p.60)

Based on the corpus data, verbal attacks used by Saudis can be divided into:

1. Verbal attackshatmainly involve invoking Allah against the targetuch as the

one in Example 6.1.

2. Verbal attackshatmainly involve languagehataimsto insult the targés), their
family, or their country, as in Example 6.2. Theserbal attacksanged from
deval uing the t,andgtentaddsandbetfttting thé target hy f a i
comparing them to animalprimariy dogs pigs, anadlonkeys)aswill be seen in

Example 6.3.

3. Verbal attackshatmainly involve dismissingor silencing the targetas in
Example 6.3
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Example 6.1 [see MR in Section4.2.]]

Poster90- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>

allah jilnan-h w-jil iann ka:l-h
May Allah damn him and danthose like him

Poster9 0 6 s repl y respmsse mavéRsmove)fwith@ut initiating further
interaction (no retweets or likes). The disagreement is directed towards the writer,
MuhammadAlsihaimi, who is the main focus of thdT, which reportsA| s i hai mi ¢
suspension and referral for investigation due to some media violations. The suspension
was after what heuggetedin an interview on MB@’® about reducing the number of
mosques and stopping the useexternalloudspeakers to broadcast prayers and lectures
taking place inside the mosqué®stefd 0 6 s d i svatly Alsthaimm & expressed
through a singleaggravatar invoking Allah against the othefhe verbal attack on
Alsihaimi shows thaPoster9 0 has no consi deration of t|
social identity facesince he wasn TV speaking publicly aa writer. Also, it can be

argued thaPoster90 is disassociating from the wrifaince the poster usd¢ke phrase

fidamn those like hidg) thusimplying thatAlsihaimi and those likdnim are peoplavith

whom the postedoes notassociate This dssaiation seems toreflect Poster9 0 6 s
deliberatadisregard for association rights. Posd@rdetackshim/herself from the writer

and otherslike him. The verbal attack in this example isb&atant breach of the
conventionaked Islamic norms that prohibit damnirspmeone, and it is culturally
frowned upon as it is considered inappropriateude’ Damning usuallyesults from

having a negative attitude or emotion towards the damned ,tasigealling anger,

irritation, or annoyance with the other.

70 Middle East Broadcasting Center (MBC). TMBC Group operates over 17 fré@air satellite TV
channelsandis 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 hadith&€. narrationsof the Prophet Muhammad peace be upon hinfjTisose who
indulge in cursing will not be int(8ahibMuslBnpr s or
Hadithno.2595.
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Example 6.2 [see MBin 4.2.]]

Poster75 T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

<aqi :-lraa:h tw madi | -ahlahé: dli: rabu:aaf algatbjah: algadieah

[She is] despicable and only represents herself and her family who brought he
such a dirtyway

Poster7 56 s r e p | ywR-mavewghow ibitmating flirthea interaction (no retweets

or likes). The disagreement in this replydisected towards the female reporter seen in

the vided? attached to théWT. The female reporter was wearing a white ofrent

abayd3 showing what she was wearing undern&eahd partially coveng her hair. The

female reporter was standing beside some cars in the street awhilghteporting on

lifting the ban on women drivingp Saudi Aralla. Thevideo caused a heated debate
online many people were angered by what the reporter was weuaiilg others, like

the main poster, weadsoangered because they belidteat the reporter was not a Saudi
national angtherefore she should not be speaking on behalf of Saudi wom&he
disagreement here is expressed through the use of aggravators only, mainly the use of
insulting language to attack the female reportet laer family. The foregrounding of
fidespicablé emphasise$oster7 56 s r esent ment towards th
resentment is extended tothee por t e rdéneanindamel y daughter 0s
and describing i sd i fir. ThgréforePoster756sat t ack t argets bot h
identity facea nd her f ami dsiefectedmtieddvaluatiprofthawaygthat

they haveraised their daughter.This verbal attackrepresentsPoster750 s negat i
judgement of the reporter and her famiMoreover, Poster75 dissocias from the
reporterand her family this dissociation is seen inthe udeé h e p dnly eEesents

herself and her famify This dissociation is a rejectioof consideringthe reporter a

2Herreport caused a controversy and a heated a debate online that eventuadydedéral Commission
for Audiovisual Mediato announce that the reporter would be investigatesvéaring immodest
clothesand breakingegulations.

73 An abaya isa loose fitting over garment that may variously be described as dikeldress or long
cloak, originating in the Arabian Peninsula.

74 She was wearing a whiteneck crop top and white skinny jeans.

75Based on her official Twitter account and on one of her interviews, the regtaitesat that she & 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 naikifaie) is the name of a tribe/clan that exists in
Syria, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, and other Arab countries. 3indsvs 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 perfor(im)politeness; see Section 6.
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representative of Saudi womand thus delegitinses her reportagé seems thalPoster
75 deniesthe reporter association rights to Sawdimanhooddespiteher statements that

sheis a Saudivoman
Example 6.3 [see MTL0in 4.2.]]

Poster165 T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

ngu: 1l | it jwiakchdr<aimi :r il li: misawi

| say b n 0 t[angheng]nomoreyou and the donkeys wlazeretweeting your twee

Posterl 6 56 s r e pl yn Ranovwe sithaut isitiatiagf furtlaer interaction (no
retweets or likes)The main poster tweeteallist of demands using theashtag#royak

decrees including cancelling thé&eneral EntertainmentAuthority, nullifying the law

allowing women to drive and esrtfootball stadiumsgetc Posterl 6 506s ver bal
explicitly dismisses the main poster and insaitsryone who retweeted tMT because

they are seen as supporters of the listed demémdésabic culturedonkey as an insult
isusually used to refer to someone who is ignorant, stapastubbornThese supporters
arecalled ddonkeyso, which reflecs that Poger-165 has no respect ftine main poster

and his supporter3he dismissal and insultiPosterl 6 56 s reply show no
for face sensivities or sociality rights teeitherthe main posteor their supporters. To

tell sodenat & alyd amayithd gomext of disagreemerind m a

platform that is open for everyorie express their viewss a way of devaluing that

p er s o n Ppwhichvcan beseenas aninsult andimpostion on oneds fr ¢
expressionThe verbal attack here alseems tshow thatPoster165 seems to regard

the voice of difference, especially a voice thgjects and resists some of the social,
cultural, and economic changes happening in the country, as a voice that should not be

supported

6.1.2Contrary Statement

The third most frequently used disagreement strategy in the SAT soipwontrary
statemerd, as shown irFigure5-6 in Chapter 5Around 52% were aggravatewhile
39.5%were unnodified andthe remaining instances were mitigateostersuse contrary
statementdo expresdifferent positions to the os@roposed by the targets. Based on
how this strategy was defined 8ection4.5.2.1 contrary statements can be explias

seen inExample 6.4in which the contrary statemedirectly negateshe claim made in
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the targeted1T. Contrary statemestanalsobe expressed implicit)as seen ikxample
6.5, where they daot directly negate or contradict the proposition madéhbytarget
Lastly, @ntrary statements can be expredsgdontradcting thepresentatiorf a given
claim, as seen in Example 6i6 which the poster does not contradict or negate the claim

made by the target bratherdisagres with how the issue is presented.
Example 6.4 [see MG in Section4.2.]]

Poster49-T1/T2 (R/I) <SOC, SH3.1, Un.Dis>

()
l am juxtatl@gfa dddibm gnvetiwasesra:twaistiny a : d
nd T wjaa-dhrah

[our mediavas not]abductedbut it was given to them on a golden plahoney, cars
parades, and fame

Posterd 9 6 s r e p | yesmowosehgiatiantneve(R/Ifmowe)as it attracted another

poster topost an agreeingeply. Posterd 9 6 s r e p bnelike andtveoireiwedls.
Posterd9 expressea disagreement directed at the claim made by the main psseer
Example 6.Zor morecontext. TheMT claimednon-Saudis, particularly those living in

the country are hijacking and stealing opportunities from Saudis. PdSteontradicts

the main posterds claim by stating that
handed to them on a golden plate. Pedt& 6 s contr ary st asthe ment
main claim stating tla t It I's not .tPoserd9fshifts ke ame and 6 f
suggests that we (mostly people with power) willingly gttiese opportunities and
incentives to notbaudis to dke the spotlightThe contrary statement in this repty
unmodifiedsince the poster didot employ anymitigation or aggravation devicds.the

context of themain threadthe unmodfied form of thedisagreementloes not provide
muchinformationabout he poster 6s or iremwevdrji seemshato t h e
Poster4d96 s d i s adpeseat ame to tthallengeor neglect the rappotbetween
themselves and the main post€he target response thereply would have helped

analyse thelisagreement in this reply further; however, the main poster did not respond
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Example 6.5 [see MT7in 4.2.]]
Poster14- T1/T2 (R/) <POL, PH1.1, Mit.Dis>

MmN < > < >

<lanlm>nan< a* i m ‘dakima<biacd> an alni®ah tafu:q 10%

<| don't know> about the amount, but <I think> it is more than 10%.

Posterl4 expresses a disagreement directed atifheconsistingof an R/I-move as it

stars a short thread of replieghis reply receivedthree likes andone retweet see

Example 618 for more contextPosterl 4 6 s di sagr ee meMTltnwhich di r e

the main poster attempted to explain how much the tt@&#rown Prince Muhammad
bin Salmarwas talking aboun an interview with Thomas Friedma#it mainly focuses
ononepart of the CrowrPr i n c e 6 s Ascordirtg éo o experts, nearly 10% of all

government spendingassucked up because of corruption, from top to bott®oster

14 disagreesvith the claimthat the amount of money embezzled by corruption is just

10% the poster seems to believeistmore Posterl 4 @isagreement contains two
hedging devicesPoster14 starts the disagreement witanuncertainty markex! do not
know>. Thenuseghe parenthetical verd think>, whichis a subjectivizeCaffi, 2007

p.268) The two mitigation devices impthat the disagreement is not based on complete

knowledge of the subject. The mitigation here seems to réfttsterl 4 6 s cabootc e r n

shielding their quality face fromotentiallybeing wrong and corrected in a public space.

Moreover, the double mitigation might refldedsterl 4 6s caut i ousness

of the tgic; it is an attempt to minimésthe conflictive tone of the rephggardingthe

statement made ke Crown Prince.

Posterl 46s reply prompted the main poster
indeed 10% according to what Crown Prince Muhammad said in the intervigw.
responding tdPoster14, the maimposterseeks talearthe doubt surrounding the amount
mentioned inthd&T. T he mai n togxankr the péresentageceiVed a reply
from Posterl4, expressingan agreement. Iis possible thaPosterl4 did not see the
interview before replying, and after the main poster repliesl might have wahed the

interview and checked the information hence responding in agreement without further

discussionFrom this short interactiont seems that the main poster did not perceive

Posterl40 s d i s anggatevelyrbet ratherasan opportunity to clarify and confirm

76 New York Times journalist who interviewed Crown Prince Muhammad bin Salman in 2017

t

g

C



175

their statement not only t®osterl4 but alsao other postesin the main thread who

disagreed with the content of tNel as those irfexamples 4.7 andb.18.
Example 6.6 [see MBin 4.2.]

Poster53T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Agg.Dis>

kadalik nntum wa ganawa:tukum
<walilns af b a <a fimaagblaa k d d < o i
fi ala:zzamatdi:f kulenfa<aqgi : qt h

andyou and channelgour
andunfortunately becamygou.p. tails no more fotAlhouthi
in crisis yousee everything on treies

The same as you and your nmeedi
<unfortunately> gou became no more than taiiiils [tails] for AlhoutAi>
in crisiseverything is seen for what it really is

Postet5 36 s r e p | ynRenovemly, ehich receifednalikes or retweets. The
disagreementargetsthe main poster, a Qatgaurnalist see theMT and Example 7.1

and 7.10for more contextPoster5 3 0s di s agr ee mieyrduntenreshe e x pr
main posteros cl ai m, rever saswgl asthepeogd ai m
and media of Qatar. Theontrary statemeris aggravated through the usei$uling

language that aisto degra@ and belitte the targetas seen irkyou became no more

than taiiiils [tails] for Alhouth®. Also,the insult ng r e f e riscemphasisddtya i | s
word lengtheningas aparalinguistic cueBy  fi { Rostde58 Statesthat Qataris,
including the main poster and the Qatari medra inferio subordinats (i.e. lackies)}o

Alhouthi (the Houthi movementandt he det er mi n ebeforéitaile seean r e t
to amplify thisbelittling attitude The word lengthening appearssimphasis®oster5 3 6 s

negative attitude toward t#MT and its poster.

The negative attitude is also noticed in #@mverb<unfortunately, which is usually

classified as a hedging deviogiented to minimie st to the address€®Vilamova,

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 suppoateshioly
this is causing more tension in the reg{@ienn, 2015).
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2005, pp.9192). However, in some contextthis adverbcan bean attitude marké?

(Hyland, 2005, p.53whi ch i s used her e t oatthudegdwhrd g ht
the targetin the reply aboveRoster53 does not seem #m at minimisng the effect of

the disagreement on ttergetbut rather emphassthe negative attitude toward the main
poster. The aggravation devices used in this disagreement rev@aidtesb3 disregards

not only the main poster 6s saodtheaduntryasant i t
whole.However, it can be argued that #gggravation iPoster5 3 6 s isitriggeredyby

the aggravation inthdT. Thema i n p o s seemsdset the thresddld for the level

of aggravatiorand impolitenesm the replies seethe discussiowf theseExamples 7.1

and 7.10 and Sectidh6.1

6.1.3Explanation

The fourthmostfrequently used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is explanations.
As shown inFigure5-6 in the previous chapter, 50.7% of explanations wereadiiined,

while 27.9% were aggravate@nd the remaining instances were mitigafBuis result
showsthat explanationsn disagreement contextan befipersonally and emotionally
coloured (Kreutel, 2007, p.4)Based on how explanation astrategy was defined in
Sectiord.5.2.2 in the SAT corpusexplanations can be short statements providing a brief
answey as seenin Example 6.7 Explanations can also b&hort and seltontained

statementsusually clarifyinga personal positigras seen ifexamples 6.8 and6.9.
Example 6.7 [see MT4 inSectiord.2.]]

Poster200- T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.2, Un.Dis>

| aha:™avd I:i It ulsaa ma al k a sdkoalsvahéha fitlma : j
mubail@®& h f i : nut 1 qah afjardbebk i f atsd H1: a<la h

It has a linguistic origin called /Kaskasah/and there is alstaiah/ and others ther
is anexaggeration in their pronunciatibot they remain authentic Arabic dialects

Poster2 006 s r e pl yn Rmavevdth rotfustheroirfteraction initiated, and it

received no likes or retweets. The disagreement heremsdifiedanddirected at a prior

78 Hyland (2005, p.53) argsehat attitude markers convey surprise, agreement, importance, obligation,
frustration, and so on. Attitudes can be signalled in different ways, $amire, 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 tBoster199 expressed approval of what the main poster
said in the short video attached to M&. In the videpthe main postetalks about the

variety of dialects spoken in the Hijaz region in Saudi Arabia. Besides the vid&T the
included tle following statementdrhe Hijaz dialect is not justrouad 6sZ di al
#hijaz_identityd After expressing their approvédpster199 asked the main poster what

he thinks of the dialects spoken in other regions in which thpe2son pronoun /k/ is
switched to /4P. For examplehada: liki.sc rswitchesinto hada: lis.sc.r[this is for yod,
whichPosterl 99 de s amajdre 8 g a s s filihe ma pasterdid not reply
instead,Poster200 responded to express a disagreenveitit the description of this
linguistic featureas a linguistic error. The disagreement is expressed through an
explanation clarifyingand correctingPoster199%9 s mi s ¢ @bout éhese diadents.
Poster2000 sxplanationshowsthatthese are documented linguistic features, and some
dialects might tendto have di f f er ent , p r o bprdnlngiatiorise x a g ¢
Nonethelessthe poster emphasis¢ldese dialects are authentic Arabiherefore the
disagreement here highlights that these different diatecisot be described as emor.

In the context of the main threapster2 0 0 6 s d i snairgyraieng tm Bighlight

factual informationthereforejt is unlikely thatthis replywould be perceived as impolite

or inappropriate despitbe targels absent response.

79 This is one of the recograble linguistic features (fomeNajdi dialecs, spoken in the central region of
Saudi Arabia
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Example 6.8 [see MT10 irSectiord.2.]]
Poster181- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Mit.Dis>

< >
< > < >

altarfi:h ran al@anp badala:n min a | brarka: fi: duwal uxa: fa-muf# 1l a m
alarb @:b< wanmawa-int> ni< t ali:ltarfi:h , gija:dat almarjah afd 1 &nih

a’~ n gugu:d biha: wagad tataja r -1 a <caduxw:l almafgh almalajb la:
d Ibdi:h in ka:n huna:lik rgabah wa-muta:bjah fahum <baar md | a n alhedd
" i h amnizjaxdim aldawlah waistaYiatnianh<warakba:gi:-nha majak>

Entertaining the people instead tbenlooking for it in other countries, most of tf
people are young and <you and I> need entertainment, women driving cars it
than foreignes [chauffeur$ driving them and they might be harassed, women gc
to stadiums is fine if there is surveillance because they are <humans like us>,rjhe
[Committee for the Promotion of Virtue and the Prevention of Visea security
service that serves The state and the state reduced its service, <as for the rest |
you>,

The reply in this example consists offeemovewithout initiating further interactiorand

it receivedno retweets or likes. Post&B1l expresses 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 Kingsee Examples 6.3, 6.12 and 7.5 for more contexn this
disagreemenfoster181 ussthesolidarity/ingroup markexyou and ¥, which signals

an attempt to @annect with the main poster by showing considerationefprity and
association rights. Post&B1 explainsthat entertainment is something that he and the
main poster both need as youmgn Another solidarity/ingroup marker was used in

how Poster181 refes to women <they are humans like BsHere Poster181 explains

why he disagrees with the demands regarding women driving and enfaoiball
stadiumsTheuseo f A human o slkrowstostérl 8 k@s usdcus on hi
human relationship between the two genders (association rights) and thex siould

be treated equallio men (equity rights). In addition to these two mitigation devices, a
third isused at the end of the repRoster181 used a partial agreement maykas for

the rest | am with yor As such,Posterl81 disagrees witfour of the eightdemands
postedby the main poster. Thigartial agreement marker seems to accentuate the sens

of solidarity and camaraderie between Pe%8&t and the main poster, aga&ilecting

Posterl 8 1 dttentiveness tosociality rights ad his orientation towards rapport

enhancementdespite the disagreeentwith the main posterGiven theovert positive
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modification of Poster1816 s d i s aandteedenebah aggravation seen in other
repliesin the main threadas seen in Examples 6.3, 6.41dd 6,161t is very likely this

disagreementould be perceived as polita appropriate

Example 6.9 [see M2 in Sectiord.2.]]

Poster29- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>
2 < >
<qatd)allah lisanah> gakil fn jaqu:l icna | ms a: " i dida:n d Tuirri a :<i

wajad a s | akdta: lau kal u r-fi:nfmén alsaja:dah alti:  la: tdkar alrasu:l
s | adlahrplehwas al am q aiall salrail <an: at: ja: bil

<May Allah cutout his tongue for saying that mosques are causing hahma,callto

prayer calm and relieve the hearteven if there are many calte prayerthey are a
source of indescribable happiness the Prophet peace be upon him said O Bilal,

us with the calto prayer

Poster2 96 s r e p |l ywR-mavewsthowt inisating flurther interactignt received
onelike andoneretweet. The disagreement targets writer, Alsihaimj seeExamples
6.1and 6.14 for more contextheposteron theMT reportsAlsihaimié suspension and
referral for investigation due to some media violations. MAeshared a snippet of the
interview in which Alsihaimi talked about reducing the number of mosqnes
neighbourhoodssaying that they are becoming a source of annoyance and fear to the
people living close by, mainly because of the loud sounds cominggftdtinese mosques

at the same timéde called these mosquemsa:jid atdirar.r. [mosques of disset°

Poster29 strongly disagrees with Alsihaimi aedplains that, despite the abundance of
the mosques, the calto prayer coming from these mosques gawithin them a
tremendous sense of relief and contentment. RaStagoes on to mention how the
prophet used to ask Bilal bin RaBato makecallsto prayer by sayingiO Bilal, comfort

us with the caltop r a yte®shawthat cals to prayerarea source of comfortt can be
arguedthaPoster2 9 seems t o consider Al si haimids

norm, henceemployingintertextuality to legitimie the disagreemergee Sectio8.6.3

80 The story of masjid al dirar, mosque of disisevas mentioned in the Quran Verse 107 loéGter And
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 beavigness that they are certainly liarsfpr a
detailed account dhis, see the exegesis tifn-Kathir.

81 One of the most trusted and loyal companions of Prophet Muhammadtheé is r s t [therperspir n /
who officially makescallsto prayet in Islamic history
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for a discussion of inteextualty and (im)politeress The disagreement posted Bgster

29 is aggravated by invoking Allah against the other seerMiay Allah cut out his
tongue>. The foregrounding of the aggravator may indicBtester2 9 6 s anger
disapproval of what the writer said. This anger is also signallédster2 9 6 s wi s h t
Al si hai mibé sut beforenuterieg these words. Post2® employment of
aggravation in this reply reveals a disregardofotht he wr i t er 6 s awaci al
the equity rights reflected in Poster296 swish for the writer toreceive a divine
punishmentPoster2 96s di sagreement might be consi
given the level of aggravation employed by the poster; howtneereply reeived a like

and retweetwhich might indicate thadlespite theaggravationthe disagreement might

not be evaluatednegatively by someTwitter users engaging with the main thread
(particularly those agreeing with Posg9).

6.1.4Verbal irony/sarcasm

The fifth most frequently used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is verbal
irony/sarcasm. As shown Figure5-6, all instancs of this strategy in the SAT corpus
were aggravated Based on the definition of this strategy 8ection 4.5.2.9 the
aggravation in these disagreemamsially comes from a negativeattitudethataims to
ridicule and pole fun at the target, which can lb&arly signalledby paralinguistic cues
andbelittling languageas seen in Example ®.1n addition to usingaralinguisticcues
to signalirony/sarcasmposters expressing disagreements @aaploy polite formulae
insincerely(i.e. mock politeness which cannot be inferreds truan the contextas seen
in Example 6.11Similarly, the mismatch between théteranceand the contexts seen
in Example6.12, roles out a literal interpretatipmaking the disagreemeniaderstood
as verbal irony/sarcasnDisagreementsexpressed througlirony/sarcasm var in
explicitness, overt untruthfulnesend humou affecing the level of inference involved
in reaching a sarcastic or ironic interpretation. Analysing
(im)politenesKin)appropiateness in Twitter disagreements expresseoy verbal
irony/sarcasmcan be challengindpecausesuch disagreementsan encoe an insult

creatively inhumour as seen in Example 8.1
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Example 6.10 [see MBin 4.2.1]
Poster9-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

< >
l a: <i d’aizigabi lwia: Hamahd&hah ujra: <Ij
Neither Hijazi nor dribal hahah&aha<O sweetO alt ure>

Poster9 6 s comsigts oan R-move; it expresses an aggravated disagreement directed

at the main poster and what was written inNfile. In theMT, the main poster suggested
thatinstead of using the hashtagij#tz-identity, the hashtag #ejettte-racists is more
appropriate because neitheeHijazi nor a tribal person would agree witvhat those
participating in thehashtagthijaz-identity are postingAt the end of théVT, the main
posterwrote, fiTribal people and Hijazis, participate in #ejoe-racists to let them
understand that vare one nation and one religioin the main thread of replies, many
posters were triggered by the wording of M& par ti cul arly the phr
and Hjwhiahzseems® to create apposition betweenthe two identitieqJeffries,

2010) thus implying that tribal people are not Hijazis. Tpeésceivedoppositionis seen

as an attack on the Hijaientity oftribal peoplen the region

The sarcasm in theeply is seen inhow Poster9 echoe® the main postér svords

precis¢ y t h e nefihera Hijaze norfia trb a | p. €Echeimgphtags can serve

different communicative functionsuch as teasing, being ironic/sarcastixpressing
scepticismor confusion etc. (Gurillo and Ortega, 2013, p.2lk also serves to express
oneds attitudes t,cwhlasdissoclatver deodamrgatitudesh r a s e
(Dynel, 2014, p.631; Finkbeiner et al., 2016, p.TRAe echoed phrase in this reply seems

to revealPoster9 6 s s andaitical attitude towards the echoed phraselthe main

poster.The laughteps following the echoedphrasefurther suggestsarcasmit overtly

82 An endeamentterm used tandicatehow kind, loveable, or innocent the person addressed or mentioned
is, howeverin some contexts it has a negative connotation as shown in the account of this example.
83 t ury or t urHalba<ar, is a degrading ternusuallyused to refer tdlijazi Saudis from other ethnicities
(e.g., Filipino, Turk, and Burmese)

84 The notionofechg according to Dynel (2014, p.631), is |
immediate repetitons €] , but al so attributed thoughts, an
are at odds with the circumstances?o. Echoing I

paralinguistic cues like tone and facial expressions are limited, does notanggadsays express
irony/sarcasmEchoing theory presupposes deliberateness and it mainly accounts for ostensive
irony, while it fails to account for other nafeliberate or nowstensive instances of irony
(Partington, 2006, p.221).

85 partington (2006, p.22rguesthat laughter can express different communicative attitudes such as
aggression, ridiculeand embarrassment as well as courage, defiandea sense of achievement.
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highlightsthatPoster9 di sapproves of ©6andt rciakt aelg opre ospalt
seems to consider it absurd. This laughter is more likalyghter of mockery(Lampert
and ErvinTripp, 2006, p.4Q)

Moreover,Poster9 aggravates the disagreement by usiagecalling to belittle the

main posterPoster9 emplyedthec onvent i onal jae<idjeltlfcavéddy t e
by the patrjamilzil theg intersifying thigaggravation Poster9 6 s
disagreemendeemsamore focused on attacking the main poster rather than correcting or
refutingtre i naccuracy i n the wor.dithisgplhgPbstehi Hi | a
9t ar get s t h sociahidentiy fapessinde the ndas poster is@gnised social

media influencer rad the social identity face of his famjlynainly his Saudi/Turkish

family. Poster9 6 s refleqisla gense of superiority over the main poster, vd@ems

to show a disregard for the main po&esociality rights as a fellow citizeAlthough

some posters might f i ndtobdasnsuthtn theideptity®ft er 6
Hijazi tribal people, thugistifying the aggravation of their disagreementse Tse of the
aggravation deee in this replyto insult the target is very likely to be perceived\asy)
impolite/(very) inappropriate given its derogatorymeaning Offensivereferences and

namecalling violate religious hormswhich prohibit suchberaviour.sé
Example 6.11 [see MTLOin 4.2.1]

Poster148 T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

al<i:n a:digrj a t rurauwjinafid kul afwa:mir it basnamir tidalal

| will call his highness right now to tell him to carry out all your demands you just
what you want

The reply in this example consists af B-move and itdid not receiveany retweets or
likes. Posterl48 expresses disagreement with thBIT through verbalrony/sarcasm.
The reply is overtly untruthfuldueto its absurdity.The exaggeration iPosterl 4 8 6 s
reply signals the ironisarcastic tone of theply, exaggeratiomndunderstatements have

been reported to be one of the ways to signal the ironic or sarcastic theeitérance

86 For example, in the Quravierse 11 oChapter49Q@ bel i ever s! Do not | et sol
they may be better than them, nor | et ~Somezt v
them. Do not defame one another, nor call each other by offensive nicknames. How evil it is to act
rebelious !l y after having faith! And whoever does

wrongdoers. https://quran.com/en/ddujurat/11
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(Kreuz, 2020, p.122)in this examplePoster1485 sarcastic disagreemetdrges the

poster otheMT. The disagreement isxderstoodrbm theimplicature which might read
something alonghe lines ofYour list is very absurd, and you are in no place to make

such demandd he reply in this example is similar to the on&xample4.20in Chapter

4; the differences thatPoster148reinforceshe sarcastic attitudeith the laughing emoji

0 0 at the end of the replyLaughterin interaction canclarify what is being
communicatedadd another sens® it, or contradict it(Partington, 2007, p.1558)
Laughterhereseems to refledt h e  p vnseticeistiGusieand theorientation tevards

poking fun at the main poster. The conventionalised expre$siame what you waais

usually used to address somedhe speaker cares about pleasing; however, in some
situations like this og it can be used disingenuoustytease or mock the addressieés

a way to signal that what is being askednseasonble or even absurd?oster148 ugs
thephras¢ o underl ine the absurdity of the ma
rejection to approve such demandihoughPosterl 48 di d not deny th
right to express his view, the reply shoRasterl 4 86 s rejection to e

main poster seen in the attempt to ridicule the main poster and his list of demands.
Example 6.12 [see MTLOin 4.2.1]

Poster183 T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

6 1
hadai | | i : na: qigdmkn187Q al ru’ u:

This is what you are missing 8turningto 1870

In thisexamplePosterl 8 3 6 s r e p | nR-mowewithoutsutther inbefactignand

it did not receiveanyretweets or likesThis verbal irony/sarcasm here does not contain
anyconventional politeness formulaeparalinguistic cues, such as emojis and laughter

as in Examples 6.10 and 6.However, he sarcastic interpretation is inferré@m the
contextas a literaland factuainterpretationo f t h e p o s tseearyluslikely.t t er &
Posterl83, like many posters in the thread of replissemg o0 consi der t he 1
list of demand an absurdrejection ofprogresion in the country.lnstead ofdirectly

calling the main postearegressive or backwar@®oster183 disagreedy expressing an

ironic/sarcastistatementtelling the main poster that the list is missing a ninth demand
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which is returning in time tohe yearl87Q087 In this context, the overt seriousness of
Posterl 8 3 6 s a b s u rsldowspthaBopterB83 islikety poking fun at the main

poster and rituling the posted demands

6.1.5Exclamation

The sixth disagreement strategy used by Saudis in the SAT corpus is exclanfetion
Figure 5-6 displays, exclamations in the corpus are either aggravated (54.3%) or
unmodified (45.7%)i thereare no mitigated explanatianghe existence of aggravated
exclamations irthe data seems to support the link between emotions and exclamations
as proposed byKreutel (2007, pp.146), she pointed out that exclamations in
di sagreement can be used in a way that m
it signals rejectionThe definition inSection 4.4.2.6 illustrates that exclamationan
express a range of emotioissich as disbelief, surprise, astonishment, and womter
analysis of exclamations in my corpus revealed that Saudis used different
conventionaed markerswhich occurred mostly at the beginning of the exclamations
seetheuseafu b < a : [Glod tolAlaH] In Example 6.130ther similar expressions

are presented in Table16 Exclamations can also be expressed by using integrative
structures or vocativesas seenin 2 and 6in the table below The eclamatory
interpretatiorof integrative structures usually elucidated from the contéiighalayini,

1993) see als&xample 6.15In addition, some posters use exclamatory words such as
wonder and strange to explicitly portray their feelings of disbelief or shockxsaeple

6.14

87 The Second Saudi Staiee( 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 posteb shoice 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 ahb sala:mat ja: altlai:

You okgood man (...)
Expressions 2 et i) xedrr wichi:sii r - ( é)

Goodnesswh at is going t
3 feui1) ja: allah (é)

OAl | ah (&)
4 6 @ allah ja: aldinja: . a:(®l)ba<a

O Allah what a life.. it has become
5 feti0)] astdaY i r all ah ( é)

Allah forgivenessg o od gri ef (
Exclamatory 6 feui1) ja: rajul( é)
vocatives

O man( égf

Explicit words | 7 1 Egijb!!!

to show shock, amazing!/(how) wonderfull!
astonishment, 8 ja: allah waallahra “~ imin ta'Yi:datikum w
or disbelief feci)) e i bbéphb

by Allah, | amastonishedby your tweets, and
| continue to bestonished

Example 6.13 [see MTLin 4.2.1]
Poster99 T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Un.Dis>

o)
sub<a:nntaddalhna nmisimiminfawdal widhlau :x a H < ¢
altaa:mi:m wa daxal altanfi:d

Glory to Allah we moved from Al si hwahicmarssolutigr
has been passed, circulated, and taken effect.

Postetd 9 6 s r e p | ynRenovewithosittleading tb furéher interaction, and the
reply received no likes or retweefthe disagreement is unodlified sincePoster99 did
not use any mitigation or ggravation devicesidentified in Section4.5.1 The
disagreement is directed to th& T, which used the hashtag #alsihaimi_
calls_for_closing_mosquego highlight the issue of using mosqgGegxternal
loudspeakers to broadcast prayers and religious lecagethe MT in Section4.2.1for
morecontext The main poster describes timeidentin thevideo attached to th&T as
part of the sufferinglaimedto result frommosque8external loudspeakers, even during

religious lectures and lessoRnster99 seembothered byrow the main poster and other

88|t is usually used to indicate that someone has gone too far.
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postersconfusetwo different issuesAlsihaimi calling to reduce the number of mosques

and the debate about usiegternalloudspeakers to broadcast lectures and prayers
Poster99 wonders whyAl si hai mi 6s i ssue shifted to a
addressedand regulations had been issuéd. that time Alsihaimi had just been
suspended after beinigvesticated for media violation As for the regulations about
mosqued external loudspeakersin 20178 a circular was passed to all mosques
instructing them to limit using thexternalloudspeakers to broadcast only the <l

prayer andga:mah®°

The phrasdiglory to Allaho is used in different contexts with different meanings; for
instance, upon hearing thundand in prayers as a way to show admiratmrAllah and

his creations(Alghalayini, 1993, p.65)In this context, it is used to show surprise,
astonishmenor shock caused by ttT in which the issue of Alsihaimi is connected to
the subject of limiting the use of loudspeakers. This connection seesnseptabland
rather astonishing tBoster99 as connecting the two issuspearso be used to inflame
public opinion. In expressing the exclamati®ster99 omitted the exclamation mark
at the end of the replyhowever, the exclamation is understood even without the

exclamation mark.
Example 6.14 [see MT2in 4.2.]]
Poster36- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Agg.Dis>

> < >

<
a b bna: fi. zaman™ari:b <ata: <alruweb i d>ljagtdli: almanabirwg at a <
nan umu:raldi:n <allahjjnazil alrujo waalxu:f fi: “u:fak>

We are in a strange time which <the insignificant> stand on the pulpits and tall
about matters of religionmay Allah send terror anigar into yow heart

Poster3 6 6 s r e p | ywR-maveosly, ad itsvecavednelike 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 mosgsesExamples 6.1 and 6.%or

89 In 2017, instructions were passed to all mosques but there were no-@iploaecksto ensure the
implementation of these instructions. My 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 iqaamah only, and that the volume
should not exceed orthird of themaximum volumeof the loudspeaker, and legal actiwauld be
taken against any violatisn

90 |s the second call farayer, broadcasimmediately before prayer begins.
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more context Poster36 seems to be astonisheaddanraged by what the writer said

which is clearly mirrored inPoster3 6 6 s  W\Weearearf a strange timae The
aggravation devices used with the excl an
towards the targetPoster36 uses insulting language by referring to the writer as
<alruwab i d>, adiminutive form ofr a : b .P! @hisadyative reference is borrowed

from a prophetic< a d°% wshich means insignificant or incompetent man. Pe3&er

resorts to intertextuality to aggravate the reply and insult the target; this function of
intertextuality is discussed further i8ection 8.6.3 By referring to the writer as
insignificant,Poster3 6 I s attacking both the tywad. t er 6
The write is considerednferior and unqualified to spegkiblicly, especiallyin terms of

giving opinions about religious mattefithe aggravatioims further intensified by another

device invoking Allah against the otheseen in the use afmay Allah send terror and

fear into yow heart. Thesecond aggravation devioevealsPoster3 6 6 s st rong n
emotions towards the writer for presenting rasticularview regardinghe reduction of
mosques andhe fear caused by the lowdlls to prayer Because of theapparent
aggravationespeciallygiven Poster36 used an inappropriate reference axgressed ill

wishes towards the targdhis disagreement might be seas (very) impolit§very)
inappropriate however, this disagreement receivede like, which may also be an
indication thabther people following the thread of regd might not negately evaluate

this aggravated disagreement

91|t was narrated from Abu Hurairah that the prophet peace be upon hinfiBaéde 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 thealruwab i d wil hdecide matters.The prophet was asked: "what is the
alruwab i d?0 ldehsaid: the vile or incompeterih (other records: wickednan speaking on the
affairs of the public." (Sunaitbn Majah 4036, Vol. 5, Book 36, Hadith 403%his saying was about
the signs of the end of time.

92 |t means report, account, or narrative. Hérepecificallyrefers to theecord of the words and actions
of the Prophet Muhammad as transfetbgathains oftrustednarrators.
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Example 6.15 [see MBin Section4.2.]]
Poster69- T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

>
<llI> <
mu: ka:fi. _inu:alna:sfxadat fikah ma¥u:tlah ina | < i dKullaumilaman
jitkalamu: jibalilu: al & bii arf al d wa al z wacturaz- ana: jit"gar wa junsab H"éd-
na> <!>

is-notenough that peopteok idea wrong that Hijazis all when thegeak theychange
the- d by-letter thed or thez and ouheritage changes and attributeebtberthanus

Is it not enoughhat people have the wrong idea that all Hijazis switch the letter ¢
Izl or /d/ when they speak and that <our heritage is being changed and cre(
others> <!>

Poster6 9 6 s congigislofn R-movethat does not lead to further interaction, but the
reply received two likes and three retweet20ster69 expresses an aggravated

di sagreement with the main jpseeEkaepabd) t wee
6.17 and 619 for morecontext. The poster here seems to be appalled and shocked by the
main posted statementfiTribal people and Hijazé whichimpliesthat Hijazis and tribal

people are not the same. Tbaegorisatiormight have been taken as a threat to the Hijazi
identity of the tribes &longing to the Hijaz region. The use afhetorical question,

double exclamation markendfiusd andfiother®hi ghl i ght s t he poste
disappointmentPoster69 seems to protest aigat themain poster tweet by pointing out
thatpeopleoutside the regioalreadyhave the wrong impressi@aout howHijazi people

speak the postewondes if this misconception is natamagingenoughto theregiorts
identity.®® To Poster69, the linguistic identity of Hijaz has been manipulated, and now

the regiorts cultural identityis being influenced, changed, and credited to others. The
poster probablysuggestghat the people who immigrated to the region laup are
changing the regiondés identity and attr
removingthe Hijazi identity fran the original tribes. Although the posterknowledges

that some Hijazis speak in that walye use ofiour heritagé andfiother® at the end of

93 There are different dialects spoken in the repibesedialects havesomespecific phonological features
such as the one mentiediin the reply. The poster of the repsfocused oroneparticulardialectal
feature that is the tendency to substitute tlé# goundeither by /z/ or /df for example the
demonstrative pronoun (thi;n Fusha and some other dialectpienouncedand written a$iada,
but some speakers of certain varieties of Hijazi diajgohoune and write (this) aka:da or da
(singular. Masculingor ha:di or di (singular.feminineas seen in the Thesei n po:
phonological features have gained matentionandclaimed representativeness mainly du@go
strong presenc@ medig specifically comedy shows and dramas
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the reply may indicate th&bster69 ignoresequity rights. The denial of equity rights is
seen in excluding the main poster, a SanfdiTurkish descent, ral the families that

immigrated and lived in the Hijaz for generatipiiem beingpart of the regiod Beritage.

6.1.6Reprimand

Reprimand ighe seventhmostuseddisagreement stratggn the SAT corpusandas
Figure 5-6 displays 91.3% of the instanseof reprimand were aggravatedhile the
remaining instances were mitigatess shown inSection4.5.2.4 reprimang invole
telling the other that his/her behaviour is causing displeasure, irritatianptiverwise
unacceptable to the pos&xpressing the disagreement. Reprimands do not necessarily
serve to benefit the targainlike, for example, giving advicavhich is discussed in
Section6.1.9 From the examples below, it seems that reprimand is typically performed
by imperative sentencess, both affirmed and negated constructions. These imperatives
are employed by posters to requasstiemandhe target correct what is seen as wrong or
unacceptableas seen iflcxample 6.16Reprimands can also be usedst the targets to
refrain from doing somethingndreflect on their behaviouas inExample 6.17The
posters that use reprimands requesting the target to change or reflect on their behaviour
seemto providebrief justification,as seein Examples6.16 and 6.17.

Example 6.16 [see MT10 ind.2.1]
Poster128T2 (R) <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

< >
dp

gil a:bi: wala: tigl nibi: < tikalam bilisa:n&k warlai:sa bil-lisa:n atanb> wabkul
jnki:d ma: rax  ntibk kul algarara:t walakin ixid illi: bi-jar) ibk minha: wa itrik fli:
ma: nibk <j a

Say hwant and denot say wewant speak wittyour-tongue and not witthongueof-
the-people and of course not will ydilke all decrees but yetake what yotwill -like
from them and yodeave what yowill -not-like ..

Say lwantnotwewant speak for yourself not f
like every decision but take what suits you and leave what does not suit you..

Posterl 2 8 6 s comsespof ay R-movewithout leading tdurther interaction, anthe
reply did notreceiveanylikes or retweetsln the reply,Poster128reprimandghe main
poster for posting a list of demands using the hashtag #degates; seExample 6.3
and 6.8for more contextLike other posters in the main thread of repliesster128
seems to find the list of demands in & unacceptable, which balriven Poster128
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to reprimand the main postdPosterl28tells the main poster thanedoes not have to
like all the royal decrees and the new changes in the coanththathe main postehnas
the option to refrain from doing what he does not likethese new changes. The
reprimand is aggravated by tliesmissl device, which is seen in the persoseadi
statement <speak for yourself not for the people>, which creates distance between
Poster128 and the main poster. Posi®8 seerato highlight that the main past hal
crossed the line when he spoke for the pedbigoverstepping of the line warranted the
use of the dismisd device to show the main poster that he has no right to speak for
everyone in the country. The dismasdevice used in the repgeens to targetthe main

p o0 s tsecial@dentiyface especially how heés categorsed as a person who is opposing
the social and economic progress the countrgxgeriencing It also neglects the
association riglstwith the posterit seensthatPoster128 does nowvant to associate with

the main postés negative viavs ofthe changesn thecounty.
Example 6.17 [see MBin 4.2.1]

Poster98-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Mit.Dis>

< > <0 >

<pxu:ji> (first name of the main poster) hunak qapasid” azi:ah rari:qah
dl a: r fulmg dta:rf:xi << afnat a: & luxir drinkaunh algabili:

<My brother (first name)> there are deepbpted Hijazi tribes with a long history, ¢
<please> do not exclude tribal people from being Hijazi

Posterd 8 6 s r e p | yn Rmova anly expressing & dismgreement directed to the
main posterseeExamples6.10 and 6.1%0r more contextThe disagreemeint this reply

is mitigated by twalevices the first isthe vocative<d x mfymy brotheo followed by the
main posterdés first name.imydiothedindimtesaHat t h e
despite the disagreement with the main podPester98 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 discoufsee footnote 50 in Chapter 4 Sectbs.1.]).

It is worth noting thaPoster98 employed a colloquial form instead of the standard form

of brother(d X 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
reflectPosted 8 6s consi deration for assodariaat i on

and Khalil (2018, p.302eported 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,Poster98 employed another mitigation device seen in the usplease to

hedge theeprimandn the negativémperativefido not exclude tribal people from being
Hijazio. The double mitigation devicasny brotheo and fipleas® signal Poster9 8 6 s
awareness of sociality rightsxdface sensitivities. Itan be argued that the use aédh
mitigation devices might reflean attempt byPoster98 to mitigate the reprimand to
minimise theimpact of the reprimanddnh e mai n poster 6s soci al

a social media influencer.

6.1.7Challenge

This straegy isthe eighthmostused strategy in the SAT corpus, anérigsire5-6 shows
about 50%of the occurrences were urodified, and 33.3% were aggravdtBased on

the definition provided inSection 4.5.2.7 this strategy involves asking the target
challenging questioniadicating that posters aegther positively or negatively critical of

t he t ar get 0Boushetd (2808,ipw 18233)prdpssedsome challenges are
responseseeking these challenges require, invite, or even force specific answers from
the addresseeHence they might be perceived as imposition or féoesatening
depending on the contexThese responsseeking challenges are divided into two
subtypes the first is responsseeking challenges that allow the addressee to offer an
account or explanatioms seenin Example 6.18 The second is responseeking
challenges that function agrbal traps in which case the taeg response might cause
selfinflicted face damage, as seen in Example &ifilarly, challenges sometimes are
mainly used to provoke or undermine the other, as seen in Ex&R0leAs noted in
Section4.5.2.7 the difference betwedhe categoriesf responseseeking anderbal trap
challengess not always cleaalthough it mayepossibleto inferfrom the context and/or
when theaddressee providesespons.
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Example 6.18 [see MT7in 4.2.1]

Poster7-T1/T2 (R/) <POL, PH1.1, Un.Dis>

min weh alragm?
alnanb aha:m d an anaha: ma :
dula:r janni: ma : L R T <édta: tirid0ob®ul

From where dlid youget] this number?
The Attorney General announced that it does not exceed 100 billion dollars
which means that it won't reach 400 billion riyade howdoesit become a trillion?

Poster7 6 s r epl y n&bmose, whicls creatéd aatbread of three turns.
Poster7 6 s r e pddifred singe thelisagreement has no mitigation or aggravation
devices The main poster attempted to deconstruct the amount of money wasted due to
corruption as stated byCrown Prince Muhammad bin Salman his interview with
Thomas FriedmarseeExample6.5 for more contextPoster7 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 thdT. By challenging the main postélpster7 seems to seedn
explanationand further clarificationStarting and ending the reply with questions may
show thathe MT does not convincBoster7 and is asking the main poster to provide a
more convincing explanation. The questions in this repwdhe attention of another
posterPoster8, who responded by explainihgw themain poster broke down the 10%

in the main posfThis interaction prompted theain posteto respod toPoster8 6 s r e p |
confirming and approving his explanation regardfogter7 6 s g y thas i$ how thes
interaction endedl he interaction between the three poskegslights that the challenges

in the Poster7 reply were perceived as resposseking challenges.
Example 6.19 [see MBBin 4.2.1]
Poster21-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Mit.Dis>

ap < @ > 0

<waallah taYi:dat (first name of the main poster) atafiq rmha: qali:la:n>
lakin daxalt mparifah ligeba h ka:tib
mi:n lau ticb a <

<|I agree with> (first name of the me
in his bio our Hijaz is for usfor whom if you can explain
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Poster2 1 6 s r e p | 1y R-ntoeeroiilya and & recgivedone retweet. Poster21
expresses a mitigatetisagreement with thelT; see Example 6.1Q 6.15 and 6.17or

more contextThe disagreement is mitigated bgingthe partial agreement marker

agr ee wi lHoweévéruthis agreement wasinimised by usingthe quantifier

flittled. Poster21checked h e mai n p osawthes isttemertt ondhe bi®@ud

Hijaz is for u®, which madePoster21 respond to th#T with a challenging question

fiFor whomif you can explain. The question here seems to be vBwisfield(2008)has

termeda O v e r .FPaster2ltdenmmpdghat the main poster clarify what is meant by

flour Hijaz is for ué. Since the reply did not receive any response and no further
interaction occurred, it seems difficult to assesshether Poster21 intended the
challenging question as a trapas agenune query. However the broadconext of the

MT wherethe mainpostee mphasi ses t he i dergigiondfseefah e n &
odds with theinclusivemessage n t he mai inf @roThis saggastshatthe o
question is likely a trapecausavhateveranswerhe providedvould likely put the main

poster in a difficult positioneither admitting the mistake and offering a public apology

or defendingwhat he wrote in théAT and biq thus openinghimself up to a further
negative responsé@he main poster did respond tlte disagreeing replida the main

thread; however, hehanged hibioand removed the st atte@ment
dilute the disagreementsThis changerepresentsthe perdocutionary effect of the
disagreemenjst representd he main posterdés reacti.on to

Example 6.20 [see MT3 ir.2.1]

Poster39-T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

< >

<ja: (last name of the main posterg>: t < dijdbaisink (having the same family
name as the main postew a : «a:ndmawa ~ uhbi-all < i ghbil800 sanah< a t
ma a nge:lalf sanah<ja: wa:fid>

<O (last name of the main poster)> | dare you to name one person (having th
family name as the main poster) who was present in Hijaz 300 years aga saypa
thousand years&immigrant>

Postet39 6 s r e pl yn Rnmve sandstteseiveddne redaweet only.The reply
contains araggravated challenge targeting the main ppsteExamples 6.15 6.17 and
6.19 for more contextPostet3 96s chal |l enge dverbaivaiddie nkt [
dare/challenge youthis challenge isnore likely ainedto provoke andnsult the main
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poster, a Saudrom aTurkish backgroundPoster39 asksthe main posteto name one
person withthe same family name &sm who existed in the Hijaz region 300 years ago.
Poster39 invokesthe long historyof the tribes in the regioto highlight theirright to
claiming regional identity, thuslenyingthe regional identity ofmore recent immigrant
families in the regionPoster3 & degative attitude ieflectedin the insult, whichis
signdled by namecalling in thevocativeat the beginningf the reply,calling the main
poster by his last name to highlight his foreign ori¢firs notalways the case thealling
someone byheir last nameavould bemeant as an sult, but in the context of the main
threadhere wherethe posteemphasisethe outsider status of the main poster, it can only
be seerasaninsult. Poster39 intensifes the aggravat disagreemerity usingname
calling again, seen in th&cond vocative<o immigrant at the end of the repl\By
calling the main posteanfimmigrant, Poster39 belittlesthe origin of themain poster.
Poster39 drawsa clearboundary forthe main poster by showing him thathoughhe

has lived in Saudi Arabia all his life, he is still not ethnically Hijazi. The aggravation in
this disagreement showoster3 96 s di sr e g ar dé soaal identitydacema i n
and his equity and association righig ignoring his national identityna treating him as

anoutsider.

6.1.8Supplication

Supplicationis the ninthmost usedtrategy in the SAT corpug/hich Figure5-6 shows
that67.3%of the occurrencesere tnmodified and 35.7% were aggravatétere were
no mitigated supplicationsAs illustrated in $ction 4.5.2.3 supplication as a
disagreement strategy involvesing religious expressiongo express disapproval or
rejection ofthe fargetedclaim or behaviouwithout statingspecificallyo n evi@ws on

the topic
Example 6.21 [see MT2 ir.2.1]

Poster69-T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.2, Un.Dis>

Nasbuna: allah wainm alwaki:l
sufficeus allah antbest thelisposer of affairs

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

Postet6 9 6 s r e p | yn Raenovemly, and & receifed ao likeor retweets. The

reply expresses ammodifieddisagreementlirected at the writer, Alsihaimi, and what



195

he said in the interview about reducing the number of mosques and limiting the use of
externalloudspeakerssee Exampke 6.1, 6.9, and 6.14 for more contextInstead of
expressing their view and why they disagree with the taf@edter69 resortsto
supplication using a conventionalisedigiousexpressiopAllah is enough fous and he

is the bestisposer of affairs (i.eprotecto), which can be used in certain contexo

signal disagreement discontentlt is worth noting that the same supplicaticould also

be formulatedasAllah is enough for me, and he is the bisposer of affairsin which

the first person singular object pronounis used instead of using the first person plural
object pronounna:. The use ofhefirst-person plural object pronouna does not have

any mitigation effect since the expression is formulaic and conventionally used whether

the person is talking abotitenselfsdely or as part ok group

Example 6.22 [see MBin 4.2.1]

Poster44-T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

< >
<nalebal min allah ma: tastai & a srnau allah wainm alwaki:l
sufficeus allah andbest thedisposer of affairs

<May Allah punishher asshe deservesAllah is sufficient for us and He is the be
disposer of affairs

Posterd 4 6s r e p |l yn Renovealy, and & reaeifed likes or retweets. The
reply expresses a disagreement directed at the female reporter in the video attached to the
MT; see Exampke6.2 and 6.4 for more contexXthe supplication in this reply icesame
supplication used in Example 6;2dowever Poster44 aggravates thdisagreemenin

this reply Postei44 uses the aggravation devigevoking Allah against the othetMay

Allah punish heias she deservesThe aggravation reflecRoster44 negative attitude
towards the female reportenirrored in theall wish for her toreceiveadivine punishment

for what Posterd4 perceives as completely unacceptable and probably immoral
behaviour. In the supplicationPoster44 seeksAl | ahdés pr ot ectandon f
others but at the same timseeksA | | a h 6 s foutmeifemdlemeporte here is a
contrast betweetie aggravatioand the supplication in this repBy seeking protection

for self and seeking punishment for the tar§ester44 does noseemconcerned about

the equity rightsof the female reporteiThis contrasin wishesmight alsoreflect that
Poster44 isignoring the female report@rsociality rights, the right to be treated fairly
andto be given théenefit of the daokt.
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6.1.9Giving advice

The least used disagreement strategy in the SAT corpus is giving.&gioe5-6 shows

that 66.7% of thénstancef this strategy were mitigateduch as the one in Example
6.23, and there was one occurrence in which the advice uma®dified which is
presented in Example @8L2As illustrated inSection4.5.2.5 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 beneficitiea Culturally and religiously, giving
advice is seen asgood deedit is one ofthe ways that someone can express love and
care to othersespecially when the advice is genuine and selfless. It seems that the overall
low frequency of giving advice in the SAT corpus couldbeeauseadvisingothers
especially when the target has not asked for the advice (i.e. utesbhclvice)is not
common because it might be perceived negatively even if the merit of the advice is

good>*
Example 6.23 [see MTLin 4.2.1]
Poster110- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Mit.Dis>

< >0 )
La: tid rji:n naled. bal idj: lah . z&K adlah xd>
Do not pray against hinBut pray for him. #1ay Allah reward you>

Posterl 106 s r e p | yR-moveard ireseivad nw likesraetweetsPosterl110
expresses a disagreement directed at the poster of the prior reply-1P8sexpressed

an aggravated disagreemeirectedat the man in the video attached to ¥&. Poster

109 slisagreement was expressed throagherbal attackthat mainly consistd of
invoking Allah against the othePoster110 seems tdind the verbal attack excessive,
which motivated them toespond tdPoster109 by giving advicePosterl 1 06 s advi
seems to be religiously motivated because the advigetised on encouraging the poster

of the prior reply tgoray for the man in the video instead of wishing him harm. Roster
1106 advice is mitigated by usintbe positive remarlkMay Allah reward you, which
seems tdoe used here as @minder thathe rewards fogood pragrsareworth more
thaninvoking Allah againssomeonePosterl100 s mi t i g seénes teflactthei c e

94 As a Twitter user myself, | came across some twibaisslaim that the abundance of advime Twitter
make thes@ieces ofadvice hollow, ineffective, or even cause inconvenience. Saaditudes
towards advice in online communicatiowhether solicited or unsoliciteds worth further
investigation.
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posterds awar eness iopublitspacemight e coresideredns p e c i

i mposition on oneb6s freedoimapublicspacgpr es s

Example 6.24 [see MHin 4.2.1

Poster95 T2 (R) <SOC, SH2.2, Un.Dis>
ja: nais  xalunnakum alna:s ja: na:s
i “tani bu:Ybah war ’ aal nami : mah

m: min wara) al dd ne alifflas
wa-nuqubatilli: jirtikibha: fa #1 i : ma h

O people leave other people (o people)
Stay away from backstabbing and gossiping

These two lead to impoverishment
Whoever desthemis goingto bepunished

Poster950 seply consists ofmR-move,and it receiveanelike. Poster95 expressesa
disagreemenrdirected toother posters in theainthread of the repliesee Example 6.7
for morecontext. Thedisagreement heiie unnodified sincePoster95 did not use any
of the mitigation or aggravation devices identifiedSection4.5.1 The reply contains
general advice to postens the threadaskingthem b refrain from talking illof other
peopleand reminding thenthat backstabbing and gossiping are religioysiynishable
sins. The common belief is that thesens wash awag p e rgesod deédsPoster95
describesengaging in these si@s going intoa businesshatleads to bankruptcySome
postes in the thread of repliesxpressediegative views of some dialects spoken by
groups of people in the Hijaz ggon; for example, some postetlescrbedthes dialects
asbroken dialects odialects of immigrantsPoster95 seems t@valuatethesereplies
commenting ompeoplés dialects and origirssunnecessary ansarmful in the same way
as backstabbing and gossipiRgster9 5 adviceaimsto remindother posters teefrain
from engagingin hurtful talk and protect their good deed#nterestingly, Poster95
attempted to formulate the advice as arpoehich may reflecPoster956 styling effort

to make the advicattractive andhusresonatenorewith other posters.

t



198

6.1.10Act combination

As shown in the previous chapt&igure5-5 act combination is the most used strategy
in the SAT corpusBased orfrigure5-6, 66.2% of the occurrences were aggravaidule
26.6% were uniodified Actcombinatiosin the SAT corpus are usuaflyrmed byusing
two strategiesas seen irthe examples belown the examplesbelow, | usea single
underlineto identify the first strategynd a double underlingo identify the second

strategy
Example 6.25 [see MHin 4.2.1]

Poster57- T2 (R) <SOC, SH3.1, Un.Dis>

()

o
| a: < daw busvatamk: bi-alla:h i i
nn S1blgaraamin _hada: fjn a | A1 waamah?wamaal hi : a
al Al wa: binalt . all tajm: nawt@ivaw b i tndt a Ha ki

There is no might and no power except by Allah

Where are the decision makdas this? Where are the legakligioug regulations?
And what are the regulations that were originally set. We did not find any regul:
or punishment mentioned

Poster5 7 6 s r e p | ywR-maveosly asdtrexeivedinelike andtwo retweets. The
disagreement herie unnodified 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) aextlamation(double underlined)see Exampke

6.2, 6.4 and 6.22 for more conteXRostet57 used h e i n vlbeceastnd might afd

no power except by Allal) known as< a w q athisastpplication is usuallysedwhen
someone is facing a difficult situation or is going throagard time and feeling helpless.

In the context of disagreement, it is employed to signal frustration and distress that is
caused by a per s ondesePdseBras/most likely upset becauseu a t i
of the female reporté& clothing and behaviour in the video attached toNfie This
frustration is further seein the chain okexclamatory questiorthatexpresse®oster57
astonishmenas towhy the regulators inthe General Athority for AudiovisualMedia
grantedpermission to théemale reporter and her teaandallowedthe filming of the

report. Theposter further wonders abothe regulationsin force to managesuch
behaviours especially during this period of changethe country and whether such
regulations, rules or punishmerggist because the postdaims that none could be
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found AlthoughPoster57 disagrees with the content of the video attached tMihe
Poster57 doesnot attack the female reportdénstead, the focus was theobservedack

of regulationsand rulegso manage the changes.
Example 6.26 [see MTLin 4.2.1]

Poster43- T2 (R) <SOC, SH1.1, Mit.Dis>

rrrrrrrrrrrrrr

0 0

it man: a:n jun#HI ami hi al hafitahibi™mald | maband

alax sl il | i dognlamb:dikaldnindn bh e a :p maalama
fi: nijat-h , <nnada:jif> kathi:r _jisibu:n alsihaimi weka:nah ka:fir))))))
(biniji dhei : n) g a:-Almakritfisnimarhkantdti : bal msa: " i-¢

al mar dallaat Twaa : |

<| hope>that this issue will be looked into from the Islamic perspective regardl
the person who is making the requébh Uthaymee??, when he spoke about th

subject, no one doubted his intentitircseems to me>that many (posters)iasalting
Alsihaimi ((((((as if he is an infidel))))))
(ibn Uthaymeen) did say that praying with a microphone can disturb nearby mc

the sick, and children

Posterd 36 s r e p | yn Renove snlywithsut initfatingafurther interaction; the

reply receivedneretweet. Poste43 usedtwo strategies in expressing the disagreement:

explanation(single underlined) anelxclamationdouble underlinedsee Examples 6.13
and 6.23 for more contexthe disagreement hasdirected tather posters participating
in thethread of replieso attack the writer, Alsihaimi, with whom they disagree. The
attack on the writer was triggered by what he said in an intermieMBCL. He talked
about reducing the number of mosques/ing that they are becoming a source of
annoyance and fear to the people close by, mainly because of thedswaf thesounds
coming fromthese mosques simultaneoustg described these mosquesrasa:jid al
dirar (plural), meaningmosques of dissenvhich many posters considarmisuse of a
specifichistoricalreferenceThe MT supports h e  w statementaidost limitingthe

use of external loudspeakeparticularlyduring lectures and religious lessombie main

95 Muhammad ibn Saalih Al Uthaymeen, also knowritas Uthaymeen (March 9, 1925January 10,
2001), was an Islamic scholar in Saudi Araltlee i s consi dered to be
(Islamic jurist, an expert Islamic jurisprudence and Islamic Law) of the modern era.
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poster statethat external loudspeakers aaffecting the quality of lifeof peopleliving

nearby

In this reply it can be inferred thdoster43is not disagreeing with the main poster but
rather withthe other posters in the main thread of repliesxpressing the disagreement,
Poster43 employediwo hedging devicesn the explanation ofheir posiion on the
matter The firsthedging deviceés the wishing clauséi<l hope>that this issue will be
looked into from the Islamic perspective regardless of the person who is making the
requesh at thebeginning of the replywhich is expressed in the passive voice. This
wishing clause contains a general call for a mateciousway to look at the issue without
focusing on the person making the request. The second mitigation tetfieeuse oh
personalised opinigr<! see that in the exclamationwhich Poster43 employed to
expresgheir astonishmerdtthe attack on the writeseen in the main threadPoster430 s
mitigated disagreemenseemsto be arewgnition of the sibjectivity of the view

expressed, thugiving room formore discussin, correction or rejection.

Posterd3 expresses a great disappointment or astonishatéaw others are talking
about Alsihaimj especiallytheir misjudgemenof hisintention Postei43 seems to think
that other posters were eatnein their response® what the writer stated and treated
him asif he was fian infideb. The use of multiple round brackets if((((as if he is an
infidel))))))0 seemgo indexPoste-4 3 thitense emotional reacti@nd shoclcausedy
what othergpostedabout the writerOn the other handhe use ofsingle parentheses
fileventhoughibn Uthaymeern) seems tde an attempt to highlight or emphasike
point that Poster43 attemptsto make Poster43 points out thaseveralyears ago when
ibn Uthaymeen, a prominent Saudi schotatyised thatmosques should use external
loudspeakers for broadcasting catigprayer but not the prayers themselves or lectures
people did not react negatively towardsdubolarlyopinion Poster43 seem$o consider
Al si haimiés opinion to refl ebaUthayrmeenpnar t t
henceconsider theaggravatedlisagreements in thtread of repliess personal attacks
on the writerrather than an objective consideration of the situatidosterd 3 6 s
disageement seems to reflect an attempt to defend therévritecial identity face rad

equity rights, particul ar |teatntente wr i ter 6s
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Example 6.27 [see MTLin 4.2.1]

Poster9- T2 (R/I) <SOC, SH1.1, Agg.Dis>
0 0 ap < >
P 0 U
I< >0 0 )
<rx tnimanirntaqid>bimtn a al mu<adlir ka:n-" uabiaga
ma: jisla:ig a:<ad) hi: nkal atwisd arwad
kannah la: juri:d aldi:n bi-mnna: rfxar alimtinar) nan samaja | mu <adl ar
min aldi:n _fi:ced) . wa-xatmuh bi(idu:-lah  jarx wa : n) <waga:

<Whoever thought that the lecturer was tactful in his responses is wroi
sentence (religion does not bother anyone) is a truthful word by which (mocke
the neighbour is intendeab he portrayhim as if he does not want religioim other
words refraining from listening to the lecture is not being religious at all. An
concluded it with lfrothers pay for him) <ude> !

Posterd 6 s r e p | y nR/lemoweigeneératingoosubtheead of 6 turns. The sub
thread is an interaction betwe&oster9 andPoster10, who agrees witlfPoster90 s
evaluation of the situation in the video. Poiled s di sagr eementai s
contrary statemer(single underlineand explanatiorjdouble underline)lt is directed
towards the lecturer in the videmdsome of the posters in the main thread, particularly
t hose pr ai sihanglingofthe arjument with teermarswho interrupted the
lecture see Example6.13, 6.23and 6.26 Poster90 disagreement is aggravated the

use of judgmental languagéthe beginningf the reply, seen in the statementhoever
thought that the lecturer was tactful in his responses is wranglat the end of the reply

in <rude>. Poster9 contadict those posters whapprove of thé e ¢ t behavioup s
Poster9 poins outthatthel e ¢ t statemmend thaireligion does not bother anyanis
meant to mock the man instead of consoling I8milar towhat is seen iExample &6
above,Poster9 usessingle mrentheses$o highlight the pointhey make that fireligion
does not bother anyonieyvas usedn that situationfor mockery this is howPoster9
interprets the lecturé s  w BPastér&explainsthatin thelectured siew, it seems that
refusal to listen toeligious lectureseflects impropembehaviar. Again, Poster9 quotes

what the lecturer said in the vidéBray for him, brothedsto show thatin his opnion,

e

the | ecturer 6s behayvi, despitewhatshe postessn the maio mo ¢

threadseem to thinkOverall, Poster9 seems to be astonished that other psstemot
recognise thdecture 6 s b eds dempgrude towards the man, and it is not worth

praising.
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This replyis interesting for two reasong shows the discursive struggle imatduating
(im)politenesHin)appropriateness in the disagreement contiexthis disagreement
Poster9attempst o cl ari fy to other posterscahow t
be interpreted differentlyt also showthat whatPoster9 observe as marked behaviour,
particularlythe intention behind o me of the | ecturero6s stat
by other posters in the main thread of repliggs exampleclearly reflecs the varidion

in evaluationsof (im)politenesin)appropriatenessand that markednesscan be

subjective

6.2 Summary and conclusion

In this chapterl have presented someamgdes from the SAT corpus to showow
disagreement strategies can be linguisticallgdified by mitigation and aggravation
devicesor unmodified by any of these devicéhe variation inmodification seen in
almost all of the disagreement s$égies in the SAT corpus shows thatlisagreement
straegiescannot be easily classified pslite, politic or impolitea s s een studp Har
(2016). The linguisticmodificationof the disagreement and how thatdificationcan be
interpreted in the context of the main thread can, to sometgptenide an indication of
how (im)politenesiin)approprigenessin these disagreementight be interpreted.
However, examinng my corpus data froomnanal yst 6s poi nt of
discursive analysi®f (im)politenesgin)appropriateness in Twitter disagreemeists
challenging especially since the disagreemesitin the SAT corpus arenostly left
unresolvedThere are very few respses from thetarget to these disagreements, which

prevens seeing the disagreeentsunfold in interaction.

Although the contextualised analysis of mitigation and aggravation devices used by the
posters in these disagreements can assistrifigical 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 amitsodified structurerovides little
information as to how it might be evaluated in terms of
(im)politenesiin)appropriateness.One possible way to assess theperception of
unmodified Twitterdisagreemestist hr ough t he t ar gamihdicate r e s p
how the unnodified disagreement waerceivedn that specific thread of replies. This
challenge in analysin@m)politeness infwitter disagreementsrovidesevidencehatto
achievea clearer picture of the phenomeracollaboration betwegim)politenessand

(im)politeness approachess necessary. Therefore, in the next chapter, | aim to examine
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Saudi Twitter usersod evaluations of di saf
understandings of (im)politené@r)appropriateness in the disagreement examples. The
anal ysis of respondentsd evaluations ai
expectations about the assumed shared social order when evaluating

(im)politenesHin)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements.
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Chapter 7 DiscursiveAnalysiso f S a u di Bigsagr@ementst e r

This chapter focuses on the qualitative analysis dketsveets evaluated by respondents

in the online questionnairand the comments fromme 20 interviewees who agreed to
participate inthefollomu p i nt ervi ew. The presentation
evaluations are arranged as follows: first, | describe how each reply was coded and
analysed in the corpus. The corpus analysis of thieeseis reflected in the headings of

this chapter; for example, replies that contained odifred disagreens are covered
under theunmodified disagreements heading and so 8econd,l present how the
respondents classified the level of (im)politen@sgappropriateness in then replies
included in the online questionnaire. The classifications are groupedligteed or
unaligned classificatianbased on how theve categories in each of the two scales are
selected see Table 4-5. Thirdly, after presenting the classifications, | analyse
respondentsdé Jjustifications for t he cl
responses from both the online questionnaire and the interviBegss pondent
classifications are displayed through a relations map for each tdplyever, 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 behindther | assi fi cation. The analysis
chapter aims to shed more light on tteim that politeness is not a matter of doing what

is merely appropriate because appropriateness is largscope, covering the entire
relational work continuum, as well as thaappropriateness is natways an essential
feature of impoliteneséCulpeper, 2011a, pp.9%7). Moreover,it aims toshow how

r e s p o nedakiations éan provide more insight into theiderstanding of the moral

orderagainst which they evaluated the disagreements

7.1 Disagreement types and strategies

The analysis of theenreplies in the following sections is orgagdl based othe linguistic
modificationof the disagreement strategies employ@@xpress the disagreemesee
Sectiongt.5. The analysisf Figure5-1in Chapter S5ections.1.1shows that the majority

of the identified disagreement strategies in the corpus were aggravated, a few were
unmodified and even fewer were mitigated. Secfiohcovers three replies that were
coded as unodified disagreement strategies in the corpus and shows how these replies
were evaluated in the online questionnaire. TIg&attion7.3 coversone reply that was

coded as a positivelpodifieddisagreement strategy and how respondents evaluaed th

a

S

o
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reply. The othesix replies, which were identified as aggravated disagreement strategies
in the corpus, are presented in Seciieh including how these replies wesealuated in

the online questionnaire.

7.2Unmodified disagreements

As shown in Chapters 5 and 6, this type of disagreemmeisually identifiedhroughthe
absence of mitigation or aggravation devices, thus rendering the disagreement
linguistically unnodified. The analysishere shows that despite beindinguistically
unmodified,  respondents  provided different (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness
classification®f thesedisagreementd his indicaesthatr e s p o nudderstandin@pf

the contextf these disagreemenplays an essential role in how they evaluhatae
disagreemenisee Figure 2 in Appendi for an overview othese classifications based

on Table4-5.

As the corpus analysis presented in Chapters 5 and 6 reveiai, the identified
disagreement strategiegreoccasionallyused withoutiny 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, asistSection

4.5.2 Thereason for thisvas its singular instanda the SAT corpusAlso, in online
communication, argument avoidance could take different forms, such as the complete
absence of a reply; therefore, it is difficult to measure and exaini least inthe
context ofthis study.Themotivation behind includinthisexamplean the present analysis

was mainly to showhechallenges imeasuing what caintsasadisagreemerdvoidance
strategyin online interaction Also, to show howinterpreing expressions uc h as fr
c 0 mme resnotnedessarilyndicate that the personasoidingdisagreements seen
inther espondent so6 | seaSection8ll2ati ons bel ow
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7.2.1Unmodified disagreementl: Argument avoidance
Example 7.1 [see MTL1in 4.2.]]

Poster109-T2 (R) <POL, PH3.1, Un.Dis>

la: tajli:q

No comment

Posterl 0 9 6 s r e p | nR-noweonly with hosfurtleef inte@actional turns, and the

reply did notreceive any likes or retweetseeExamples 6.6 and 7.10for more context.

The disagreement here ummodified as there is no use of mitigation or aggravation
devices. The disagreement is expressed through argument avoidance, a strategy not
included in the coding framewo(gee the section abgvés shown irFigure5-13(MT3-

R2), out of the 178 respondents, 102 (57.30%) identified this comment as a disagreement
while 42.70% did naofind the reply to express a disagreemé#érgppears thakespondents

were almostsplit in half based on theimterpretationof the reply as a disagreement.
Responéns who icentified the reply as a disagreement providiéi@rentclassifcations

In the followup interviews, | was able to ask some of the 42.@80késpondents who did

not identify the reply as a disagreement for their justificatfon:
(1) FP7-Khulud 97

| think this poster did not want to say anythingpar but wanted to
comment; maybe the poster wanted to say this is true but was hesitant t
say so.

(2) MP3-Ahmed

For me, the poster of the reply agrees with the main tweet. It is possible tha
the poster disagrees but does not want to argue. However, because the me
tweet contains an attack and overgeneralisation, the response should
something likehis is not true or there is nothing worthy of arguimgre

So, for me, usingino commend 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.

%YRespondent sd comment s wmveteans@tedthem ohte Bnglism Ar abi ¢,
97 Respondents who were interviewed are presented bydbe# 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, anihtheommend
reply verifies the main tweet

(4) MP1-Ali

| do not know if theposter 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 responden
stance on the content of thE . This difficulty in assessment is briefly described by these
four interviewees, who seem to agree thatfttecommend reply does nqtin essence
express a disagreement. Interestingly, they seem to have slightly different interpretations
of what it means. These interviewees seeftiecommend asa 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 tlikegreeof (im)politeness irthe triggering evenf.e.

the main tweet)which is also mentioned below and is discussed further in S&cédh
Additionally, Al i 6 s csbomwemtbat replies in online communicationlo not
necessarilyaim to engage and add dointeraction replieslike the onehere according

to him,can bea way ofsignallingone presence in thmteraction.

On the other hand, respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement provided
different evaluations of the level of (im)politen€syappropriateness in the reply, as
shown in Figure 71 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 betwelea tategories.
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inappropriate

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

appropriate

very inappropriate

1

very appropriate

very polite

very impolite
; N polite
impolite

neither polite nor impolite

Figure 7-1. Online respondent sd cl/(injappsopriatenesain ReplpZ of (i m
MT 3

As Figure7-1reveals, 30 out of the 102 respondents classified the aspBither polite

nor impolite and neither appropriatenor inappropriate Looking at the provided
justificationsdepcted inFigure7-1, it seems that some of these respondents, such as the
ones in (5) and (6), appear to provide similar justificationghtuse stated above,
particularly those in (1) and (4). The politic classification of
(im)politenes§ i n) appropri ateness stems from the
since to these respondentie fino commend reply does notommunicatenuch except
marking a presence in the thread of repli€kese respondentsartren sur e of t he
position andfind the contextual evidence insufficient to evaluate the regdie
respondent so j u s indichtésc a that o njudgments r eabout
(im)politenesKin)appropriateness can be suspended until more evidencesrethasis

more likely tohavebeenintended(Terkourafi, 2008, p.45)The other justificationfor

this classificatiorfocused on the point thého commeniis a common, respectful, and
sufficient way to signalan avoidance ofunnecessary arguments, as stated by the
respondent in(7). It is also a comment used to avoid making any-iselfiminating

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 | evaluate
the reply as neutral.
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(6) Male-55 (MP10-Malek) (neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

As they sayfil cannot talk because there is water in my mauitido not
know if the poster is agreeing or disagreeing because the reply could mea
either. The poster could have explained what was wrong; otherwise, som
people might see the reply as an agreement.

(7) Female93 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

This is a respectable way of avoiding a fruitless argument and an indireci
way of expressing a disagreement.

Other respondents alstassifed the reply aqvery) politeand (very) appropriate as
shownin Figure 71. The justifications provided for both classifications, like the ones in
(8), (9) and (10), are similar and centre around one npegot that is related to the
respon@nt &isw in (7). These respondents stated that argument avoidancéiie e

or fiappropriaté way to avoid getting oneself into thorny arguments; it is a way of
showing fiselfrespeab. To these respondents, tliimo commend seems to bea
conventionalised expression used to sighs¢ngagemenh argumentor unwelcome
interactions Respndents whoclassified the reply as(very) impolite and (very)

inappropriatedid not provide any justification
(8) Male-10 (very polite and very appropriate)

fiNo commend 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 selfespect and refraining from getting into quarrels and
strife.

(10)Female84

(polite and appropriate)

This expression is usually used to express disagreement and, at the san
time, refrain from responding.

In addition to the alignedlassificationsother unalignedlassificationsare provided by
respondents, as shownhkigure 71. Although there are different classifications here, the
provided justifications seem simildfor instance, respondents whblassifiedthe reply

as polite and very appropriate very politeand appropriate very politeand neither
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appropriate nor inappropriate as well aspolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriateprovided justifications that are similar to those in (8), (9), and (10).
(11)Female113 (very polite and appropriaje

Sometimessilence and not commenting are better than responding to
offensive and rude language.

(12)Female29 (polite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate

The poster does natantto argue with an ignorant person.

(13)Female 78 (polite andveryappropriate)

Avoiding commenting on tweets that do not suit you is better than starting
an argument.

The respondents who classified the replynagther polite nor impoliteand (very)
inappropriate andvery politeand (very)inappropriateseemto find the replypolitic. In
this context and as a respons#&i®MT, the replyseemsiotimpolite, but itis considered
as(very) inappropriateThe respondends | u s t ilike thaseim(li4)andg16)agree
that the reply should havexpressed a clear and strong opinidhis emphasis on
expressing a strong reply seems to be the result péticeivepowerimbalance between
the reply and theMT, which these respondents perceive as insultimpe
inappropriateess of the replycomes fromits perceivedvagueness anaveakness
compared to théMT, which is considered offensivé he r espondentsé ¢
appear to fit the notion that the level of impoliteness in a prior (pestthe triggering
post)sets the threshold at which othengyht be expected to engadea kind of titfor-
tat; nonetheless, this culturally and contextually sensitiy€ulpeper, 2011a, p.205)

This notion is elaborategponin the nexichapter in SectioB.6.1
(14)Femalel (FP8Samar) (neither polite nor impolite and inapproprigte

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 (MP8Muhammad) (neither polite nor impolite and inapproprigte

The reply should match the level of the main tweet; respondingfivgh
commend is ignoring the point which should have been argued.
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(16)Female63 (very polite and inappropriaje

The reply does not express a strong argument, and the main tweet deserv
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 replywey impolite and inappropriate
impoliteandvery inappropriateandimpolite and neitheappropriatenor 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 defénghself and his
country.

To theserespondentsin (18)and (19)MAiel s seen as an atotidck o
identity face(SpencetOatey, 2002) mor e preci sel vy, aacial at t a
identityface. Hence, defending the face of their countryitaykople is a priority. This
connection between a country and its nationals was concisely describddgistro

(2011, p.234ashinationals 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 wantot her s t o appr eo.iltastwerth édingdhat deeliags pfe ¢ t
national pride and belonging may greatly vary between different national communities
and even within the same national community (p.249), see Sektohfor further
discussion.
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7.2.2Unmodified disagreement2: Act combination
Example 7.2 [see MTLin Section4.2.]]

Poster18- T1/2 (R/)  <SOC, SH1.1, Un.Dis>

dp

qHp

d’” uz nm@mna:tatkathi:r? tisami: hadi: marna:t?

almuja:na:t a:n taku:n fi: nusilahwaturja:ni: minha: wa _a : ta' i d | a
daxal™ : d I-ii sbl wb:i b"¢d laitiwatwlaal ab i gf awama:daa |
Ka:nat ant agai : [ ah ?avwoafalmukabitait r  wa

fa-nn almuja:na:t?

| am |na<diar t li-ahn wa m alas "Mdharbiidagivgah intaha:
al maweél u:

Part of the suffering for many? You call this suffering?

Suffering is struggling with a problem without finding a solution ..This @uagrily
entered the masjid and rudely and inappropriately demanded the loudspeal
turned offand what was the resulfPe lecturer apologised to him and switched off
speakers

Sowhere is the suffering?

He did not need the poliag the courtor anything els@s he situation was over in
mi nuleé

This reply consists ofreR/lI-movethat created a suihiread of three turnsee Example

6.13, 6.3, 6.27 and 7.7 for more context. The next poster replied to support and express
an agreement witRosterl 8 6 s r e MTl. Bostarl@ thénheplied to tharfRoster19

for their supportive response. The disagreement in this example adifred as it does

not contain any of the identified mitigation or aggravation dettaswerepresentedn
Section4.5.1 The disagreement is expressed through the usa att combination
strategy: exclamation (single underlire)d explanation (double underline). Posit8r
started the reply with an exclamati®mighlighting their astonishment at the main
posterds description of rfpantefthsdsuffetingforimany i n
peopl®. The exclamatioms also seen in the severaktoricalquestionseach followed

by an explanationi.e. answers). Postel8 used these rhetoricqliestionsas signposts

leading to the explanation. The provided answers seem to corroborate ttinetthieal

98|t is noted thasomepostersseem tausea question mark withouanexclamation mark when expressing
exclamatory questions or everpressing aexclamatory statemetike the one in this example
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questions are used IBpster18to vent theirfrustration or astonishmeand to lead the

readers of the reply in a specific direction.

Examining how the respondents evaluated this reply in the online questionnaire was
shown inFigure5-13 (MT1-R2). Of the 178 respondents, 1289.10%) identified the

reply asa disagreement with different classifications, as displayed in Figrelrr the
follow-up interviews, | was able to ask three of the interviewees who did not identify the
reply as a disagreement what their reasoning was. Their responses were simifar in tha
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 ofMiie This challenge in
identifying the target of a disagreement in online communication, espexialplatform

where there are potentially multiple targets, was covered in Sedtibris3

inappropriate
neither appropriate nor inappropriate

appropriate
very inappropriate

N 4
very appropriate ery polite

very impolite

impolite

neither polite nor impolite

Figure7-2.  Onl ine respondent sd c/linjappsopriatenessin Replpy2 of (i m
MT 1

The analysisevealedhat63.4% of the 123 responderssiected alignedlassifications

for the reply Respondnts who classified the disagreement(asry) polite and (very)
appropriate provided similarjustifications The justifications for thseclassificatiors

mostly revolved around the absence of insgltanguage and specifying the point or
source of disagreement, that is, the useiuffferingpas seen i n the r
statements in (20) to (22pimilarly, the 23 respondents who evaluated the reply as
neitherpolite nor impolite and neither inappropriate nor approprigtevided analogous

justifications to those mentionéudl (20), (21) and (22).
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(20)Female 107 (polite and appropriate

The poster of the reply expressed a disagreement with one sjpedific
which is the main posterdés wuse o
situation, and the disagreement did not personally attack anyone.

(21)Male-31 (MP5-Nawaf) (polite and appropriate

The poster did not accuse or bel:i
the situation rationally.

(22)Female91 (very polite and very appropriate

The post e refered toaspetifcmpart of the tweet, which is the
use of o6ésufferingéb. I't seems that
maybe because the poster thinks that the main poster was exaggerating.

(23)Female33 (FP4Abeer) (neither polite nor impolite andeither

inappropriate nor appropriate)
The reply does not contain offensive words or personalised comments
aboutothers, 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)

| 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). MP1GMa | e k 6 s sbhowstitare arédifferent usedor questionsandone of

these uses is emotional ta(Buestionsparticularly rhetoricabnesas seen in this reply

can be used to vent frustration and express irritation. SimilsB5Nawaf whose
justification is presented in (21), stated in the interviewfthah e post er 6 s use
guestions shows that the poster is possibly emotionally charged; hothésemotional
response is not necessarily inappropriat
in a certain directiod Theserespondentseem to reagnise the emotional aspect of the

reply, which shows how emotions are crucial emaluatingimpoliteness(Culpeper,

2011a, pp.5%0). Another intervieweeFP8Samay pointed out that the use of several
questionsmi ght be a way to undermine the main
many people are suffering due to the high volumeaadquesvith externaloudspeakers.

Posterl & @use of theseahetorical questions seems to be an attetaptlarify and

probably convince the main poster that what he cl&@magusing suffering is, in fact, not.
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The lastalignedses of categories selected by 12 respondevese (very) impoliteand

(very) inappropriate as shown in (25) and (26); these respondents offered similar
justifications for these two classifications. The justifications provided here segipdal

to equity rightsd that everyone has the right to identify, describe, and talk about what
makes them suffer without being judged, belittieddenied speaikg rights It is worth
noting that these respondents mentioasdnse ofibelittlingd 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 rhetoricalestionsn the reply, which might not
always be perceived positivelyhis also shows that markedness can be subjeatisie

does not always depend on the surface structure of the utterance; see Example 6.27.
(25)Female89 (impolite and inappropriate

The poster of the reply belittles the suffering of others. Not all mosques
have the same imam/lecturer who will react goad way, like the one in
the video, and this is a mistake.

(26)Female 102 (very impolite and very inapproprigte

The poster has no right to deny others from expressing and talking abou
what annoys them and makes them suffer.

Shifting the focus to the unaligned classifications between the categories as represented
in Figure 72, 36.6% of respondents chose different unaligned classifications for the
reply. Given the similarity of the justifications provided, | grouped tlesssifications

neither polite nor impolite an@very) appropriate polite and very appropriateas well

aspolite andneitherinappropriate nor inappropriateThejustifications provided by the
respondents here focused on the absence of offensive language and how the poster did
not make the disagreement personal since

fisufferingd without insulting the main poster.
(27)Female51 (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 directhaddressed the issue presented in the main tweet without
insulting or personalising the disagreement.

Other respondents whalassified the reply aseither polite nor impolite and

inappropriate as well agpolite and inappropriateas seen in (29) ar(@0), do not findit
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impolite butrather inappropri@ The justificationgevealed that the inappropriateness of

the replycomes fronits narrow focus on the use of the warlifferingd while ignoring

the central issyavhich isthe inconvenience caused by loudspeakers to people who live
nearthe mosquesThe focus on the wordisuffering 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 dilg.

(29)Female 80 (neither polite nor impolite and inapproprigte

The poster measured and defined the suffering based on personal standar
withoutconsidering he ot her personés point

(30)Female 35 (polite andinappropriate

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 isnpolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate wasselected byhreerespondentandjustified by onlyone.

(31)Female63 (impolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate)

The poster of the reply seems to be a bit agitated.

The offered justificatiorpointed outhow the poster seenesnotionally 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 posfergaated. This
agitation is probably mirrored ithe use ofmultiple rhetoricalquestions To these
respondentsPosterl 8 @ublic diplay of emotions in this context is perceivem be
inappropriate or impolitbecausgn this emotional respongie poster ignored that main
issue and focusesblely onlexical choice
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7.2.3Unmodified disagreement3: Explanation
Example 7.3 [see MTLOin Section4.2.]]

Poster27-T1/2 (R/l)  <POL, PH2.2, Un.Dis>

altarfi:n wargija:dat almarnah wa- duxu:l almalarjb kulaha:aga:y mu b a : <
hawali:ha: alifkwarii:ah waa | s Ijia <iaw adax) mu < a r a rathddaf w ¢
tadwi:h aldi:n wa" @ alna:s jan | u r -linslam Ifla nnah di:n teadud wa
tatlaruf

Entertainmentand women driving and going to stadiums are all permissible th
which thealinx wa n ~ memddrs of Brotherho&ﬁ and s 1 pnemabars of

Sahwa moveme]wltOO prohibited aiming to distort the religion and make people
Islam as a strict and extreme religion

The reply consists odn RI-move which created a short thread tiree tweetsbut
received no likes or retweetsee Exampke6.3, 6.8, 6.2, and 7.5 for more contexthe
posteb s di s aexplamme why sotme of the points in tMT, particularly those
related to women driving and entertainment, are not religiously prohibitedattributes
their prohibition to the ideologies of tlBgotherhoodrganisation and Sahwa movement.
The next postedisagreedvith Poster2 76 s expl anati on, especi .
Brotherhood, whichthe poster argues has no presence in Saudi AraBaster27
respondedy statingthat some indiiduals were wearing religious cloaks and had been
loyal to the leaders of the Brotherhood outside Saudi Arabia, but thankiudge
individuals were identified anplacedunder arresto! In the corpus analysis, this reply
was identified as an urodified disagreement expressed through explanation as it does
not contain anymitigation or aggravation devices identified in this stusgeSection
4.5.1 Despite being linguisticallynmodified respondents to the online questionnaire

classified the reply in different wayas shown in Figure-3.

99 Also known as théluslim Brotherhoodthis termrefers to thevrganiation founded in Egypt biglamic
scholar and Hassan-Banna in 1928which has some influence on some political parties.

100 Also translated aéAwakening movemeft it refers to as an Islamic political and social movement in
Saudi Arabia from 1960.980.

10110 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

very inappropriate
SN

4

neither polite nor impolite

appropriate

very appropriate

very impolite polite

impolite

Figure7-3: Onl ine respondent sd cl/linjappsopriatenessin Reply® of (i m
MT5

The reply was identified as a disagreement 6% §153) of the 178 respondents, as
presented irFigure 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 i1identify the reply in
it appears that around 73.9% of the i&§ondents chose aligned classificatiogtween

the categories of the (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness scales, while 26.1% chose
unaligned classificationd'he analysis reveals that respondents who chosalitjreed
classificationgvery) polite and (very) appropriate and neither polite norimpolite and

neither appropriate nor inappropriatprovided various, yet similar, justifications for
theseclassifications see the justifications in (32) {85). The reasonsffered mostly

focused on how the reply did not attack, insult, belititteoffend the main poster. The

reply is impersonal and mainly explaiRsster2 7 6 s per s p e c depolite, . De
appropriate and politic classifications, some respondents highlighted tbeicontent

with Poster276 sise o f | al@mé li 9 x sWbdrmembes afhthé Brotherhood
goupandl 61 a&members of the Awakening movemgrthecategorisation of
people in this reply seems to reveal s omg
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 fo
classifying whoever is asking for these demaastsang influenced by the
Brotherhood or Sahwa, because probably the person asking for thes
demands is just from a conservative family and has no connection to the
Brotherhood organisation.

(33)Female44 (FP3Maha) (polite and appropriate)

The poster did not insult anyone, and the reply was not personalised. Th
poster used the terimh&andiviakngvnjha h 6
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 banne
their publcations, so, as a Saudi, one should be against the ideologies o
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 pelople
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 th
views.

FP3Ma ha 6 s | ung33)ireferrad 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 countryos phowsi ti or
how the religious and political aspects of the Saudi ideatieylap see SectioB.6.2for

further discussion.

On the other hand, respondents who have more of a negative perception of the reply
selected the aligned classificatiofery) impolite and (very) inapproprigtehese
respondents offered various and sorhatv homogeneous justifications. Tée
justifications centred around how the reply was sbigtited and narrow in its focus,
making it seemprejudiced This perceivedprejudice is probably caused by the
political/religiouscategorigtion ofp e o pdrien@t®nin the reply, which some of these

102 mit © 2h i a colloquial term used to generally refer to religicemnservativepeople whereas
ixwanjahis aterm used to refer to a very conservapaditical group.
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respondents saw as @attaclo, fiaccusation, orfistabbin@. To themPoster27 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 theswt in the casef theBrotherhoodit 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 targetingparticularlyi ndi vi dual s & algot notabte rhere is thiéh a t
invocation of the general overarching religiadsntity in (38) in contrast to the national
religiousaspect of identity as pointed out in (33); this is discussed further in S8d&ian

(36)Female93 (impolite and inappropriate)

The reply is based on inaccuracesl lacks objectivityand fairness. This
is why | do not like replies like this one.

(37)Male-53 (MP1-Ali) (impolite and inappropriate)
The reply puts people into categ
whims.

(38)Female 10

(impolite and inappropriate)

Tweets like thisshould not be responded to or commented on because of
the clear bias and inappropriate overgeneralisation that any Muslim shoulc
avoid, Saudi or noidaudi.

(39)Male-79 (very impolite and very
inappropriate)

The reply contains accusationstereotyping 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 repiypabte and very appropriatand
neither polite noimpoliteand (very) appropriatgprovided justifications that are similar

to the ones in thaligned classifications seen in2j3o (3). These justifications focused
on the absence of cursing and offensive words and how the prglainedhe points of
disagreemenh theMT. Other respondents who chqsaite and inappropriat@rovided
justification similar to (34) that the reply dmbt insut the mainposter, but it preseatia
limited view and contaied a negative association, whiele considerednappropriate.
Moreover, the justification for theeither polite nor impolite and (very) inappropriate
classificatiors pointed out that the reply is a divergence from the issue in the MT.
Additionally, respondents who classified tieply as:impolite and neither appropriate

nor inappropriate impolite and very inappropriati@andvery impolite and inappropriate
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offered similajustifications to those presented ib80 39).Re s pondent sé | us
for these unaligned classificatiomsncentrated on the alleged overgeneralisation and
accusatiorseen in theategorisatiorof otherswho find entertainment, women driving

and going to football stadiusito beincompatible with Islamic teachingnterestingly,
respondentsdé classification of this disa:
(im)politeness spectrum. It can be argued respondents who chiige goopolitic
classificatiors seem to focus more on the part of the argument that women driving and
entertainment are essentyappermissiblein religious termsput find the categorisation
somehow problematic given its negative politicgigious connotation. These
respondents reflected their agreement in their classifications but pointed out their
reservations about the labeaised in the replyOn the other hand, respondents who
provided negative classificationge. impolite) were more focused on the negative
connotations of the categorisation; their strong reaction was reflected in both the
classification and justificatiorlhere 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 positivelymodified However, as the analysis in this section reveals, this
positive linguisticmodificationdoes not necessarily mean that mitigated disagreements
will always be judgedby all respondents gm®lite orevenpolitic. Given the overall low
frequency of mitigated disagreements in the SAT corpus, this section covers only one
example thatvas 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

respondentto the online questionnaievaluated this mitigated disagreement.
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7.3.1Mitigated disagreement 1: Act combination
Example 7.4 [see MBin Sectiord.2.]]

Poster4- T2 (R) <POL, PH2.1, Mit.Dis>

<h > b

l akin fnima: jinfa pkanzlan 4rsanawa:t , j i madal a:
wazicraflamalwaa | t i = aa:lriasht iwdhnska:n waahy da:m , hadu:linale®
hum maspu:li:h kibi:rahnwas Hab t i nt i ®I idr jAmishateda wea
lakin bi-imauga:bil ida: alnatg: ka:nat mumta:zah jistimr-fatran it 1 wa |
<Oomu’ gr:aod> r

<But>some ministers are not fit to stay 4 yedos example the position of Ministe

of CommerceandMinister of Labour and Social DevelopmemtdMinister of Housing
and Minister of Media Informatigrthey have a great responsibilayd it is difficult
to wait 4 years to see whtlitey canachieve, but in return if the results of their wol
are excellent they can stay longer ij ust an opinion. 0>

Posterd 6 s r e p | ynRenovesrlysitheut initiatingany further interaction, but
the reply receivedne like and one retweet, sedexample 7.8for more context. The

disagreement is expressed through act combinatiocontrary statement (single

underlined) and explanation (double underlined). In the corpus analysis, this reply was

classifiedas a mitigated disagreement because of the hedging at the end of thgusply,

an opiniom. Poster4 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 lExample 6.9n the previog chapter. This personalised mitigation

is whatCaffi (2007, p.268Yeferred to agisubjectivizers; the mitigation here aims to

protect the poster from fully committing to the presented claim and giving others some

room to reject the clainit can be argued th&oster4 is trying to protectheir quality

face fromthe possibility of being wrong and corrected in a public space, and at the same

time, the poster is showing awareness

presenting a personal opinion, thus avoiding imposition.

of

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 uleudd, which may imply an implicit
partialagreement. It could be that thieuto here is a short form of the partial agreement
mar ker Oy es, inhthig todtextit isanest likely just a way to mark the

contrary statement. Interestingly, one of the interview&€s3Maha noted in the
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interview that the disagreement here was
beginning of the reply. Thereforesignalsi ng
Postetd 6s focus on highlighting the disagree
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 refleosteg4 6 s
consideration of equity rights, particularly autonenontrol which assumes that people

should not be unduly controlled or imposed ugBpencetOatey, 2005a; [2000] 2008)
Taking into consideration the Pasterd wasnden:
respectful in disagreeing with the main poster, it can also be arguedastar4 also

shows considerationof association rights, particularly showing appropriate respect to
others(SpenceiOatey, 2005a; [2000] 2008postey4d 6 s reply seems t o
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 questionitkrgified the reply as a
disagreemenseeFigure5-13(MT4-R2). Four of the interviewees did not judge the reply

as a disagreement, aimdthe intervievs, 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-AHvtie8 6statement

fiThere might be aninor disagreementut it seems to mehat thereply is adding or

giving more detajland that is why | could not say it is a disagreeméhis is a good

reply, and wish that peopleespondas suchmeaning see this reply agery polite and

approprieo.

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: On | i ne r elaspifcatiche of fimgpdliteneskin)appropriateness in Reply 29
MT 4
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Overall, when examining respondentsd cl ac
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 respandents
aligned classifications involve the two classificatiofgery) polite and (very)
appropriate as seen in @) and (4). The respondents offered various yet homogenous
justifications that mostlyevolved around the absence of insults or attacks on the other,
showing respect, explaining and clarifying a personal view logically, and ending the tweet
with fjust an opinion. Respondents who classified the tweeteither poite nor impolite

and neither appropriate nor inapproprigtas well asmpolite and inappropriatedid not

provide any justification for their classificationsherewere no instances othe very

impolite and very inappropriatelassificationsas displayed in FigureZ.
(40)Male-47 (polite and appropriate)
The poster clearly stated at the end of the reply this is just an opinion.
(41)Female35 (FP6AmMani) (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster wrote his opinion politely without crossing lthes, showing
respect to the main poster, and did not use insulting words to support his
opinion.

The unaligned classifications in this examplere mhimal and also appead to be
positive. Looking at the justifications for the following classificatiqmdite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriatepolite and very appropriateas well assery polite and
appropriate theyseemsimilar tothe jusifications offered by thosevho 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 thatas just an opinion.

For the respondents who chose other unaligned classificationgsgither polite nor
impolite and inappropriate as well aspolite 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 pol@resthe legal system
followed in assigning ministers and read more about the process.



225

Even thoughsome of the respondents thought the reply was inappropriate, they did not
seem to consider the reply impolite. The overall positive perception eofefly
(i.e.polite/politic) is most likely duetd he p o st e rtdmaintain/eanlrareth@at i o n
interaction with the target as reflectedhe use othemitigation device at the end of the
explanation. The justifications provided for the classifications in this reply may indicate
that to some respondentsppropriateness is strongly associatgth being factually

correct unlike politenessSome commentsroducedby the intervieweemade a similar
observatiorto this argument. For instance, MRdhalid stated thafipoliteness is more
advancd in tactfulness it is when we embellish and enhance what we say while
appropriateness is brief and plairsee Sectior8.2 for the discussion on the relation

between (im)politenedsn)appropriateness.

7.4 Aggravated disagreements

As shown inChapter seeFigure5-6), negativelymodified disagreemestareusually
identified based on theresencef aggravation devices the disagreemerstrategy or
the useof disagreemenstrategieghat are always aggravatéeerbal attacks and verbal
irony/sarcasr seealsothe analysis in Chapter & this sectionl present and discuss
the aggravateddisagreementexamplesin the online questionnairand how the
respondents evaluatdatie (im)politenesgin)appropriatenessf these exampk The
examples here includbe followingdisagreement strategiegrbal attacKExample7.5
and Example 7.6)supplication(Example 7.7) contrary statemenExample 7.8 and
Example 7.1Q) and act combination(Example 7.9) The analysis of respmdent®
evaluationsrevealsthat many respondentperceived theselisagreementsegativdy,
exceptfor the disagreement iBxample7.9, which mostlywasperceivedoositively, see

the classification tablan Table4-5.

7.4.1Aggravated disagreements 1: Verbal attack

Example 7.5 [see MTLOin Section4.2.]]
Poster4-T2 (R/1) <POL,PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

< > < >< >

<allah jil"'Yk ja l@@&> <1na ked a:halak M < rmut waint il"Y. nafsak min
al wu u:d wa: id afdlal >

<May Allah cancel you> <it is not up to your family to demand cancelling> <yo
die andcancel yourselfrom existencahat would be much better>
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Posterds reply expresses an aggravated disagreement directed at the mainytaster
posted a list of demands using the hashtag #dselees; seExamples 6.3, 6.8 6.16

and 7.For more context. Postelits disagreement generated a thread of replies extending
over 8 interactional turns that contained a backforth conversation betwed?oster4

and the main poster, attus reply receivethreelikes andwo retweetsThe main poster
listed a set of demands that included nullifying some wa@meghts, such as driving cars

and attending football matches. Posteseems to be triggered by the main pdsthst

of demands, which &lsto launching a verbal attack on hifi The verbal attack contains

a combination of aggravation devices, starting by invoking Allah against the<dtagr

Allah cancel youzPoster4 employed the same word that the main poster used in the list
of demands which iBcanced. In thecontext of Posted4 éirssocation of Allah, the word
cancelcan either mean th&oster4 wishes for the main poster to perishbe punished

and cancelled from the platform so that he cannot express such views. This was followed
by belittling devicesit is not up to your family to demand cancellingshich is a way

of emphasisinghat the main postes not in a positiorthatgives him theright to make

such demands. TheRoster4 used a dissociating/dismissing deviteough the
statement<you go die and cancel yourself from existence that would be much better>
The third devicanakesit obvious thatPoster4 wishes death upon the main poster and
not just being cancelled from the platform. The attack provoked the main poster, who
responded by attaaky Poster4; seethe entirenteraction in AppendiD.

Investigating the thread of replies underMie reveals that initially, the main poster was
active in responding to the replies that expressed disagreements with him. However, the
main postestopped resporag to these replies, perhaps because it wasd¢onsuming

to respond to these many replibsit most likely because some of his supporters were
asking him not to respond and lower himself to the level of thlisggreeing and
attackinghim. For instance, in the interactidretween the min poster andPoster4,
another poster posted this reply to the main pastereet aftefT8: AO Rince, do not

bother yourself with her, you aiethe right.

The interaction between the main poster Bodter4 seems to offer an instance where
neither interlocutors are concernaglith maintaining or enhancing rappofrom the

beginning,it seens that bothinterlocutorsare impairing the interaction and damaging

103 For context, lie main poster is a male with over 25 thousand followsike Poster4 is a female with
a little over 120 followers.
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each othe(rapport challenge orientation)he interaction shows that both interlocutors
disregard entirelyifferent aspects of face as well as sociality rights and obligations
response t®oster4d 6 s p e r s chea @din pesteresponded most likely tdefend

himself, but such an aggravated defence was not necessarily perceived positively, at least

by some of the main posterds suppamrat er

negative effect on the imagetbe main postesind accordingly affected the impact of his
MT; see Sectio8.5and8.7 for further discussion.
Returningto Poster4 6 s f i rosiyt 6 out efptieyl78 respondents to the online

guestionnairdound the reply noto express a disagreemeseeFigure5-13 (MT5-R2).
None of these respondents were willing to be interviesettheir reasoning could not be

S

investigated. The other 172 respondents who found the reply to express a disagreement

provided different evaluations of the level of (im)politer@sxappropriateness of the
reply; see Figure -B. 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 @enegati
perception of the reply and classified the yegs (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriate and around 1.37% thought the reply wa#ther polite nor impolite and
neither appropriate nor inappropriatand a similar percentagehought the reply was

polite andappropriate

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

inappropriate

appropriate |

|
very inappropriate

very impolite |
polite

impolite neither polite nor impolite

Figure7-5: Onl i ne respondent sd c/linjappsopriateness in Reply 2 o f
MT5

Respondents who chosthe aligned classification (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriatefor the replyprovided analogous justifications, as seen below 4) {d

(49). Most of these justifications revolved around tlaéionthat invoking Allah against
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the other should not be takdightly, 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 anyontese respondents,
targeting the main postenot the content of thMT, seemgo bean issueespecially

given how emotionally charged the rejpdy see Exampl&.2 In addition, respondents
seem to find the reply to be encour,aging
which isa featureof what is referred to asancel culturg see SectioB.7for a discussion

of aggravation on TwitteiCancel 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 problen{atg; 2020, p.623)04
(44)Female35 (FP6Amani) (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 disagreemen
praying against others should notdasilydone.

(45)Female71 (very impolite and very inappropriate)
The reply is very offensive ar@ncels out the oth@&rvoice.

(46)Female81 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The reply does not express an exact point, and it seems that the poster
very agitated.
(47)Female44 (FP3Maha) (impolite and inappropriate)

| am on the side of theoster of the reply, but | 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 ide

(48)Male-66 (impolite andinappropriate)

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|n other words, cancel culture is described agitoe of withdrawing from someone whose expression
whether political, artistic, or otherwigewas once welcome or at least tolerated, but no longer is
(Bromwich, 2018https://www.nytimes.cnabom/2018/06/28/style/ig-canceled.html
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On the other handespondents who classified the replynagher polite nor impolite and

neither appropriate nor inappropriat@s well apolite and appropriatgprovidedsimilar
justificationsas seen irf50) and (3). These justifications reveal that these respondents
are more understanding or |l enient regardi
becausethBTi s perceived as a threat to soci al
views on removing womends rights to have
to sanctionor approve ofPoster4 6 s | mpol i teness in reply
provacative tweet. In some contexts, like the one here, some interlocutors would find

usingimpoliteness to bkegitimate see SectioB.6.1for further discussion.

(50)Female 102 (neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster has theght to use strong language when responding to
someone who is requesting the can

(51)Male-33 (MPS-Yusef) (polite and appropriate)

The goal of the main tweet is to stir up discord. Topics like religion,
womenos rights, and f oot bahatusuadyr e
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 atta
should be anticipated. Aitst, the person can be polite over and over again,
but then that person will involuntarily move to aggressivenet as well.

As for the justifications provided by respondents who chose unaligned classifications
such asvery impolite and inappropriatempolite and very inappropriateand very
impolite and appropriateit appears thathese justificationsare similar to the ones
presented abovia (44) to (49), even thecases of theespondent in (§ who classified

the reply avery impolite and appropriatdRespondents who chose other classifications

were either udear in theijustificationsor did notjustify their classifications

(52)Femalel (FP8 Samar) (impolite and very inappropriate)
The poster insulted the main poster and did not discuss the content of th
maintweet

(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 Sectioa.2.]]
Poster8-T2 (R) <SOH,SH2.1, Agg.Dis > (verbal attack)

> b < > < >
< b >

<Ma: ti< a : WAl li hti ir smibtdtegja)hu nm:d> , <int ja:nazizi: aldazi:l wa
lai:sa algabili: >, todar tugu:l ik & d "wataimustawin jird T hi-ifinh
illi: midi | k>

< Donot try to | oo,kYoll my dear thg iatudersnptérily.
people>you can say < fino Hijazi nor a s

Poster8 expresses an aggravated disagreement theougtbal attackl he replyconsiss

of an R-movewithout initiating any further interaction, but it receiviseb likes andsix

retweets seeExamples 6.10, 6.15, 6.17, and.9 for more contextPoster8 essentially

aims to attack the main postenai nl y because «Hoicetohwordsnai n
specifically fiHijazi and tribal people participate in the hasbtaghe verbal attack
involves severahggravation devicegl) judgmental languageseenn < Dondt try
look fair, you spew racismX2) personalised insulting languageenin <You are, my

dear, the intruder, not tribal peoplezand(3) the dissociating/dismissing deviceenn

<no Hijazi nor a s et tTheconinaian ofedhede aggravatipri e |
devicesaims to belittle and disparage the main poster; it is an obvious violation of the
main posteros face, particularly his soc
mai n peaqgsityardragsociatiorights sincePoster8 considers the main poster to be

an intruder and not a fellow citizen. TheinsulPoster8 6 s r epl y i s al so
Saudis whose families migrated to Saudi Arabia by describing thersetiters>. 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 settleich shows that

Poster8 is dissociating from the main posgerd positioning them as antoast.

As shown inFigure5-13 (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 swales of (im)politenef®n)appropriateness, while the
remaining 22.08% selected different unaligned classifications, as displayed in Figure 7
6. The majority of these respondents found the réplige (very) impolite and (very)
inappropriatefor mostly the same justifications. Only two respondents classified the
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reply as(very) polite and (very) appropriatas shown in Figure-8, and eitherof them

provided any justifications or took part in the follayp interview.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

inappropriate

appropriate A

very inapproprite

very appropriate very polite

polite
very impolite

neither polite nor impolite

impolite

Figure7-6. Onl i ne respondent sd cl/linjappsopriatenessin Replp2 of (i m
MT 2

The mainustifications provided by the respondents who clfesey) impolite and (very)
inappropriate classificationswere mainly triggered by the personalisédihurtfulo,
fibelittlingo, Aracist/tribalisb, andfbarbari® attack on the main postesee justifications

in (54) to 69). 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. Theaggravationin the reply is considered a breach of religious néffand a
violation of social civility This is an example of intergrougmnflict that involves two
Saudisthe issugeflects a struggle oveidentity; see SectioB8.6.2for further discussion.
Anothersignificant claim is seen in §: this respondent pointed out that this aggressively

impolite statement is unlikely to be uttered in facdace communicationSome

105 This known ask s~ a,bwhigh lslam strongly condemnst basically refers to the pride one take
being part of a specific tribe, clan, race, etc and feglofguperioity over others who are not in
the same group leading to treating others differently. éxample, in Sahih Muslim, Book 45,
Hadith 81, it was reported that Prophet Muhammad and his companiongmajeirney and they
heard a man from the Muha:girjin (meanimgmigrantand it refers to people who followed the

Prophetds order to |l eave Makkah and find refu
manfromtheAs I a: r (peopl e of Miedigran@id supgoed them). ;thene d  t
argument, the man fromtifens | a: r c aAnd lea: rolu,t :i MO a way to ask

Ansl a: r, and t heOMubhairgnt Uponehearing thdathe Brdphed Muhammad said

iwhat are these proclamations of the Days of I
There are other different religious statements from the Quran and Hadith that cadentnaib i j a h

all its forms.
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respondents seem to believe that thimgsild be said online but not in fateface
interaction see SectioB.5for more discussiorin addition, theperceivednisjudgement
of the mai n maigatedtheréspondent inf)riotnegatinely eslude the
disagreement; see Secti®rb.4for a discussion of intention and (im)politeness.

(54)Female 35 (FP6AmMani) (impolite and inappropriate)

| have no problem with the postelopinion; to each their own viewswas
unnecessary to insult the main poster. | think we have a huge problem whel
we express our opinions; after we say what we think, we goiosult the
otherpersonpdt hose | i ke youbo.

(55)Female33 (impolite and inappropriate)

The reply is racist antivists 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 the
t hought/ assumed the main poster6s

(57)Male-49 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The posteis attitude is very uncivilised, barbaric and ignorant. You would
hope that people like this poster cease to exist. What is the point of being i
tribal person with no morals?

(58)Male-58 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The wordd&ettlebis racist, and iattackghe main postés national identity.

(59)Male-7 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

This reply encourages racismhich 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 asOna(ied (6), with theexception seen in

the justifications of respondents who classified the repiynagslite and appropriat®r

very impolite and appropriat@asseenn (62). These respondents acknowledge the level

of impoliteness in the reply but still find it appropriateainly because they find it
matches the level of impoliteness in #&. For aher unaligned cladgtations, such as
polite and neithemappropriatenor inappropriate polite and inappropriateand polite

and appropriate the respodents who chose these classifications did not provide any
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justificationsin thdr responses and weret interviewed as they had not agreed to

participate in the followup interviews.
(60)Male-68 (impoliteand very inappropriate

The main tweet advocates against racism, and on the contrargpthés
racist and horribly written.

(61)Male-10 (impolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate)

The reply is unnecessarily reckless and aggressive. Instead, the poster cou
have clarified his/her point and advised the main poster

(62)Female99 (impolite and appropriate)

The main tweet is infuriating, and the reply is on the same level of
infuriation.

7.4.3Aggravated disagreements 3: Supplication
Example 7.7 [see MT1 in Sectioa.2.]]
Poster81-T2 (R) <SOC,SH1.1, Agg.Dis>
<m  ATEI(X A'H'Yom a6Yat X KX booo _IN op * _
subka:n allahwd a : < daw busvatamjia: bi-alla:h afji: aliff 1 i : m < f i

qgulu:bihim mardl faza:dahum allah m

Glory be to Allahandthere is no might or power except with Allah the Most High
Great< there is aliseasdspiritual turmoil/lack of faith]in their heartso Allah addec
to their disease>

Poster81 expresses an aggravated disagreementRamaoveonly, and the reply did not
receive any likes or retweetseeExamples 6.13 6.26 and 7.2for more context. The
disagreement is expressed through the supplication sti@d®ggter81 employed solely
religious expressions. The religious express$iGiory to Allaho, as shown irExample
6.13,can be used religiously to remember Aliha form ofvorship and pragmatically

to signal different exclamatory emotional reactions ranging from surprise, shock,
astonishment, or admiratiaepending on the contexthen Poste81 usedihere is no
might or power except with Allalywhich is one way to reember Allah, and it can be
used in some contexts to express frustration and disappointinsnimost likely that
Poster81 is expressing a disagreement by highlighting their astonishment and
disappointment with th®IT 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 Qtfftthe verse was used to pass a
negative judgment probably of the man in the video attached tThdt targets the
manoés faith since he requested the | ectu
he was trying to sleeft mightalso targethe main postewho seems to sympathise and

align with the man in the videbtlsing the verse here to judge thetasget f ai t h i s
example of how religious texts can be used intertextually to aggravate and accentuate
impoliteness; see Secti@6.3for 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 th§89.609 out of 178
respondents found the reply to express a disagreesesfigure5-13 (MT1-R1). None

of the 18 respondents who did not identify the reply as a disagreement were further
guestioned about their reasoning because none of them agreed to be interviewed. As for
the other 160 respondents who found the reply to express a disagreemegnigsd
different classifications for the level of (im)politen€sgappropriateness in the reply, as
displayed in Figure7-7. 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. Onl i ne respondents6 c l/(amamiodgriateness inRephsld of (i m)
MT 1

106 The complete verse i€There is sickness in their hearts, and Allah only lets their sickness increase.
They will suffer a painful punishment for their liddyBagarah Chapter 2Verse 10Translation
by Dr. MustafaKhattah https://quran.com/2
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Respondents who chose the aligned classificatibrery) impolite and (very)
inappropriatepresentedimilar justifications that primarily focused on how the reply was

very judgmental and cast doubt on the tagy&ith 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 beliéfat judging someor@e faith is not consided a human

responsibility but rather a divine one.
(63)Female89 (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster judged the mands reld]
lacking faith by saying that he suffers from a heart illnpsgfering
spiritualturmoil]. 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)Femalel (impolite and inappropriate)

The poster judged the manés fait
turmoil; no one has the right to judge @néaith except Allah.

(65)Male-22 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The poster began the reply with supplication and then used atakese
from Surat AlBagarah, which essentially describes hypocrites. This is a
serious accusation, and it is not acceptable. Also, the poster focused on tr
man but never commented on the lectégrenistake.

(66)Female102 (very impolite and verinappropriate)

No one has the right to accuse othersuffering spiritual turmoil just
because they disagree with them.

On the other handespondents who classified the replynagher polite nor impolite and
neither appropriate nomappropriateexplainedthat 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 politenor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

This topic is very religious and | would like to stay neutral in my opinion.
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(68)Female93 (neither politenor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster did not ussvear words or insults and only used a Quranic verse
indirectly.

In addition, the justifications provided by respondents who chose the aligned
classificationg(very) polite and (very) appropriateffered similar reasons to the ones
presented ing8), 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/inapprdipsietens thatie

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 Se@&i6r

(69)Female91 (polite and appropriate)
The disagreement is expressed succinctly and eloquently in a religious
manner.

(70)Female98 (very polite and very appropriate)

The poster used the word of Allah to expressigreement.

Examining the unaligned classifications, it appearsrégiondents who have more of a
negative perception of the reply chose classifications suctedser politenor impolite

and inappropriate very impolite and inappropriaiedmpdite and neither appropriate

nor inappropriate andvery impolite and neither appropriate nor inappropriaieir
justifications generally seem to be similar to those B) {6 (66). Respondents pointed

out the misuse of religious text to pass unjiaitgments on others, particularly judging
someonés faith or intention. These respondents find the répligeviolating sociality
rights, especially the manés freedom to

loudspeakers during a religious lecture so that he can sleep at his home without disruption.
(71)Female99 (very impolite and inappropriate)

Mainly the reply categorises others and judges their intention.

(72)Male-31(MP5-Nawar) (impolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate)

The Quranioverse refers to something very specific, and the poster seems
to be using the verse to describe the man in the video as someone who lac!
faith and it judges his intention. So, the reply contains an accusation,
judgment of othe®&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
marts rights. Also, the reply exploits tiguranic verse to serve the posser
whims.

(74) Male-30(MP4-Khalid) (neither polite nor impolite and
inappropriate)
| do not find the behaviour in the video proper,but the reply is irrelevant to
the content of the main tweet.

Other unaligned classifications, sucmagher polite nor impolite and approprigteery
polite and appropriateandpolite andneither appropriatenor inappropriate have an
overall more positive goolitic perception of the reply. The respondents who chose these
classifications provided justifications that are similar to thos@&Mto (70). The focus
is on the absence of direct insults and

express disagreements
(75)Female85 (very polite and appropriate)

The reply did not contain offensive words or attack the man; it only
mentioned Allah.

(76)Female66 (neither polite noimpolite and appropriate)

The use o t7isgbdodia suchasituaions.

7.4.4Aggravated disagreements 4: Contrary statement

Example 7.8 [see MBin Section4.2.]]

Poster47-T2 (R) <POL, PH2.1, Agg.Dis >
>
<
may u: f min zama: n i np4dawamawanat |, sha
ala:sa:si: il < u k m™gjarg<bastlaizim | f al safah fi <i sa

It has been known for a long time that the cabinet session is 4 years, this
fundamental system of the governmand it has not changedBut your account ha
to get philosophical>

Posterd7 expressed an aggravated disagreethemtigh a contrary statement consisting

of an R-move, and it received no likes or retweets Bgample 7.4for more context.

107 See Example 6.25

(
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Posterd 7Gs reply negates the claim in thE by asserting that the alleged new legislative
law is already known and that nothing has changed regarding the period micasters
stay in their positions. Postéi7és 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. MiE 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 oMinisters. Ministers used to serve 10 yeamghe council, but

the new law reduced it to aykar term.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate

inappropriate

appropriate
very inappropriate
]
; . 1

\ 48
very appropriate 10 4 y 5 very polite
1
\ 3 \
2
very impolite k polite

impolite  neither polite nor impolite

- a

Figure7-8: Onl i ne respondents6 c l/(amamiodgriateness in Rephsld of (i m)
MT 4

Looking at how the reply was classified and evaluated by the responéignie 5-13
(MT4-R1) reveals tha68.5% of respondents, that is 122 out of 178, identified the reply
as a disagreementwas 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 boffostergthe main poster and the poster of the reptated

that ministers are given aykar term in their positions. It seems that some of these
respondents were more focused on both posters mentioning thengarber of years
without paying full attention to the whole contextféget, one of these two interviewees,
MP-9 Yusef, statediNow that | 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

exampl®, he is referring to Examplé.9 below

The examination of the classifications chosen for this reply showg1hai% of the
respondents who identified the reply as a disagreement selected aligned classification,
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while 28.69% selected unaligned classifications, see Fig8rd&Réspondents who chose
the two aligned classificationgvery) impolite and (very) inappropriatessentially
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)Female89 (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 amdrrected the information without
adding unnecessary words at the end of the reply.

(79)Male-22(MP&-Muath) (very impolite and very inappropriate)

Ridiculing others like this cannot be acceptable

(80)Male-72 very impolite and very inappropriate

Theposter is attempting to mock the main paster

On theother hand, respondents who chose these aligned classifiqagoyspolite and

(very) appropriatewere 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 pvent 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 i
misinformed.

(82)Female 103 (very polite and very appropriate)

Some accounts deserve this type of good silencing.

Moreover, respondents who classified the replyaather polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriateecognised the postsrattempt to correct what is seen as

misinformation, but because of the po&euse of<But your account has to get
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philosophical>,respondents seemed to find it difficult to choog®obte classification

for the reply such agolite and appropriate

(83)Male-49 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

The reply was good but the phraget philosophicdlmade me choose
neutral.

In addition, respondents who chose unaligned classificasiocis aseither polite nor
impolite and (very) appropriatas well agpolite and very appropriatbave apositive
perception of the rep)yas shown in (8 and (). 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-Nawarf) (neitherpolite nor impolite and appropriate)

There is a slight harshness in the replyt it is acceptable since itm®ta
personalised insult.

Someof the respondents whodhenore of a negative perception of the reply chose other
unaligned classifications such ey impolite and inappropriati@ndneither polite nor
impolite and inappropriateTo theseespondents, it seems that the poster of the reply is
expressing a disagreement as a way to validate that they have,a&vercehen they are

not addhg valuable information.
(85)Male-7 (very impolite and inappropriate)

The poster did not discuss the point but instead commented mostly tc
ridicule the main poster.

(86)Female80 (neither polite nor impolite and inappropriate)

The posteds reply is a disagreement just for the sake of expressing a
disagreement.
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7.4.5Aggravated disagreements 5: Act combination

Example 7.9 [see MBin Section4.2.]]

Poster44-T2 (R) <SOH,SH2.1, Agg.Dis>
< >
<=
waallahini:amqutauns 1 i-ad: h wakul j-di:malaveh ixdluguh gbflsslia

| <ag dwk> ke i s gaaiilwakerfadl < ina’ hawgabar <!>

By God, | detest racism, and | see everyone represent themselves with their religi
morals,< but for the sake of truth it is not up to you> to classify people into Hijazi and :

as if thee are ndijazi tribes<!!>

Posterd4 expresses an aggravated disagreement through the use of act combination:
explanation and exclamation. The disagreemensists obn R-movewithout initiating

any further interaction, but the reply receivbdeeretweets; se&xample 6.10, 6.15,
6.17,6.19 and 7.6for more context. Post&l4 starts with a short explanation to clarify
their position towards racism in general and stresses th& omaral and religious
behaviours are reflections of oneself. Probably this to say that thosepadrigr 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 peopi#lijan and

tribal peopl®. The explanation of personal stance is followed by an exclamation that
clearly shows the postsr ast oni shment and rejection
words. The explanation was aggravated by the use of a juddrdemtee<but for the

sake of truth it is not up to youxvhich reflectsPoster443s 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 cués the double exclamation marks that may depict the
posteds intensified sense of astonishment or his strong rejection of the mainGposter

categorisation.

Turning the focus to how respondents evaluated this disagreement in the online
guestionnaire, 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 Fig@eit7appears that

68.42% are aligned classifications, wherea$3% are unaligned classifications.
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appropriate inappropriate
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Figure7-9: Onl i ne respondentso6 c l/(amzampiogriateness in Rephs® of (i m)
MT 2

The justifications provided for thealigned classificationgvery) 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 yar> was not used, but using it here did not reduce the reply to being seen as
impolite/inappropriate see justifications in (87) to (90)n addition, some of these
respondents were focused on how the reply was logical and matched the level or tone of
theMT.

(87)Female 35 (polite and appropriate)

There is no accusation directed at anyone and there are no offensive worc
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 avoidec
using <it is not up to you>, and instead clarified that Hijaz contains both
tribal people/gabali/ and nontribal families/ <ad™ ar i / .

(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 wiadassifiedthe reply aseither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriatg@ointedout 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 theply positively, so they leaned towards classifyihgspolitic.

(91)Female133 (neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

| think the posteattempted to be polite at first, then kind of got irritated by
the main postés words, especially his separation between Hijazi and
tribal.

(92)Male-50 (neither polite nor impolite and neither
appropriate nor inappropriate)

The poster expressed th&athing of racism but then scoffed at the main
poster.

On theother hand, respondents who chose the aligned classifisatigolite and
inappropriatemainly focused on how the expression <it is not up to you> is disrespectful
and aggressiva hese respondents warere focused on how the poster had the option
to befiniced andfirespectfub but chosdhe oppositeRespondents who selected that last
aligned classification, which igery impolite and very inappropriatelid notoffer 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 othdamilies.

(94)Female82 (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 lassifications such agolite and very appropriateand very polite and
appropriate generally positively perceivedthe reply and provided analogous
justifications to those in8{7) to (). Interestingly, the respondent in (95) appears to be
trying to havegoodfaith in the posted s g 0 o d andassumingtthattoe rexpression

fit is not up to yoo is an unintended mistakemainly because the reply is generally

perceived to be positiysee Sectio8.6.4
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(95)Femalel (FP&Samar) (polite and very appropriate)

The reply is not attacking or belittling anyone; the only issue with it is the
use of 0i t i vghichnpoobablyuip a nhigspokergmisivritten
expression mainly because the reply is generally good and aims to notify
the main poster of his mistake.

(96)Female86 (very polite and appropriate)

The poster did not offend or insult the main poster and exyessed 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 ageither polite nor impolite and inapproprigtas well asmpolite
and neither appropriate nor inappropriat@ndimpolite and verynappropriate These

justifications are similar to the ones inlf9o (%4). The respondents here seem to find

A

contradiction inthe poster 6s reply. T h e rgpeotient oé r p o
racism/tribalismbutthenseenedto betrying to clarify what is thegoroper categorisation.
Moreover, some respondents commented on how the reply seems to miss the key point
of theMT, which is the call for being united, as seen at the end dflfhdione nation,

and one religioa

(97)Female 81 (neither polite nor impolite and

inappropriate)

The reply is seltontradictory as it talks about despising racism but then
goes on to stress the importance of the right categorisation of Hijazi tribal
and Hijazi nortribal and such categorisation is racist in itself.

(98)Female 106 (impolite andneither 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 udei®hot

up to yowin the disagreement made the poster fall into the trap of being
patronising.The postecouldhavechosemotto respondecause the main
postets tweetwas clear.

(99)Male-79 (impolite and very inappropriate)

The reply is offtopic, in fact, the main poster is raddvocating racism.
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7.4.6 Aggravated disagreements 6Contrary statement
Example 7.10 [see MTL1in Section4.2.]]

Poster2 612 (R) <POL,PH3.1, Agg.Dis,>

waned al mam kulhe kali:lah

walakinnebal suxt 1l tubdi: al masa: wj a:

<illi: ta:fhi:n wa-< a g i r 4mixaribi:rvjatum kuntum wama:ziltum> warma:
alsuju:dii:n sanad ajarab waalmuslimi:n wariawnuhum fi: kul mulimmah f&a:nu:
warla:za:llu: was aj a ®1 g ldu :anxed <mifkum ja: natri:n alxara:b wa
al dama:r f irarabdicu | al watlan al

A content eye is blind to every flaw

but a discontent eye sees every flaw

<You were and still are insignificaandsordid and destructivebut the Saudis wer
are and will remain the supporters of Arabs and Muslims in every crisis and the
remain the best <arktter than you> <you spreaders of ruin and destruction to &
Arab world>

Poster26 expressean aggravated disagreement with Mg; the replyconsists ofn R-
move without initiating any further interaction. The repigceivedone like and one
retweet; secexamples 6.6 and 7.1 for more context. The disagreement is expressed
through a contrary statement that imsgvith a couplet from a weknown classical poem

by Imam Alshafi'ed® These first two lines of the poem describe how a satisfied and
happy person tendwt toobservetheflaws of others but once the person is dissatisfied
andunhappy they tend to findthe tiniest flaws. Most likelyPoster26 is implying that
because of the political issue betwélea two neighbouring countri€Saudi Arabia and
Qata) at that time, the Qatari main poster seems to be looking for flaws inSalalis
write on Twitter. The aggravation in the reply above is seen in the use of intensified
insulting and patronising language imsignificant, sordid, and destructiveand <ou
spreaders of ruin and destructioas well as the dissociation from the eathin <and

better than yow. The aggravatiorhere shows a deviatidrom the generally advocated

108 mam Muhammad i bn | di &€@eGE)wa$aheokdian,dveter, ar{d chiolar, @ho E
wasone of the first contributor® the principles of Islamic jurisprudendde was alsthe founder

of one of the four schools @irisprudencé n | sl am, known as Shafi 6ee

[
:
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social normseen in mottos such &sur Gulf is oné®andhow theconflict between the

two countries was consider&mlbefia fight between brotheys®

Examining how the reply was classified and evaluated by the responfiguots 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. | 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)politenéés)appropriateness of the reply, as displayed in
Figure #10. Around 67.97% of the respondents chose aligned classificattbesgas

32.03% of them chose unaligned classifications.

neither appropriate nor inappropriate inappropriate

appropriate

very inappropriate

very appropriate 3
5 26

very polite

polite

very impolite

neither polite nor impolite

impolite

Figure 7-10 Onl i ne respondent sd c l/(mmmlodgriateness in Rephsld of (i m)
MT 3

Respondents who perceived the reply negatively cdnade the alignediassifications

(very) impolite and (very) inappropriatgprovided similar justifications. These
justifications focused on how the impoliten@sappropriateness of thMIT simply
prompted the impoliteness and inappropriateness in the reply. However, they still seem

to find responding to impoliteness with impolitenesgias n ¢ i vand unaceeptable

109 The motto is inspired by an icongongthatwas written by the Kuwaiti poet Abdulateef Altaain
1984 celebrating the"Sneetingof the Cooperation Council for the Arab States of the GGIEC)
that took place irKuwait. TheGCC members are Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and
the United Arab Emirates.

110This phrase was used by tBeown Prince Muhammad bin Salmianan interview withGraemewood
in The Atlantic see: https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2022/04/moharvired
salmansaudtiarabiapalaceinterview/622822/
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https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2022/04/mohammed-bin-salman-saudi-arabia-palace-interview/622822/
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behaviour even when impolitenesseems to beised as a defenc®therrespondents
pointed out that the reply is irrelevant, accusatory in its, tanéthat it overgeneralises

the accusations.
(100) Male-31 (impolite and inappropriate)

The main poster was impolite, even though one should not respamd to
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) Female81 (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 issukat he shoulde attacked in this way.

(103) Female12 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

| think the postés reply and the language used in defending the country
are very uncivilised.

(104) Female51 (very impolite and very inappropriate)

The reply is filled with accusations and terrible overgenetaiis.

Moreover, respondents who chobke aligned classificatianneither polite nor impolite

and neither appropriate nor inappropriaggppear tdoe focused otwo mainlines of
reasoimg. The first is that the impoliteness of tM&I makes it impossible to respond
without being impolite; these respondents seem to find it challenging to evaluate the reply
as impolitéinappropriate since thdT is also seen as impoliteappropriate. The second
reasonis that respondentsvho chose this classificatiodid soto avoid evaluating the

reply, giventheir perception of theensitivity of the issue

(105) Female 82 (neither polite nor impolite and neither

appropriate nor inappropriate)

The main tweet contains offensive languagel 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 honesthis is a very sensitive topic!
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In addition, respondents who classified the replyvasy) polite and (very) appropriate
seem to hava 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 aseddeferce
Overall these respondents overlook the impoliteness of the m@pénits nature asa
counter offence. Th&T had set a high threshold for impoliteness, hence making the
impoliteness of the repliye perceived as polite and appropriate by some respondents, as
seen below in @7) to (109). Thisfinding falls in line with the argument about how the
threshold of impoliteness influences the perception and reciprocity of impoliteness
(Culpeper, 2011a, p.206ee SectioB.6.1

(107) Male-66 (polite and appropriate)

The reply has to be strong and hurtful just like the main pissveset.

(108) Male-45 (polite and appropriate)

The reply is polite and appropriate because it classifies the poster's positio
and how they defend their country

(109) Female63 (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 classificatisush asvery impolite and
inappropriate provided similajustifications as those in (0Pto (104). The argument
hereis that thampoliteness of the main poster cannot justify the use of impoliteness and

inappropriateness in the reply

(110) Female 35 (FP6Amani) (very impolite and inappropriate)

| do notunderstand this heinous offensive attack! The poster could have
defended the country differently. To me, this is a very rude reply.

In contrast,thoserespondents who perceived the reply more positively chose other
unalignedclassifications such aspolite and very appropriatand 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 noiimpolite and very

appropriate)

The main poster used ignorant language when he overgeneralised, and tt
poster of the reply responded in a style matching that level. Indeed, we ar:
not perfect, and | do not like it when people think that the peoptieeaf
country are flawless and do no wrong.

Others who acknowledged the levef impoliteness in the reply buaiso perceivedit
positively chose classifications such aspolite and appropriateimpolite and neither
appropriate norinappropriate as well agmpolite and very appropriateOveral, they
have similar reasons thoseexpressedn (105) and (D7) to (109), which focused on
how the poster was defending their country and their people as weditelsing the level
of impolitenesBnappropriatenessf the MT. Some of these respondents appediatp
the impoliteness in their classifications of the reply. Howegaren the level of
impoliteness and aggravation in kg, they still find the reply appropriat&his shows
thatin some contexts, reactive impoliteness or aggravation ceortsgdered appropriate
by some individual¢Culpeper, 2011a, p.206)

(113) Male-34 (impolite and appropriate)
Theimpoliteness of the reply goes in line with the main tweet.

(114) Male-79 (impolite and neither appropriate nor

inappropriate)

The main poster launched an attagithe poster has to reply in the same
manner.

7.5 Summary and conclusion

As this studyfollows a discursive approach to (ipojitenessn Twitter disagreemenirn
this <chapter, I primarily focused on
(im)politenesiin)appropriatenese the ten Twitter disagreements presented in the
online questionnairéheresponders®® e v adwerasupplenmented by thmomments
obtained from those who patrticipated in the folopinterview. The evaluations of these
participantswho are lay observers of Twitter disagreemeptsyidedinsight intotheir
understandings of the social ordesm which they derive their expectatiooaEwhat is
perceived tobe (im)polite/(in)appropriatein Twitter disagreemeastin this cultural

context
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The analysis in this chaptdras illustrated thathe realgation of Twitter disagreemest

was not always straightforward. Thien replies in this chapter were identified as
disagreements in the corpus; however, some respondents in the online questionnaire did
not recognise these replies as disagreemddspond n traalisatios of Twitter
disagreement seem to vary basedhtar understaniohg of the contexibf eachMT and

how they related theepliesto theMT andthe identity of the targetAlso, respondest 6
perceptions of the disagreemeimderms of (im)politeneg@n)appropriatenesseem to

be affected byvhatthey notice andhow theyjudge theformulationof the replywithin

its context For exampke, the disagreements in Examples 7.8 afdwére recogrsed by

some respondents as linguistically negativelgdified disagreementbecause othe
aggravation devicassed butrespong@ nt s 6 t r e aodificationdiffered baset i s

on how thg undestood the contexthe i nf |l uence of crecoghitrxt on
of linguistic modificationcanalso be seen ithe disagreemesiin Examples 7.1 and2,
whichwere linguistically unradified as there were no mitigation or aggravation devices

in these two disagreementa Example 7.2, for instancepme respondents found the
reply to be excessively emotionalhichthey perceivedegatively in thegivencontext.

This shows thathe linguistic structureof the disagreememianprovidesome indiators

that seem toassist respondents in evaluatirign)politenesHin)appropriateness
Nonetheless, contexplays a crucial parin how these modifiedand unmodified
disagreements aperceivedthis isdiscussed further in theext chapter.

Moreover, the analysigeveakd a variability in respondents classifications of
(im)politenesHin)appropriateness ihe ten Twitter disagreementsthis variability,
according to discursiveapproacheslike the relational work mode is expected
Interestingly,examiningr espondent s6 cl assi fi craveredns (
that even when respondents choose different classifications, the justificatmns (
rationales) they provided can be simiarfor instancethe disagreement lBxample 75

is a negatively modified disagreementwhich respondns classified differently.
However, the justifications provided byespondents who classified the reply as
padlite/politic by choosingneither polite nor impolite and neither appropriate nor
inappropriate as well aspolite and appropriate provided similar justificationsThe
justifications provided by respondents who classified the rapispolite by choosing
very impolite and inappropriaiémpolite and very inappropriateandvery impolite and
appropriatewere not that different from the justifications provided for the classifications

(very) impolite and (very) inappropriateeTable4-5. Thereforethereappearsd beno
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onetoone r el ationship bet we e nheirjustdigatonsdis nt s 6
respondent sthatrevealsmore dbout thetidealogical process through which
theyreach 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 exploredthe typesof disagreemenand strategies used to express disagreements on
Twitter, and the linguistic devices used to mitigate or aggravate these disagredinents.
qgualitative analysis investigated the di
di sagreements from a researcherds perspe
and from | ay observersd perspective, see

comments on the examples of Twitter disagreements in Chapter 7.

This chapter starts by summarising the main findings of the corpus anas/stswn in
Table 8-1. The discussion in Sectio®1 aims to address the first research question
focusing on the kefeaturesof Twitter disagreements in the SAT corpus. This section is
divided into four subsection$ection8.1.1discusses the three types of disagreements
identified in the corpus based on the linguistnodification of the disagreement
structures. Sectio.1.2covers the main findingsegardingthe disagreement strategies
used by Saudis and how labelling these strategies as polite, impolite, and hasitic
provento be challenging. Sectidhl.3focuses on the role of mitigation and aggravation
devices in categorising disagreements. In this section, | also addressed how mitigation
devices can sometimgzerform different pragmatic functions, such as amplifying the
mocking tone ofa disagreementor attempting to repair the damage caused by
aggravation. Sectio.1.4addressethe lack of responses to disagreements in my data

realised in the limited occurrences of T3 replies.

The discussion from Sectid®2 to Section8.5 aims to address the second research
guestionwhich seeks to find out more about Saddaceptualisation of (im)politeness,
particularly in relation to Twitter communicatiom Section8.2, | looked atSaudi s 6
conceptualisations of (im)politeness and its connectmr{in)appropriateness. This
motivatesthe discussion in Sectié3, wherel look at some of the metapragmatic labels

that were used in the online questionnaire. Moreover, in addressing the second research
guestion, I di scussed t he variabil it
(im)politenesiin)appropriateness in the Twittelisagreements, and how sometime

there seems to be inconsistency in these evalugiatiion8.4). The analysis also led

to examining the potentidlact or s t hat mi ght have | mpact

in Section8.5.
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Additionally, the discussion in Secti@6 aims to address the third research question by
identifying some of the keyesources that Saudis made use of when performing
(im)politeness in Twitter disagreemengectiorB.6is divided into four subsections, each
covering one of the four resources: the level of (im)politeness in the targetedeost (
triggering event) different identity constructionsusing authoritative textsi.€.
intertextuality) and the role of intention perception. The discussion in Seétibis
motivated by the discussions in the previous sectizgusaimto find out more about the
potential causes for the observed level of aggravation in Twitter disagreements. Finally,
the discussion in SectioB.8 addresss the last research question, which focuses on
providing a reflective account of the applicability of relational work and rapport

managemernin analysing (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements.

8.1What are the keyfeaturesof Saudi s6 Twitter dis
identified in the corpus?

Based ornthe coding framework illustrated in Sectidrb, Table 81 summarises the
findings of the corpus analysis reportedimapter 5Theresultsreported in the table are
discussed in the fldwing sectionsaccordingly disagreementypes, disagreement
strategiesmitigations and aggravation devices, damtly, the structural order dfwitter

disagreements.

Table 8-1: Keyfeaturesof Saudi sé6 Twitter disagreements ident
Featuresof Twitter disagreements Total %
% Unmodifieddisagreements 140 24.14%
% o Mitigated disagreements 39 6.72%
= 2>
§ - Aggravated disagreements 401 69.14%
o Total 580 100%
Act combination 139 24.0%
= Verbalattacks 125 21.6%
% Contrary statements 86 14.8%
= Explanation 69 11.9%
e Verbal irony/sarcasm 68 11.7%
£ Exclamation 35 6.0%
0 Reprimand 23 4.0%
? Challenge 18 3.10%
0 Supplication 14 2.40%
= Giving advice 3 0.50%
Total 580 100%
Insulting language 100 33.9%
.5 o Judgmental language 86 29.2%
§ ,8 Paralinguistic cues 57 19.3%
gé Dismissing the other/dissociating from the othe 34 11.5%
= Invoking Allah against the other 18 6.1%
Total 295 100%
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§ Hedging 21 33.9%
'g Positive remarks 16 25.8%
° Partial agreement 8 12.9%
S Solidarity/ inrgroup markers 7 11.3%
b= Address terms (positive vocatives) 6 9.7%
2 Paralinguistic cues 4 6.5%
= Total 62 100%
— 64 11.03%
S Response/Initiation move (T1/2)

o

g 516 88.97%
*g Response move (T2)

» Total 580 100%

8.1.1Disagreement types

The analysis revealed that aggravated disagreements were the most ftatpgory of
disagreementtypen t he corpus of  ‘SaseehinddbleBMqrel i e s
than half of the corpus of disagreemeruasisted ohggravated strategieEhe potential
factors that mighthave played a role in this high frequency afigravatedTwitter

disagreemeistin the corpus ardiscussed in Sectidh7.

As explained in Chapter 4, the categorisation of disagreements into three types was
primarily based orthe linguistic modification of the disagreemerflected in the use of
mitigation or aggravation devicasd howthis modificationmight trigger (im)politeness
evaluationswithin the contextseeSection8.1.3for further discussionThis approach

was primarily motivated by Culpepé (2011,p.114) description of conventionalised
(im)politeness formulae. Conventionaliggmt)politeness formulae can be performed by
linguistic forms, expressions, and/or other +vembal devices. Howevethe analysis
showedthatit is indeed nonly a matter of linguististructurebecausdim)politeness

can be driven by context or conventig¢hs. implicational impolitenesskee Sectio.2

In this study, implicational impoliteness was primarily encountered in disagreements
expressed through verbedny/sarcasm, as shown in Example 6T impoliteness and
appropriateness in verbal irony/sarcasm disagreemamesusually interpreted from the
context more than thretructureof the disagreement. The analysis revealed that identifying
disagreementbased ortheir form can be helpful iranticipatingwhat possiblytriggers
(im)politenessevaluations However,relying on the disagreement forie not always
sufficient becausgim)politeness cate triggered byhow therespondentinterpret the
context ofthe disagreemenit wasobserved 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 daVices

not trigger other respondentsthe samewayl hi s al i gns with Terk
(Terkourafi, 2011, p.162)hat participants frequently justify their interpretations of

othersod behaviour with reference to thei

In addition, the analysis showed that in the context of disagreeraeah those
aggravated disagreements such as verbal attack, vaucbrding to Harb (2016j)s a
negatively markedtrategy(impolite) among Arabic speakers on Facebook, casdan
aspolitic by some individuals depending tmer perception of theontextin which the
verbal attack was expressageExample7.5 and 7.6This indicats that the markedness
of a behaviourcan be subjectivein fact, the relationship betweemarkednessand
(im)politenesKin)appropriatenesemains unclegiCulpeper, 2008, p.23Jhe relational
work modd generally acknowledgesthe complexity of the relationship between
markednesandpolitenesfppropriateness evaluatioosbehavioursLocher and Watts
(2005, p. 12)do not claim that themarkedness is a gumteeing feature for
(im)politeness/(in)appramteness evaluationg=or instance, in Example 7.10, some
respondents acknowledge the level of impoliteness but still find the reply appropriate
within its context.This also hghlightsH a u g @0® &, p.300kriticism of discusive
appoaches, partiglarly relational work He arguedhat the notion ofpositively and
negatively marked beliours is unclear, esgecially in identifying in what ses a

behaviourcanbe marked.

8.1.2Disagreement strategies

The analysis showed that aggravatsdategies such as verbal attacks and verbal
irony/sarcasnmare among the top five most frequent strategiebe copus as seen in
Table 81. In addition to these two, other strategies, such as act combination and contrary
statementsare also in the top five and were more frequently used to express aggravated
disagreements, sddgure5-6. As shown inTable 2-2 and discussed ifection5.1.3
Har bo6s s,p83dyovidedatdxbromy of disagreement strategies used byiérab
speakes on Faceboolsummarised here:

1- Unmarked (politic), includingxplanation, supplication, and challenges.

2- Negatively marked (impolite), including verbal attacks and verbal irony.

3- Positively marked (polite), including other strategies likeounterclaim and
disagreement avoidance.



256

The strategies werelassified as positively or negatively marked based on thay

atterded to the addreess6 s f ace i n t he c¢ onThe unmarked t h
strategies ardhose unlikely to cause offence to the addesssn the contextof
disagreemenfHarb, 2016, p.83) t i s i mportant to note th
Facebook disagreements wasma r esear cher 6s ptlemdgnetct i ve
markednessnd theassignedim)politenessevaluationsdo not necessarily reflect the
perceptions of the participants in these disagreemisitargued in the previous section,
negative or positive markedness of behaviours does not guarantseecific
(im)politenessevaluation Therefore, bsed on my analysie Chaptes 6 and 71 would

argue that a taxonomy of disagment strategieshouldawoid labeling thesestrategies
asmarkedunmarkedor impolite/polite as these notiona the discursive approachase
influenced bythe perceptions of the participants andribansin thesenteractions

I n addition, some of the disagreement st
modified or excluded based on my Twitter data. For instance, in this study, | combined
counterclaim and contradiction undere 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 betweerh e cat egori sations i n my
study, the strategy oirgumena v oi dance was i denti fied ba:
comment 0 and Al don6ét want ;thesecond expnession t o

represents an appareargumentvoidance, or rather an avoidance of-gatfimination,

while the first is more complicated. In my data, | did not include this strategy in the
taxonomy due to low frequency; nonetheldsaddressed the single occurrence of this
strategy in Example 7.1. The illustration afgumentavoidance was important as it
showed the challenge of interpreting the meaminig t he f@Ano comment o
disagreement avoidance stratédlgye s pondent s wer e divided in
comment 6 reply as an expression of disagt
the reply as a disagreement, while 41.04% did not see the reply as a disagreement. The
latter group pointed out # the vagueness of the response made it difficult for them to

be confident of Ontheeothgr basd, therfamer grosgsnmet to ben .
focused on the most likely meaning of the reply, based on its ledadmntext. To these
respondents, it might be that tm® commentexpression conventionally encodes a
disagreemenavoidance This difference in perception can be explainediagar and

Haugho s st &018,p.240)hatfa] 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 soci al practiceo. Given the wvariation
c omme nt 06 Examngple [7.§it appears that sometimes even seemingly undisputed
conventional forms may have different interpretations acrosdiffieeent groups within

a society (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.143), see Se8tibon theinconsistency of

classifications and evaluations.

Moreover, one of the identified disagreement strategies strongly connected to the concept
of conventionalisation isupplication which, according tadarb (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 expressedis@nts, as seenkixample

6.21. Also, religious expressionsre used toaggravate disagreementaggravation
device) especially seen ithe practice oinvoking Allah against the other, as in Example
6.2. On other occasions, religious expressions banusedto positivdy modify
disagreement@nitigation device)as in Example 62 Religious expressions can be used
intertextually as a direct quotation or modified and integrated with the disagreement form;
such use reflects the creativity through whiadividuals can use religious expressions to

perform (im)politeness; see discussion in Sedid@n3

8.1.3Mitigation and aggravation devices

The quantitative analysis Bection5.1.2showed thatheuse ofmitigation devices in the
corpuswaslower thanaggravation device®rimarily, mitigation devices were employed

to soften thelisagreemest However, there were cases in which mitigation devices were
utilised to exacerbate the impoliteness and inappropriateness of the disagreement; see the
discussion in Sectio®.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 wh@affi (2013, p.241)called synergistic reinforcement of
mitigation, whichl argue to be a reflection ¢fh e p o st e rtowardsorappog nt at
enhancement/maintenan@&pencetOatey, 2000y trying to avoidthe expression cd
disagreement impaig the interaction with the target. Similarly, using more than one
aggravation device reinforces the aggrav
towards rapport neglect/challen@pencetOatey, 2000Q)It can be argued that posters of
Twitter disagreements, as discussed in Se@&ibnhave the option toontemplatevhat

they write before posting, delete the repand repostagain Therefore, employing
cumulativemitigation or aggravation devicesight, in some caseseflectsome degree

of intentionalityin usingthesedevices considering that intentionality is a scalar concept
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(Culpeper, 2011a, p.5However my analysis does not show to what extent the number

of these devices affects r eRimapmmopratenes.0 ev
In other wordsfuturework needgo explore whethethere is a relationship between the
number of devicem the disagreemeraind their effect on how respondents evaluated the

(im)politeness/(in)appropriatenestthe disagreements

8.1.3.1What are the likely pragmatic functions of using mitigation and

aggravation devices in the same disagreement?

In Section5.1.2.] | reportedthat 34 mitigation devices were not included in the list of
mitigation devices inTable 5-2, mainly because these devices were used alongside
aggravation devicesn the contexts where these devices occyiiegimitigation devices

in thesecombinatiors had namitigationeffect on the disagreememnlisected at the target
Rather, it seems that these mitigation devicesintensified the level of
impolitenesénappropriateness in the reply. In these disagreements, therapparent
internal mismatch orerbal formula mismatch, asrmedby Culpeper (2011a, p.174)e
suggestthat 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.17% For instance, the poster in Example 8.1 used
conventionalised politeness formulae such as the positive addressngronother and

the positive remarkbless yoer along with the historical referenceseljuk>, which |

coded in this context as an aggravation device employed to attack the target

The three examples below exemplify thesmatchin effects between thesed 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
communicativepurposesmockery, an attempt to repairaddress different targets in the
reply. Despite the existenaaf mitigation devices in these examples, | classified these
disagreements as aggravated disagreements mainly due to how the aggravatem devi
employed seem to overshadow or hinder the effect of the mitigation dewithe

disagreeing replies
1. Mockery

The poster irExample 8.1used 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 referendellowed by a positive remarlsee also the use tie endearment

termiimy deao with insultinglanguagen Example 7.6This mix of deviceseems to be
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deliberate aiming to add a sarcastic tone to the disagreemamd magnify the

aggravatiori1!

Example 8.1 [see MT3 in Sectiod.2.]]

Poster35 T2 <SOC, SH2.1, Agg.Dis>

<Mx-i:> <alsal u:gi:> <bu:rika fizk>

maju:mah

al <id az hi: mudun i Maa adha: al <i d” az
ama: " i dah-hivdhamabh k ah f a

laompkk um f i : t lamach!z u: n | a: t a

<My Seliuk112 brother> <bless you>

Information

The Hijaz refers tohe cities of the Hijaz mountains from Medina to Abha
As for Jeddah and Makkahey are inTihamaﬁ13

Possibly you do not know (this) in Trabzon!

Poster3 50 s r e p | wyRlenmvesgenerating astiort stiread of two turns. The

next poster responded by agreeing VAtister3 5 6 s t we3ebtd.s Pdoi sstaegrr e e m
directed at the main postdor more context, see other replies to the sdile such as
Examples6.10and7.6. Poster35 expressed the disagreement digio act combination:
explanation gingle underlinpand exclamatiogdouble underline)The disagreement is

coded amggravated even thoufloster35 employed two mitigation devices: the kinship
address term <my brother> and the positive remark <bless. ytheeaddress term
preceded th@éappropriate historical referenc&eljuk> to address the main posterd

was followed by the positive remarkhe inappropriate historical reference is employed

111 Kotthof (1993, p.204) found that the use of positive wor@si{pgraders such agonderfulor you are
absolutely right within a debate context can be perceived negatively due to the ironic effect of these
words in that specific context.

112The Sdjuk dynasty, also known asiuk Turks. This wasa Turkish dynasty of mediaeval Islam which
peaked in power during the 5@th/11th12th centuries, and ruled over a wide area of Western Asia,
east to Anatolia, Syria and the Hijaz in the west. THpilSempire was founded in 1037 by Tughril
and it began to decline in the 1140s (see entry fodiSal i ds i n Encycl opaedi a
Second Editionhttp://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1573912_islam_COM_1119

113Thisis 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 oriincall the targefimy brotheo

and then insult thens both patronising and paradoxical as it highlights status inequality
based on lineag&hedisingenuous use of mitigation devi@els a sacastic tone to the
disagreementPoster35 seems to neglect the impact of the aggravator on the main
poster 6s s oci ahkisasb@ahnediainflueficarperhps intantooreally

aimed to target his social identity fadecause the target &ssocial media influencer,

the target visibility seems to be exploited by peStemwho utilised what is known about

the target to make the expressed aggravated disagreements more personalised; see Sectior
8.8.2 Poster35 is snubbing the social statolsthe main poster by talking to him as an
ignorant outsiderife. someone originally from TrabzonTurkey and not the Hijaz).
Moreover, despite calling the main posfeny brotheo, Poster 3 56 s reply r e
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 identityLhis example shows that in cases where the targets of the
disagreement are known individuals, their face and sociality rights can become the focal
point ofthe attack; see Secti@8.2

In addition,the sarcasm in this example is further signallechieyeixclamation at the end

of the reply The exclamatioreightensthe condescending attitude towards the main
posterby reemphasiagt he mai n poster 0s Tua Xképesips)or i g
in Arabic can be used to express wonder or an exclamatory question. When interrogative

| a X#sluded as seen here, the question could have different implications, such as a
wish, doubt, denial, and exclamatigAlajiri, 2020, p.354) Poster35 sarcastically
wondeed why themain posterseemed unawaref this fact this exclamatioraims to

underm ne t he mai n.Tipeongin posté sf gsnoiiglnally franirabzon

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 MBin Sectior.2.1]

Poster100 T2 <SOC, SH3.1, Agg.Dis>

< >
< >

<

<haHi h mu ~ a4istikdam rvajatim irampfaze TMéedha min

alnawa:hir>
wa-sua:li:_hu: min illi: daxalw s gum<i<ni d | h aaFhit>hbiisim <
alsuyu:dizja:t
<almadirahra bad | 1 taal: U b mba: m wa f jast a

<She is just a mount for use and will be discarded just like other sluts>
My question isvho gave<these insectsthe permission to enter or film speaking ¢
behalf of Saudi women

<Excuse my language> But for every situatibare is a proper saying

Posterl00O s r ep | y mncRenmoseiwshbus gerefatingaany further interaction
except receivingnelike; for more context, see other replies to the safiie such as
Examples 6.2, 6.4 and 6.2. Posterl 0 0 0 s d i s aexpressednthrough acts
combination: challengesingle underlingand a short explanatigdouble underline)The
aggravated challenggraws attention to the female reporter in the video attached to the
MT and the individualgi.e. licensing enties) who provided her and her team with a
permit to film. The video is aboutfiing the ban on Saudi women driving cars. The
aggravation in this disagreement is seen in the insulting and belittling language, which
describes the female reporterasmount> and <slut>. The poster portrays the female
reporter as something to bgploitedand latediscardedecause ihaslost its value due

to overuse. This explicit aocialadenktyfaceand i r e c
quality face. The attack generally devalues her worth as a human being and particularly
degrades her mour and social status as a woman. The attack was also extended to the
filming crew, whom the poster calledtheseinsects>.The inappropriate reference

i ndicates the posterds condescenidwlved and

in producingthe 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 igfor every situation, there is a proper saginghich is usually used to
indicate thah givensituation necessitates a specific actibnis justification reflects the
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posterds attitude and belief that the fe
position that warrants this aggravated language. The poster is aware of the insulting nature
of the aggravation utilised in the disagreement; this awareness is refiactad
mitigation device used before the formulaic justification. The positive remsekl
expresssan apology to others who might see the reply and get offended by the language
of thereply. As noted in Sectis¥.5.1.1and5.1.2.] the overlap between the categories

of the devices in some cases is inevitable, and the same device can be employed for two
purposesln 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 replyit can also function as a hedging device through which the poster creates
a distance betweethe self and the aggravation used in the disagreement. The poster
seems to indicate that tlsentent ofthe video is responsible fdinis use ofaggravating
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 disagreementsas shown in Sectiof.4.1.3 thereis more than one potential
target In Example 8.3Poster65 addresses the main poster supporting his podititn

disagreesvith the way thenainposter engages withther posters in the thread of replies

Example 8.3 [see MTL0in Sectior4.2.]]

Poster-65- T2 <POL, PH2.2, Agg.Dis>

Ff=hH B B f b
< ja: saidi:> la: tina:qiw almutaradi:ah waa |l nt 1 i-alxifdeanh we
waaldaj u : di :timmfnl <K|Anhum> wama: naqu:l ila:
< a snau allah  waninm alwaki:|

O sirmy donot respondto thedegenerated artle-delinguent andthe
sheep andthe-pimps !!! refrain __from-them anddo-not we-say excep
sufficientfor-us _Allah ad-the-best disposenf-affairs

[<My Sir> do not respond to <thdegenerate@dndthe delinquenandthe sheep anc

the pimps<!!!'>> Refrain from going down to theleveland all <wecansay>is
Allah is sufficient for usndHe is the best disposer of affairs]

Poster6 5 Gegly consists of a R-moveonly without initiating any further interaction. It
only receivedtwo likes; for more context, see other replies to the safiie such as

Examples 6.3, 6.8, 7.3, and 7.3Poster6 5 @isagreement is expresséurough act
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combination: giving advices(ngle underling and supplication(double underline).
Poster65 advises the main postandbegins with a positive address termy sir>in a

showof respectPostef65 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 rgoonse to other posters disagreeing with him are ruining theahdré
MT.Postet6 506s advice contains both mitigati on
device<my sir>aims to positivelyappeal to thenain poster (the target to whom the

disagreement is directed).

The positive appeal is further seen in thetigation devicesolidarityin-group marker
(theplural subject pronoumain <all we cansay> precedinghe supplicationshowing
thatPoster65 aimed teemphasisthe connection with the main poster through solidarity.

By using<all we can say, Poster65 categorises the main poster and his suppeorters
including him/herself in the (we) groughile other posters who disagree with the main
poster aren the (them)group The posters in ththemgroupare desched aslead(in a

grisly sensepnd 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 <!lI> is positioned directly after the
namecaling and the inappropriate references; such use of exclamation marks might
reflectPoster6 50s negati ve emot i ottemdgraupEhe ekample he p
shows that mitigation and aggravation devices can be used to addezgsdifferent

targg s i n the same reply; her eassodatiorpw@mse e mp |
with the main posteaind dissociation from others in ttieemgroup. It can be argued that

by insultingthose disagreeing with the main posiaster65 istrying to showthe main

poster that the advice is from someavrte cares about him, thus validating therth of

his advice.

8.1.3.2How do Saudis perceive the use of mitigation devices in aggravated

disagreements?

Mitigation has aiparadoxical cor@in that it can give the opposite effg€affi, 2007,

p.129) As shown in the above examples, sometimes mitigation devices are used in
aggravated disagreements; however, their use does not usually adoéeaing effect.
Interviewees were asked what they think of the mitigation devices used in aggravated
disagreements, a®und in Example 8.1.Their responses to this question could be
classified into two categories. The first group seems to believth#aitigation devices
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used herefailed to soften theeffect 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 thuak the mitigation devices used seem

to intensify the level of impoliteness/inappropriateness in the aggravated disagreement.

I ntervieweesd reactions to the combinatd.i
disagreerants, particularly of the type presented in ExampleiBcludethe following
interpretationspatronsing, ridiculing, belittling, and provoking.

Interviewees belonging to the first group, likale-31 (MP5Nawaf) and Femaié&?2
(FP2Fatimah)below, seem to consider this mix of mitigation and aggravation devices as
a sign of the posterds attempt to softe
Hence, it seems that interviewees take the combination of mitigation and aggravation
devices in disagements at face value in a way that reduces the effect of the combination
on the interpretation of (im)politenesdP5-Nawafmentioned another interestipgint:
this mix of mitigation and aggravation devicesy be atrademark of the poster. He
provided an example af known sportsommentatdi4on Twitter who is famous for his
aggressive style in responding to others, usually starting and/or ending his replies with
mitigation devices, for instancéwith all due respectand endingiwith my love o
Nawaf asserted that theommentatolis not impolite in his responses; this statement
appears to be based on the fact thataementatad s ot rgspoading is well
established and influenddy the genre (sports) where the threshold of impoliteness is
probably hightl>seeSection8.6.1 Al s o, Bsaenianfsidows th#teperception of
intentionality is weaker iwhattheud ptelperr @ss
to asfiforeseeabilitp (2011a, p.52)Based ooppeopl eds knowl edge a
(especially his followers), his response styl@ybe predictablandlikely to be perceived
less negatively

Male-31 (MP5-Nawaf): It seems to me that sometimesmene tries to

convince himselto belessaggressiveHowever,it is possible that whehe

begins wriing the reply he mightlosecontrolof his nervesor because dliis
excitement irresponehg, he ends up losing his cool.

114The sportsommentatohasmore than 350 thousand followers.
115 A few male respondents pointed out that impoliteness in sports tweets is higher based on their
observationsvhere an affiliation and dissociation (i.e. us vs them) discourse dominates.
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Femalel2 (FP2Fatimah): | feel this is someone who is half politine
poster tried to use nice words but could not finish. He tried to soften the
disagreemenbut it did not workl agree sme people migHhind it sarcastic

or think this madehe disagreementorse, but | daotthink like that.

On the other handheintervieweesn the second grougeem to consider that mitigation
is intentionally used tomake the aggravated disagreemeaaimewhat morelemeaning
and condescending. Intervieweesd6 negati ve
disagreement generally pointed out that the intention behind using mitigation is most
likely for mockery. It also shows the poster aasess tpolitenessesources but decides
not to actpolitely/appropriatelyConsider 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 perséi.

Male-33 (MP9-Yusef): If | use an algorithm to assign a positive value (+1)
to the positive words and a negative valt (o the aggravator, the final
output of the statement, in this case, would be positive. However, | think the
negative word in this example seems to oblitethe effect of the positive
words; it sounds demeaning.

Female61 (FPXNora): It made the disagreement more impolite because it
suggests that | am the opposite of what | am called. One negative word can
overshadow twenty positive on&s.

In sum, he difference between the two grodpserceptios of the use ofmitigation

devices in aggravated disagreements might suggest thastigroup does not seem to

find this blendingfully intentiona) whereas theecond group seem to thirtknvolves a

high level ofintentionality Thisalignswi t h  Cu |l p e pimentsalitywisoaed t h at
the notionsby whichpeopletry to interpetot her s d wor d sandavaldateb e h a
(im)politenesg2011a, B9), see SectioB.6.4 It also shows thgieoplewithin the same
cultural/language grqumight use and valuesourcesf (im)politeness differentlyMills

and Kadar, 2011, p.423ee SectioB.6.

116 Another interviewegFP6Amani, describedit is like making rose water and urinating imit.

117 Nora and other interviewegike (MP7-Muath), pointed outsomeconventionalise@&ddress terms
particularly vocatives such asy sonmy friend my dear my love my lady andyour highnesgan
be used to perform impoliteneisssome contexts
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8.1.4Structural order of disagreement on Twitterand the lack of responses
inT3
Section4.4.1.2reported thaprevious studiege.g., Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016)
foundthird-turnresponses in online disagreemtenberare. Similarly, my data contained
few T3 replies, as shown Figure4-2. Moreover, the majority of these T3 replies were
posted by other posters and rarely by the main po&eays Housley et al., 2017, p.574
reported a lack of response by the main poster in their stlidiglack of response in my
data seemsto goinline wiBenso® s s t £01& m@lihat there is high tendency

for online interaction to be lefihanging.

Based on the responses to the online questionmeperted inSection5.2.1 and
interviews, it seems that Twitter is not usually useddogthy interactions. Also, these
interactions are generally between strangers or acquaintances. Thetlefosscial
obligation to continue an interaction seeweak especially when there is a disagreement.

In fact, some posters might use platform affordances such as the Twitter mute fhction

to silence notificationsrom a specifictweet 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 féplyhis shows that platform
affordances such as muting and blocking give posters some degree of cordduic®

the visibility of disagreements in their timeline, reducing the chance aésé#l

Moreover, this lack of responses in Twitter disagreements could also be driven by caution
regarding potential consequencesspecially for postetssing their real identityFor these

posters, a clear separation between online and offline identity seems to be; skeered

118 The Twitter mute function was introduced in 2014, it allows user to mute an account without
unfollowing or blocking themand 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. Seehttps://help.twitter.com/en/usintvitter/twitter-mute

119 One interviewee mentioned a Saudi poet on Twitter who has more than 510 thousand followers. The
poet is so wetknown for blocking people that it became his trademark; his motto for blocking
people was posted in a tweet in 2019 in which
a literal translation for the versan(d turn away from those who act ignorantfijle complete verse
is: (Be gracious, enjoin what is right, and turn away from those who act ignorantiyfe\| Chapter
7, verse 199, Translation by Dr Mustafa Khatthtips://quran.com/7?startingVerse=198 an
interview with him in 2019, he explained that he trieexterlook some replies and ignore them, but
sometime, 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 Mmore functions were introduced after the data collegtbase of this studyFor instance, in late 2019
Twitter introduced the function of hide repljeghich enable the main poster to hide unwelcome or
irrelevant replies from the thread of replies. In +2@R0, Twitter introduced another function which
give original posters controf @ho can reply to their tweetseehttps://help.twitter.com/en/using
twitter/twitter-conversations
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Yusef 6 entis foanbteldd in Section8.7. In fact, Bolander and Locher (2020)
noted that studies on digital discourse suggest manyinternet usersypically do not

view online and offlinecommuncationas entirely distincspheres

Based on theespondersb commentsit appears that for those in professional roles and
seeking more visibility and recognition in their fieldswitter is used to promot¢heir
personaand probablygain higher social capitaResponding to disagreements might not
benefit these Twitter users, especially if it does not fit their b¥gfeage (2012, pp.181

182) argued that Twitter is @linguistic marketplac& in which users construct their
identities agiproducts to be consumed by otlethose others are treated as a fandom to

be increased and maintained for social and economic predéiessMag-1 1 6 s st at em
Hence, if involvement in disagreements in an open public space might damage their self
image (.e. brand, then posters are morddily to choose not to responthis idea of
protecting onebs i ma-§ 8 Gtetdmenvin vehiglp she used | n
fihonouo as something that needs protection frlouflies and harassers on Twitter who

use foul languagm their replies Based on this, the lack of replies to disagreements on
Twitter, especially by thenainpost er s, seems to be a stra

public image by not getting involved in undesirable interactions.

Male-11: Some people might change their opinion becaumsgeneralthey
do not want to lose followersr certain followersso they keep theireal
views to themselves and avoid posting onliffleey mightfollow the opinion
of otherspecificindividualsto polish their image in front of others

Female93 Whoever ward to save their honour shoulavoid Twitter
disagreements because some oppag#irsise foul and insulting language.

8.2 (Im)politenessvs. (in)appropriateness

The analysisn Chaptes5 and 7#revealed thatespondents providadifferentaligned and
unalignedclassificationof (im)politeness and (in)appropriatenésseachdisagreement
in theonline questionnait@ he analysis also revealed thligned classifications between
the two scales occurred more in my data; Bigeire 5-15. The aligned classifications
highlight the apparerositivecorrelation between the two scalédsere is aendency to
classify an impolite disagreement asappropriateand a polite disagreement as
appropriate

121page (2012, p.18Mself-branding and micreelebrity 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 worlad



268

Moreover the interviews uncovered that almost all interviewees believedheepts
(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, inkoe s j udgments of the &thlud ru@s sm
and MPBMuhammadds st at e nkddartasd Hawli2e18,péA)fimarg t o
evaluation of politeness ampoliteness thus always involves an implicit appeal to the
mor al orderé an appeal to a mor al order |
participants by at least one of those participarAasthoughKéadar and Haugbuggested
that moral order is open to different appropriate/inappropriate, good/adi,
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 | see,itis 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 ustgrdb
hurtful language.

MP8-Muhammad: Appropriateness is more about technicality, but
politeness is more about morals; | could behaweropriatyy but still have
notoverstepped 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 | generally prefer to use
the word inappropriate, especially when telling my kids off. Saying that this
is impolite is hurtful because it seems as if | am saying something is wrong
with their morals.

Thesestatementsighlight that subjective judgmentaremade byinterlocutos about

social appropriatenesSienceiOatey 2005, p.97 Watts 2008, p.77)It can be argued

that he two conceptare both concerned withehaviours 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 behavidniike (im)politeress,it seems that

(in)appropriatenesgoes not invoke moral or sentimental judgmeseeSection8.3,
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8.3What are other metalinguistic terms used by respondents to discuss
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness?

The discussion here wasspired by respondents such as fhuludd statement above
and Male476 s s t .aViale4vi notéin his response thlT1-R1 (the disagreement in
Example 7.7, Al 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 expressibits.response
shows that metapragmatic labels, especially those in the (im)politeness parseester,
adverseo some respondents who might avoid or prefer not to use them. $hidicddion
labels provided in the onlinguestionnaire were direct translations of the relational work

model using an EnglisArabic dictionary (see Append@ Arabic questionnaije

In light of these responses, | decided to look for other words respondents used in their
justifications. | found that respondents used various terms sucita®ed elegantrude,

and respectful see Table . As not ed i n Grurhemknguestic dabelswo r k
related to impolitenes®k011, p.78)rudewas at the top of the list of labels in his data,

but not suitablewas not on that listAlso, the adjectival form of these labels was more
common than the nominal form; for instance, in my datde as an adjective was
mentionednine times while rudenessas inthere is some rudeness in the rephas

mentionedhreetimes.
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(in)appropriateness
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respondents to talk about (im)politeness and

Labels in Arabic Translation Frequency
Impoliteness/inappropriatenesd.abels
v B I not suitable 10
‘90 rude 9
T XA disrespectful 5
Wi HA not polite 4
Ya Xx not elegant 2
va“  m x uncivilised 2
Y AE savage 1
0 crude 1
ny- bad 1
VOTA hurtful 1
vado not tasteful 1
YA H, attacking, savage 1
Politeness/appropriatenestabels
Wi 'HA polite 4
T . A respectful 4
Yo Xa elegant, sophisticate 3
v BTl suitable 2
v, " tactful 2
o A’ beautiful 2
va“'m._ civilised 1
v ob tasteful 1
Total 57

Also, | noticed that respondents who used the lald in their justifications chose a
combination of (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate classifications. Usidgwith

these classifications indicates a strong connection between rudeness, impoliteness, and
i nappropriateness at the extremes. Thi s
finding in his examination of (im)politeness metalinguistic terms used indbnghich
revealed that terms likienpolite rude andinappropriatei although thg are not exact

synonyms do have a close relationsHiulpeper, 2017, p.142)

A full examination of theemetapragmatic 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, | found out that some respondents do
believe that everyonknows the meaning ddll these labels (words) because they are
familiar evaluators i(e. descriptors), but what is different is how these words are
employed across individuals. Other respondeiks, MP5Nawaf, seem to think that a
precise differentiatioletween thes&abelsmight be difficult for some peopldence

they use these words as synonyms. One of the key points meriticghednterviewss
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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 | think
not everyone can precisely differentiate between these words and how to use
them properly. | thinkuncivilisedis less strong thanude or savage but

sometimes people would use these words like synonyms as ltreyasrve
the purpose they are using them for.

FP6-Amani: I think it depends on oneds ha
respectfula lot in my daily life, then | will likely use it more in the
guestionnaire.

The discussion here invites further investigation of the types of metapragmatic labels used
by Saudis when referring to aggravated or ffceatening behaviours. The collection of
words in the table shows that words are not defined in isolation butyusueglation to

other related words.€. words that fall within the same semantic fieddeHaugh, 2016,

p.49) Based on this, it seems that not all concepts will necessarily be reflected in

i ndividual so6 | e x(Majidp20E5, pi3n6)intother wads, nmdividwads y
mappings of how these terms should be profiled against the broad concept of
(in)appropriate behaviour are very likely to diffeocher and Watts, 2008, p.98)he

i mportance of further investigation of S
evaluators they use when talking about the phenomena lies in the usefulness of such

i nvestigations in comparat i iveemigwoddliensss an ¢
from the outsider ife. etic) worldviews. For a detailed account of emic/etic

understandings of the moral order, §iéédar and Haugh, 2013, pp-93).

84l nconsi stency of <c¢lassifications

As shown i n Chapter 7, respondent so cl
(in)appropriateness iMwitter disagreements varied, although, in some cases, they
provided similar justifications for their classifications. It was also noted that variations do
occur within the same per s donihsgance W8 uat i
Muhammad initially evaluated the reply in Example 7.1 vasy impolite and
inappropriate however during the interview, whicliook placedays later, he changed

the evaluatia into neither polite nor impoliteandinappropriate Therefore, it appears

that there is no on®-0 n e rel ationshiop bet ween respg
justifications and that variability in classifications and evaluations is not unexpected
(Kadar and Haugh, 2013; Spen€zatey and Kadar, 2016, p.74)here 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 thewere evaluating; however, what seems to be clear now istlieat
borders between these classificatians indeed fuzzyl ocher and Watts, 2005, p.12;
Locher, 2006, pp.25858) This fuzzinesss observed n r espondent sdé cl
thedisagreements theonlinequestionnairgpresented iChapter 7Also, the variability

in classifications illustrates the complexity of the discursive struggle over (im)politeness;

it shows how (im)politeness/(in)appropriatenessluationsof social behaviourare

subject to constamegotiaton (Watts, 2003, p.25)It can be argued here that these
classifications appear to be based on various differential values and evaluative beliefs
i nformed by the respondentsd own history
apparent variabilitysome similarities exisin the (im)politened¢in)appropriateness
classificationsand his is in accord withkKadar and Haugh €013, p.95statement that
evaluative beliefs between individuals are very likely to be similar but can never be

exactly the same.

Second, as pointed out above, individual
experiences and expectations they built and categorised cognitively through their personal
social historiegLocher and Watts, 2008, p.78)his invokes the notion of schemata, or

what is termedframes or scripts (Culpeper, 2011a, p.14) Peop!l e d s know
behaviour is acquired during socsiig; people use this knowledge to make judgments

of behaviour against the norms and expectations contained in that kno\{lledger,

2011, p.192) This knowledge is structured in whatdalleda frame frames form the
structures of indivi du aéxpedenmsXhEpsedfranedseemnns [
to be influenced by the constant renegotiation of norms wiltlremergent/latersocial

networks against which individuals judge behaviours as polite or imgbbher and

Watts, 2008, p.78; Locher, 2011, p.19yen incaseswhere individuals encounter for

the first time and cannot refer back to a personal latent netwth@y still have
expectations about otlsrwhich are usuallypased on the current context and the
presumed shared knowleddeocher, 2004, p.29)In Twitter interactions, social
networks can be small or large and involve people who do not necessarily know each
other; sed-igure5-11. These social networks are dynamic and evolve over time, and as

mentioned in SectioB.1.2 the posters of the disagreements and the respondents in this
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study, although they belong to the same national cultai@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 lgadar and Haugh (2013, p.238xamining (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 differertiadonetworks or groups with which
individuals might identify. Based on the above, and as shown in Set#o? the
respondents in this study are providing evaluations of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness
as cultural insidersn that their evaluations reflect their understanding of the shared

social/moral order on the cultural level.

Lastly, the variability in wunderstanding and classifying (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness is subjective depend
behaviours in the social contef@ulpeper, 2011a, p.6.7[Expressions of disagreement
and evaluations of (im)politené@s)appropriateness in these disagreements can be
influenced by the norms of the different social networks the pessadfiliated with, the
individual personality, personal norms, or traits that affect what one says, does and
perceives(Culpeper, 2011a, p.54%ee Sectior8.7. For example, some people might
avoid disagreements, particularly on Twitter, because they think it is a waste of time or
prefernotto become a target of others; see, for exanif@emale51 (FP7ZKhulud).

Female51 (FP7%Khulud): | do not like disagreements, and as soon as | see

a topic being argued on Twitter, | am done, and | will not even follow the

topic be@usethere is a lot of bullying and distortion in thefisagreements

They twist things, put words in your mouth, and interpret your words in ways
you never thought of yourself.

122 National culture iwiewed here roughly abe loose layer of culture that connects different regional,
tribal, and social groups under one umbrella.
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85What other factors might affect S

and evaluations of Twitterdisagreements?

The intervieweesOdO responses in this stud)
t hat mi ght have i mpacted t he responden
(in)appropriatenesin the Twitter disagreements in the online questionnaire. These
factors arethe mode of communicatigrmedium affordancegparticularly anonymity
and vagueness of social factors such a%, agé lastly, the topic of the interaction. The
discussion here elaborates on these factors, which were not addressed in thelrelationa
work framework;also see Sectid® 7, whichcovers the influence of the pervasiveness of
weaktie relationships, longevity of interaction history, and-selareness and personal
traits Respondents mentiondtese agotential factors for the aggravation of Twitter
disagreements:or instance

MP9-Yusef. When reaithg a text | c a nfacial expressionsr hear the

tong so | amust reading plain wordsnd thisaffects how | read it.

FP4-Abeer: In hashtags where people tardet examplewomen and attack

them, | believe itheinteraction wasaceto-face those posters would not be

ableto say what thegayon Twitter. If they knew the person (target) or their

family,t hey woul d not dare to sawhenhese ¢t}
the person is in front of ypandyou cansee their reaction

FP-6 Amani: You can simply write a wordand the other person would get
into an argument with you, and probably if you said the same woretdace
face that person might laugh with you. This happens a lot among my group
of friends Sometimesthey get hurt because what waswritten, but if we

were sittingand talkingogetheythat would probably ndtavehappeed,and

if it did, the issue wouléhave beemesolved at thexactmoment.

As FP4Abeer and MP9Yusef allude, although disagreemerts Twitter can be
multimodal, the focus of this study wabnostexclusively orverbal (.e. textual)forms

of disagreementand someparalinguisticcues (.e. emojis and punctuation marksee
Sectior4.4.1.1 Therefore, respondents mostly haveinoess to other ndmguistic cues

such as voice and body language, which bancrucial in decoding meanings of
disagreements such as tone and emo#isnargued byKadar 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 sdsinterpretation and misunderstanding

in written communication can occur even betwegarlocutos with close relationships;

see FP6A ma n istatement In Twitter disagreements, the probability of

misinterpretationand misunderstandingshggher, most likely due to the lack of shared
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relational history between posters, s€®4A b eer 6 s , anddhe dragmented
context. Twitter communication is an excellent example of what is catledtext
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 sensitiMasvick and Boyd, 2011, p.123)
Previous research has shown that rrp#diity interactions tend to be fragmented and
broken into smaller conversations, usually between a smaller numirgeddcutors
(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)politer{fgsslar and Haugh,
2013, p.7)In my data, there was little interaction between main pesier 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 wexgacted from interactions

between posters with a relational history.

Moreover, some interviewees have pointed out that in writing a ta@etsteiprobably

takes their time to think, check, and draft a repfjrving themmore controlover their
thoughts and immediate impulsé3 Nevertheless, other interviewees pointed out that
when writing a tweet, some posters might feel more comfortable, less nervous, and
probably braver and daring in expressihomgs they might not be able to say in fdoe

face interaction, see statements made byRidud and FP&amar.

FP7-Khulud: In spoken interaction, there is more space for different
expressions, signals, agdsturesbuton Twitter, you are limited to a number

of characters per tweedo you have to be brieAlso, in spoken interaction,
there areonsideration$o be respectfulvhich makesne more carefél

FP8Samar. ~ gometimesne find freedom in writing especially when
talking to people you do not know, but if disagreements weltgect spoken
interaction one might be worried about getting into confrontadjs® one
might prefer to avoidhem Also, disagreements usuakffect the persons
involved this effect in written communication is not as in spoken interaction
which one might remember longer.

1230ne interviewegMP7-Muath,mentioned that he has around 300 dyaiil aretweets that he haalritten
while agitated or triggered but he never posted them. He also poiatddat 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 linguisticstructure alone without access to other social
communicative aspects is seen to be restrictive; for instaeedviP8Viuhamned 6 s a n d
MP4-Khalido statements. The importance of social factors and how they affect social
interaction could be one of theotives behind the setfeclaration of educational
background, job titles, and personal photos seen in Twitter bios. Many Saudi Twitter
users, particularly those interested in establishing their brangndéessionks, tend to
share more about themselves.

MP8-Muhammad: Knowing who you are communicating with, their age

and education helpyou understand more and redscthe chawce of
disagreement.

MP4-Khalid:€éi n wr i tten i nt Ethinkthdinacessibilityi ke T w|
to social factors such as age, status, and educational backgroundsoeses
tension.

Furthermore, topics of discussioeported 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,d a#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 approaclsss FPAN o r aabemensand FRBlahabelow

Perhaps the public discussion of thdsasive topics stimulates the expression of strong
ideological positions, which turns the interaction into a political &igure5-2 showed

that aggravated disagreements dominatethadeof 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 whahas beertalledfination rebranding(Alsaaidi, 2020, p.§)and because of

this rebranding, some respondents believe that many of the topics being discussed in the
country are being politised. Indeedany society thais going throughsocial, political,
economic and technological chasgevill likely undergochangs in interactional

practicesas a result of these various transformati@singer et al., 2010, p.2160)
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FP1-Nora: é when we talk about women dri vin
political. Also, in the questionnaire, you have some tweets about mosques,

which | also think is not exclusively a religious topic but rather a political

religious topic; probably now, many of theptes in Saudi Arabia cannot be

separated from politics.

FP3-Maha: ésoci al topics, S ltahe generallyt he i s's
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 topicthatare considered a violation of cultural norms
traditions and religion, and in the discussion of these tqmesple tend to
have strong disagreements defending their side. Also, political topics that
targetour country wouldyeneratenany aggravated disagreements.

On the other hand, topiadiscussed in the political hashtags are different, and this
differenceis realised in FPaMa ha 6 s &n d 0MP k. Figute® Zsbowédghat
disagreements, particularly aggravated ones, occurred moretapitst#gulf_crisis and

#royal decrees, whereaghé king_fights_corruption has the least disagreements, see
Section5.1.1 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)polit§mesgpropriateness 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 irSection8.7 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 the high level of aggravated
disagreements or impolite/inappropriate behaviours generally; see the statements below.
Interestingly, two respondents, like FRBha, mentioned that anonymity could be an
excellent vehicle for expressing onebs a

from social restrictions.

124 The Saudi government has been fighting against begging which is consatei#egal offence in the
country. Begging is considereddastructive acboth for the individual doing it andor 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 illegaiiaties. People in need are encouraged to seek
support from nofprofit (private and public) organisations. In 2021, the -bBefiging law was
updatedto include online begging and twtline the strict penaltiessuch as 500 thousand SR
fines and a @nonth to tyear prison sentence.
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FP3-Maha: Being anonymous sometimes gives yoefreedom 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 fearthley do not represent

a specific person, family, or institution, so they do not care about the
consequences of their worddowever,there are some postefsat are not
anonymous, and they use an antaganstyle in their responses.

8.6 Key resourcesidentified in the analysis of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness in Saudisd6 Tw

The discussion in the followingections focses onfour essential resources that Saudi
postes in the SAT corpus seem talraw on when expressingwitter disagreements
(im)politely. As vander Bom and Mills (2015) arguéhese resources are not fixiedt
rather flexible which the discussion below supportie discussion heendorsedills

and Kadad €011, p.42)argument that people within the same language/cultural group
will use and value these resources differentlye first two resourcesare somewhat
connected to what is callédefensive impolitenesgCulpeper, 2011)Thefirst resource
covers how rdprodty norms can be used to p@mm (im)politenessby matching or
mismatching the level of impoliteneasd howthe respondents perceive exploiting such
resources in expressing a disagreem&he secondesourcecovers the connection
between dentity constructions and (im)politene§he other twaesourcesover other
coneepts that are generally related to the influence of religion on how disagreements are
expressed and evaluat@dmainly when using religious texts to aggravate disagreements
and perform impolitenes® and the role ofproducer {.e. speaker)intention in

(im)politeness evaluations.
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8.6.1Matching vs mismatching the level ofim)politenessand

(in)appropriateness
One of the keyim)politenessrecoursesdertified in the analysigevolves aroundhe
notion of matching or mismatching the level(wh)politenes{in)appropriateness in the
MT or a prior reply(i.e. target) It focuses on how the threshold placed byNfieor a
prior tweet influenceshe postergeplying to these tweets. Culpeper (281p.204)
argued that the (im)politeness threshold and reciprocity ¥¥6smBem to be driven by
peopl eds tendency to match o tBasedros this, ke hav
means that posters in the thread of replies implicitly evaluate the level of (im)politeness
and (in)appropriateness in the targeted post and ¢hease taespond in a way that
matches or mismatches that lei#lPost er s responses then
(i m)politeness I n t he i nteraction. E X
(im)politenesHin)appropriateness in tlanline 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 posterMT 11, based n r espondent sé eval ua
raised the threshold for (im)politenfgs)appropriateness in the main post, thus
influencing how posters replied in the thread. MiE, 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 off Géteti users

and the social identity face of Saudi Arabia as a country. The attack devalued Saudi
Twitter user s élsdurimg teelSaud Arab®atar diplomatio aonflict. In

the questionnairghe respondents evaluated two replies toMils The first reply ign

Example 7.1the poster of the reply avoided expressing a clear disagreement add opt

for thefino commernt reply. This reply does not match the level of (im)politeness and
(in)appropriateness in thET; this mismatch overlooked the reciprocity norm. The
posterds reply | ower s tnddin)appiopriateness lindthe o f

interaction.

125The term Cul peper us e d(1966. Theansteation bemindGe tetipnodagion 6 s w
of impoliteness/inappropriateness, as proposed by Culpeper (2011, g&205g 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 somes pogter
respond without giving the reply much thought while others might draft a response and revise it
before postingseeFootnote 13 in Section 8.5.
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Now, | ooking at respondents6 ev2Wl4iaafi ons
themconsidered the level of (im)politen&®s)appropriateness to tpwlitic and 28.43%
(very) polite and (very) appropriate (aligned classification). Although some respondents
who classified the reply gmlitic thought the reply was vagisee the analysis in Chapter

7. Other respondents considered fino commend reply as a conventionalised
polite/appropriateexpression of disagreement, as shown in Fe@a@Befustificationin

(7) in Section7.2127 Conventional expressions like the one here appear to be used in
situations where one is cautious of consequences; asllglats it,filt seems that the
poster is expressing a disagreement but unwilling to be entangled in this adrisnt
conventionalised expression might also be a way to showesgléct/control and rise
above the situation, as seen in Fenfal@ Gstatement, fiThe poster expressed

disagreement but chose not to interact with insignificant péople

Furthermore, it might be a way of closing the argument and not giving the other a chance
to attack you; asemale96 explainediiThe poster did not get in argument with the

main poster and did not allow him to get back at hind/HEne poster of the reply may

be trying to reflect a higher moral awareness and probably moreaseibl by not
engaging in this interactio¥i® It appears that (im)politeness is indeed a social practice,
and as argued yadar and Haugh (2013, p.7&)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 repfxample 7.13seems to match the
threshold of (im)politene&@n)appropriateness in tMdT. The poster used an aggravated
contrary statement attacking the main po
face of Qatar. Observing the aligned classification, around 39.86% of the respondents
evaluated the aggravated disagreemernaslite. In comparison, 28.10% thought the

reply waspolitic or polite.The poster followed the reciprocity norm anchad to match

the threshold by using what is referred to as cotinipoliteness or reactive
impolitenessimpolite behaviars upholding the reciprocity norm can be perceived as
less impoliein some context@Culpeper, 2011a, p.20&ulpeperargued thaif the initial

impolite behaviour (the trigger) is licensed (e.g., in a courtroomjhe reactive

impoliteness might be perceived negativekor the reply in Example 7.10heé

127 Male-51 alsostatesfi Tis is usually a response to express opposition neutr al way. 0
128 Male-10 pointed out thaano commenteply could indicate that the topic is very frustrating and stupid
to the point that you do not want to discuss it ingssave time.
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respondents who evaluated as politic or polite justified their somewhat positive
classificationdy st ating that the | mp manlyreactiive s s i
andused todefend his country. This defemwas likely motivated bya strong sense of

bel onging and af f iAhattackano n ecdustry is coasieared@ro u n t
attack on oneds national identity, wivhi ch
feel the need to protect that part of their idensge SectioB.6.2.2for further discussion

on national identity anfim)politeness.

Similarly, other respondents who selected unaligned classifications such as (very)
impolite and (very) appropriate pointed out that the impoliteness iNThkcenses the
impoliteness in the reply. However, what set these responaigautsrom thoseaboveis

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 cotintpoliteness can be
considered appropriate sometimes (Culpeper, 0fp206). Also, the respondeits

justifications heresupportCu |l peper 6s argument that bein
part of the definition of impolitenessee SectioB.2

Lastly, respondents who evaluated the reply as (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate
find reciprocating and matching the threshold of impoliteness iviha 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. Reciprocatingmpoliteness and offence is religiously discouraged, and people are
encouraged to seek Allahbés reward for 0
offencel?® Therefore, these respondents seem to lean toward forgiveness instead of
reciprocatng impoliteness. Overalieciprocation of (im)politeness can aeesource to

justify matching the level of (im)politeness for some but not for ottsens Sectiod.4

for further discussion on thimcorsigency of (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness

evaluations

129 For example, one of the Quranic verses that usually used as a reference togustfyiprocating
offensive behaviourss Verse40of Chapter #/ussilafGood and evil cannot be
evilt with what is best, then the J.franslgtionu ar e
by Dr. MustafaKhattab https://quran.com/2
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8.6.2Identity constructions and (im)politeness

Through disagreements, one can express different ideatitfirming functions and
negotiate relationships. Therefore, generally, there is a link between identity construction
in disagreements and (im)politen€sgappropriatenesgAngouri and Locher, 2012,
p.1550) Disagreements as a social practice can be used to show power, solidarity, or both
(Sifianou, 2012, p.1559)dentity constructions one of the resources that posters draw

on when expressing Twitter disagreemerats seen imeplies such asExample 7.1,
Example 7.6, Example 7.9, and Example 7Tliese exampleshow how impoliteness

in defending identity can sometimes be justified #tmt deemedcceptable by some of

the respondents in this study.

According toAlshigair (2020) therearefive identities with varying degrees of visibyfit

in Saudi Arabia: religiouglentity, national identity, regional identity, tribal identity, and
individual identity130 The relative importance of each bkse identities) the context of

a particuladisagreement might affehbw these disagreements can be expre§sgdn

the internal and external developments in the country, for some people, one or two of
these identitiegan be activated and benore prominent than the other a particular
context whichin disagreemets might restrictthe space fothe coexistencef different

views This kind ofselective identityactivation can be seen in the disagreement expressed
by a verbahttack inExample 7.6. There is one prominent identity that sderake over

the interaction, anthat 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 nehr i b al Hi jazis. Thes main

fitribald andfihujizo (i.e. Hijazis) can be interpreted in two ways.

In the first casethe ategorisation wasunintentional By referring toHijazi nontribal
familiesin the regiorasfhujizo and Hijazitribal people asgiribalo, themainposterseems
to have inadvertently foregrouned tribal affiliation of Hijazi tribal people while
foregounding regional affiliation for nontribal families; hence causinga
misunderstanding making his twe®me acoss as if has negating the regional identity

of Hijazi tribal peopleln the seconghe categorisation could be intentional, which seems

130 Alenizi (2019) proposed that there asevenidentities in Saudi Arabia: religious, ethnic (Arab),
regional, tribal, national, social class, gender.
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to bewhat many posters expressing disagreesiarthe main thead believe it isThus

the negation of regional identity would be a deliberateTdwtrefore, how one interprets

the main poster 6s i nt eaffécis thentetprethtionnfcdhowt h e
posters expressed their disagreements and how respondents evaluated théheeply
perceived intentionality n t he mai n isgianseenesito@rsorce thetoftegce r
takenby some of thgostersn the main thread; howevat,should be highlighted that

even in duationswhere intentionality is weakly involvegeople may take offence

(Culpeper, 2011a, p.6%ee SectioB.6.4aboutintention in (im)politenessvaluations

8.6.2.1Tribal and regional identity

The poster of the reply iEBxample 7.6 appeats 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 hiactist, fintruded, andfsettlen,

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 attacKacetandiget ed
denied his equity and association rights as a Saudirima person. Activation of tribal

identity in this way to attack another notbal Saudi poster could be taken as evidence

that identities can be construedfeliently within the same society, which might lead to
higher | evels of aggravati on, particul ar
the reply show that this activation of tribalism to attack anothertrioal citizen is

mainly perceived as (vg) impolite and (very) inappropriate (aligned classification) as
selected by 68.18% of the resp@®nadf@nnts, s
Chapter 7 These evaluationarguedthat theposter of thereply misinterpreted and
misjudged the man poster psand ithgt ound itleen level of
impolitenesénappropriateness in the replynjustifiable and unacagatable The key
difference between the poster oketreply and these respomds seem to be their
perception of intentionality. The poster of the reply assumds e mai n pos
categorisationhujiz and tribal)to be intentional whereashese respondenteem to

believe that the main poster made a mistake on the basis that the premiskofithe

generally against racism.
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8.6.2.2National and religious identity

In the other example, the reply Example 7.10the poster of the reply expressed an
aggravated disagreement directed at the main pegteris a Qatari journalist. THdT

is considered an attack on Saudi Twitter usgtmlity face and Saudi Araligmsocial
identity face. This attack appears to t e
(2011, p.234) stated that the national face is an equal projection of national identity. She
further explained that nat sooahimdge whitchige i s
probably why theVIT seems to be takeas a personal attack triggering the personalised
aggravation in this reply. This example also shows that face and identity are closely
interconnected conceptdowever it seems thahere is a variation irespondens v i e ws

of how national identityvas activated texpresghedisagreement in this reply

Respondent sé ev al Exarple ¢.10s Chapter 7trdveghatasopnd y i n
39.86%0f respondentslassified the reply as (very) impolite and (very) inappropriate,
while 21.69% (very) polite and (very) appropriate and 13.6@#her polite nor impolite

and neither appropriate nor inappropriéédigned classifications)Respondents who
classified the reply positively seem to fitled impoliteness/inappropriateness in the reply

to bejustifiable because it matches thevel found in theMT (recipracation) andis

empl oyed to defend oneds Outhaeoatherrhgnd, éstod f en s
the respondents wihperceived theeply negativelyconsideedboth theMT and the reply
negatively markedTheserespondentsind reciprocatingimpolitenessod e f end one
country unacceptable. Tha#efensiveimpoliteness in the reply reflects poorly on the
countryd national image becays®r these respondentg is far from the civilised
national image the country and its people aim to live by and embrhealifference
between respondents their views of how national identityis usedto perfam
impoliteness/inappropriatessnight 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 countiyis argued thateelings of national belonging and pride

might differ from onecommunity to another and even within the same ngMayistro,

2011, p.249; Culpeper, 2011a, p.1B) this reply, it can be seen thHar someof the
respondentgeactiveimpolitenessn defending national identitys legitimate, while for

other respondentshis defensive impolitgess/inappropriatenesausesmore damag

than good
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A different identity was activated iBxample 7.3the posteiin this exampledrew on
religious identity!31 The poster expressed an wtified disagreement as it contains no
mitigation/aggravation devices identified in this stuisound43.11% 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 ideologicallypased politically motivated and overgeneralised. It
excludes others, specifically conservatives, thus restricting space for their views to be
shared without being politically labelledespondents who negatively evaluated the reply
judge using religion to categorise peeplas the poster did in this replyo be
unacceptableTo them, the& shared religious identity means that Muslims should avoid

usingpolitical 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 peopl@evesived
positively by some of these respondents; see, for exampleMBR& sesponse in (33)

in Example 7.3Sheargues that theategorisation is essentially political, not purely
religious, and shows how the ideologies of these groups do not necessarily reéglaasent

as a religion. Also,the ideologies of these group® not align wht he countrr
orientation to religion. This explanation supports Alshi@a{020, p.31) statemerite
arguesfor the importanceof differentiatingbetween religioras a faithandthe way in

which religion can be used bgroups to serve their ideological godlissome contexts,

such as the one herd,dppearshat national identity can be evokeghen religious
identity is activated The example shows that religion isiategralpart of this national

identity; andthatindividuals might differ in howheybalance the two.

Based on the discussions abavean be seen that identities can be selectively activated

to perform impolitenegmappropratenas In thepresenSaudi contextational identity

seems to havgained morénfluence. 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 heir differences. Until recentR#2 the focus was on the religious identity of the

131 Alshiqair (2020, p.31)argues thateligious identity gained its power from the powerful position of
religion, this religious identityvasthe meltingpotfor all other identities.

132 This devotion fornational identity did not come out of nowherewas built onpolicies that were
initiated inthe era oKing Abdullah (20052015)thatprovided the foundation for this new national
narrative for example, KingAbdullahwas the first to make the national day a public holiday back
in 2005, which was considered unacceptable by religious scifglarisssein, 2019, p.3).
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state, which dominated the national narrative. However, with the Saudi 2030 vision, the
national identity has beconagfocal element that seeks to embrace thedalsthmic and
pre-lslamic history and culturéAlhussein, 2019, pp-3). Thus, national identity has
becomea uniting force that brings Saudi people together and celebrates their diversity
under one overarching yet uniquientity. 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 regiorespecially since targeting national identity has become one of the ways
to attack a c¢Atshigait, 20200 3.28)in tothdr wdrdsfia gtrengthened
Saudi nationalism was partly an antidote the face of regional worrie@lhussein,

2019, p.5) It is important to not¢he focus on a Saudi national identity does not reduce

the value of religion, which remains an integral pathef national identity

8.6.3Intertextuality and (im)politeness

Intertextuality as a linguistic phenomenoriigsubiquitous Arabic cultural practice and a
prominent communicative strategyBadarneh, 2020, p.1Analysing impoliteness in
online comments, Badarneh listéde categories of intertextual references, which are
differentiated based on the nature of the source texts. These are Quranic rebeyémce
Example 7.7references t@rophetic traditions as iBExample 6.14poetic referenceas

in Example 7.10proverbial referensaas in Example 8,2and historical referensas in
Example 8.1In the present study, intertextuality was employed by Saudi posters mostly
to aggravate the disagreement and perfnpoliteness. Posters creatively borrow other
texts to perform impoliteness; thertextualreference could be a direct quotation or a
modified version of the source text. The first two soutbhegpostersiraw on the Quran
and Hadith, are referred to as authoritative texts, describddirmpiestioned texds
(Alzidjaly, 2017, p.169)This unquestionable statudiased orthe holiness of these texts,
which, as shown irExample 7.7 createdtwo different approaches in evaluating the

intertextual use of the sacred text to aggravate the disagreement.

The intertextual use of religious text to aggravate disagreements createdllzuthjaty

(2019, p.1052Yyefers to agia moral dilemma Some respondents chogelite/politic
classifications for the disagreementExample 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 ofavoidingdisrespectof he sacred text. Responden
the ones in (%) and (B), reveal that negative classifications of the reply (e.g.pliteg
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or inappropriate) were not selected because the posteifiigedl a h 66s0Onthe athers

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 t he fApisusdtofetme Gederence, or more precisely, how the sacred text was
abused to accentuate the aggravation in the reply. This misuse of the Quranic verse is
consideredae x pl oi t ati on of 't he stfications duchtagr3t ; s ¢
and(74). To these respondents, the impoliteness and inappropriateness evaluations of this
reply seem to come from the accusatmirected at the target. It also comes from
exploiting the sacretiéxt to accuse the target, especially since the poster quoted only half

of the verse in a way that ignored the context of that verse.

UnlikeExample7.7a mor al di |l emma was not observed
for the intertextual use of poetry Example 7.10Respondents 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 texXsirther poetry has been traditionally used in
Arabic literature as a powerful device to offend and attack rj@sdarneh, 2020, p.19)
Although respondents did not specify that the usth®fpoems one of the sources for

the impolite or inappropriate classificatioiise effect of the couplet in aggravating the
disagreementdespite not being pointed gaannot be ruled out. In fact, the intertextual
poetic reference in the disagreement co
superiority over the target &Badhrneh,t2020,act
pp.2223). 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 supgsestZulpeper,

2011a on creativity in impolitenes$jurthermore, the use of intertextuality, particularly
religious texts, seems to | end authority

inappropriatenes@adarneh, 2020)

8.6.4Perceptions of ntention in evaluations of (im)politeness

As pointed out in the above sectiomgtentionand intentionalityseem tgplay a role in

how respondestinterpret and evaluate (im)paitess/(in)appropriateneds Twitter
disagreementsThe concept of intentioand its connection t@m)politeness has been
debated in previous works.g., Haugh, 2008b, p.102, 2009, p.93; Locher, 2011, p.194;
Culpeper, 2011a, p.48; Grainger, 2013, pB8RY Based on the analygmsesented here

it seems clear that nt e r p r e tintemignsisoonehoé thesodls or resources that
peopleutiisetounder st and and e v sWwowsNo@blyptislkargueds 6 b e
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that aggressive behaviours perceived as intentional are considered severe and more likely
to generate strong respons@ulpeper, 2011la, p.50Also, it is claimed thatthe
conceptualisationf intention may vary across cultur@$augh, 2008b, p.101; Mateo and

Yus, 2013, p.110) Given that Islam stromyg influences the Saudi culture, the
conceptualisation of intentianayhave a religious connotatigiout not necessarily in all

actions and context§3 The common belief in Islam is that intention is placed in the
figurative heart; it is a spiritual deed of the he®&fWith this in mind, findCul peper 0
(2011a, p.49¥efinition of intention asian attribution that links desire and belief to an
actiorba practical descriptiarCulpeper (2011, p.49) differentiated betwegention and
intentionality. The latter is described aanattribution that requires intention, ability, and

awareness it shows that intention isne ofits componers. 135

Moreover the analysis revealed thatention as argued b@ulpeper (2011a, p.49ould
be apost factonotion that participants in interaction often use as a tool to explain and
eval uat e ot hlemyddtaptseHacta datavere observed in:
1. Intentionexplicitly topicalised n t he post e,asséentkkamplgr een
6.26.

2. Intention explicitly topicalised inespondentsevaluatons of (im)politenessin
the disagreementas seen ifexamples 7.6 and 7.7.

In Example 6.8, covered in Chapter,@Poster43 expressedheir disagreement and
astonishment at how other posters in tiein threadweretalking about Alsihaimi (the
target of most disagreements in tmain thread of repligsPoster43 criticised other
postes for intentionally attacking the target based on their interpretations of the intention
behind his wordsA | s i h atentidn ese bécame a topic of discussibns showing

thatintention can ba post facto notion that posters talk about and digplategh, 2008a,

1330ne of Prophet Me.haraivehsthies mBReédhsanfe to be judg
a ma n wi || have onl vy what he i nt-&asabi d1o ( Bul
https://sunnah.com/mishka}:1lt 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 consequehok&ssiave
debated the meanings and connections betiméemtion purpose will, desireandwant.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 thewmntions verbally, particularly for any act of worship (see
ibn Rajab, [1986] 2007)

134 Other scholarargued thaintention is in the mind, while others say ifigiced inboth mind and heart
(see Al Ashgar, O. S1981. The Book of Intentions for Worshipers of Allah. Kuwait Al Falah
Publishe).

135This was motivated by work on folk notions of intentionality and intention by Malle and Kfi68&)
who reported that when people were asked about intentionality, they mentiawedpbnents
desire, belief, intention, awareness, and skill.
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p.202; Culpeper, 2011a, p.4Ppster43 seems to find it unacceptable that other posters
are negativelyinterpretingA | s i h atatemend angudging hisintention Poster43

seems to find thaklsihaimid s st at ement iibsUtmprteeddsatwafee r e nt
Islamic advisory view)Poster43 finds thetwo views to essentially arguéor reducing

the volume of thexternalloudspeakers for the comfort of the people liviveaby. To
Posterd3, g ven t hat Al si haimidés statement al.i
prominent cleric, it should not be categorically treated as an extreme view warranting
sucha negative reactiont can be argued that thigfference betweeRoster43 andthe

ot her posters i n i nt er pris reflentgd inAdwstheyh a i mi
positionedthemselvesn the interactioneither supporting oopposingAlsihaimi. This

shows that the interpretation ofothess dntentiors in an interaction can influence

evaluations of (im)politeness.

Similarly, intention as @ost facton ot i on was seen i n respon:i
replies inExample 7.6 and Example 7.Ih these examplesespondentsn the online
qguestionnaireommeneédon how they perceived the intentions of the postditscted in
theperceivedntentionality of the aggravation; see responses su(b6aq72), and (B)

in Section7.4. In Example 7.7the poster used supplication to express disagreement
directed at the man in the video attached taMfie this supplication was aggravated by

the use of judgmental languaggalisedn theintertextualuse of the Quranic verse at the

end of the replyThe disagreement in this reply was classified and evaluated negatively;

for instance, 42.5% of the respondents chosaligeed classificationgvery) impolite

and (very) inappropriate. According to the respondents, therpufdieis disagreement

breached a societal norm by judging the 1
the | ecture as an act of | ow faith. Altho
the use of the Quranic veramas takento ef | ect t he posterds int

man in the video; see, for exampthe justification in (73) in Section7.4. Generally,
talking about other peopie intentionsd specifically attributing negative intentions to
their behaviours without reliable knowled@eis socially discouragedased orslamic
guidancelnterestingly, it seems thatenin contexts whee people have no prior or little
relationalhistory, peoplestill debatethe intentiors of othersprimarily based on their

personal assumptions and subjective perception
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8.7 Potential causes for théhigh level ofaggravationin Twitter
disagreements

In this section, | address the possible reasons behinkighdevels ofaggravation in
Saudi®disagreements on Twitter, as found in the SAT corBosne of the kegauses
identified in this studyinvolve individualism, personality and awareness of self
representatiom a public space. Other causes are more related to platform affordances
and restrictions, such asaktie social networkslongevity and regularity of interaction

and anonymity.

| start the discussion by cautiously arguing that aggravation on Twitter codigebt®

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 Turidierman (2019, p.37pund

that individualism igising in the region. He attributed this increase in individualism to
factors such as education, the information revolution, ushBon and how people
increasingly thinkof their interests and ambitions in personal terBisilarly, in an
interviewt3s with Almudaifir, a Saudi pysician and psychotherapiste pointed out that

the rise in individualism is not only happening in Saudi Arabia but also globally.
Almudaifir especially highlighteow individualismcanencourage aagocentrioziew of

life and feedsharcissisn. He suggests thah¢ increase in individualism is connected to
accessibility and dependency swcial mediawhich 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 privacyndependenceand personal identity.

In addition, some interviewees mentioned the effecseodonality on the expression of
disagreement and its perception, as seen inNFBh ad6s st at ement |, a
connected t o t hi¥ofgekrepsesentdiion ina public space Easing
about onebd6s publi eéAmanmage), as seen i n MP

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 effemthmdlogies on parenting and
family dynamics, and the increase in individualistic views of . lifeSee:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=saDpgSBtm1s

137 Selt-awaeness requires conscious reflexiviggardingo n e 6 avioun, which requires deliberate self
reflection and evalation
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MP6-Amani:é on Twitter, [[reahidentit];sthemefgre, my n a me
cannot comment on anything freely because | am worried that people who
know me mighsee my tweetso | usually think like that.

FP7-Khulud: émy Twitter profile shows my fi
many people are following me, so | have to be mindful of what | post.

FP3Maha: It hi nk t hi s de p eersbsalityanmd howloee per s ol
would like to depict themselves on Twitter, so | do not think it is a matter of

how strong/deep your relationship with the other peisoham 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, | 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 expressandifferent view, would not be the

same as my interaction with a poster who has only 300 followers. And for the

sake of argument here, |l et 6s assume th
person also works in the same university; if weglisad on Twitter and my
disagreement was aggravated, | would becamepponent. So, what is the

point of creating hostile relationships that would affect me in the real
world?3s

MP8-Muhammad: Probably weak relationships on Twitter play a rdlet |
think the persoés expertise, age and maturity Twitter are more important

Apersonds awareness of ot hers witnessing
express themselves and how they e(Kaddruat e
and Haugh, 2013, p.186)his lends somesupportto Al ghamdi 6 s foleafdi ng
observation effect on the production of disagreements; she reported that the level of
aggravation in the <collected corpus of
disagreements was higher than their Twitter disagreements produced when participating
in the study; se&ection2.4.3 These notionar e al so connected t
consider the potential consequenoésnline behawur on the offline aspect of life, as
illustrated by MP9Yusef. Sifianou (2012, p.1558rgued that personality traits are one

o f t he key factors i nfluencing i ndi vi du
di sagreements and their reactions and juc

are not concerned about the consequences of their words, they might not filter what they

138 yusef shared an experience; he stafifdur 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 | 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 tegumfagain], and he said
to medO brother why did you reply to me on Twitter like thand | said to himd talked about the
topic you talked about in a different wiysaid ¢his is my opniondand he did not like that.
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sayto the same extenThe awareness of selpresentation and the consequences of
oneds online behaviouap agteerc®sn niecd retdi tty il
much is known about the poster regarding social factors asicdge, education and
affiliations to social network(s), as seen in MM8hammad. Some interviewees, like
MP6-Amani, believe that their visible identity can be restrictive or, more precisely, a
constant remindesf what thér post reflects on them. These statements seehoto that

people who are visible and salvare of their image online tend to believe that their
online behaviour might influence their offline life. For instance, MR8ef strongly

believes that despite the difference between online and offline worlds, a complete

separation bet ween athgwerldssisampoéssiblé®er sonal i t

Moreover, the higlevelsof aggravated disagreements on Twitteght result from the
platform@ influence since mosisers on Twitter do not necessarily haveersonal
connection with each otheand the relationship doe®t have to be reciprocatgthere
seems to ba lack ofintempersonal interactional histories between the pastengch
might bethe norm for Twitter usersAs shown inFigure5-11, many respondents claim
they know only a few indiviluals intheir following/followers lists on apersonalevel.
Therefore, a Twitter, there might be less pressure to maintain social harmony when
disagreeing with othersSquires (2015, p.247arguestwo things about Twitter and
Facebook First, she noteghat theras a clear distinction between the focustod two
platforms fiFacebook is about connecting with friends while Twitter is more about
finding out what is happeniagAlso, Twitter is more about reaching a broader audience
and communicating with people one would not usually connect witho, Oz et al.
(2018 p.3402 stated that communication on Twitter generally involggangers or
weaktie acquaintancesyhile on Faceboqgkt usuallyinvolvespre-existing relationships
However,some studiege.g., Leung, 2013; Hayes et al., 20&6ygest that there seem to
be some generational differences in patterns of using social media plattoras also
highlighted thathe evolving nature of technologies and the ageing cohort rmagle
some effect on thanalysis ofgenerational differensdan using social mediéMiller et

139 some respondents and interviewees pointed out that some people depict what can belcabé
personality that is, a persdn offline personality does not align with their online personahty.
sarcastic videthatwas posted on Twitter was shared with s@ne time after my data collection.

The title of the video i$we are so dramatic on Twittgrit was created by a young man named
Muhammad Saaif. The video put the spotlight on how some individuals post thingkdiketoo

sad and c armohile isredlity tbe person wag out with his friends. It focused on how
Twitter is used as outlet for exaggerated emotions and struggles to seek attention and validation
from othersThe video highlights the idea afdouble 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 interviewas seen irAli & statement belowwhich showsthe
generational difference using Twitter in Saudi Arabieequires further study

Male-53 (MP1-Ali): | think the new generations more forceful and

impulsivewhenexpresig their opinioncompared teéhe old generation. The

new generation, | mean thoaged25 and under, while those over 30, you

find them lessnappywhenexpressing theuifferent views | believethe80s

generations more accepting of the old cultyrehile the new generation is
more acceptingf changes likevomerés freedom.

Additionally, Oz et al. (2018)eported that the level of impoliteness on Facebook and
Twitter seems to be differenéspecially inmorally loaded or sensitive topicwith

Twitter discussions tending to be more impol8enilarly, 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 Facebookjasacefub, while YouTube comments, on the

other hand, included more aggravated communica#dsaggaf and Simmon2015

p.10). They postulated that longevity 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, | would also argue thatlength of the messagaght impact how
disagreements are handled on Twites,seen in thetatements made by FRénani,
MP2-Faise] and MP10Malek. Twitter limits its users t@80 characteté! per post but

does not limit the number of tweets a user candpasfact, 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 materested in expressing their views

rather than engaging in baekdforth interaction.

140The point of longevity and frequency of interaction was mentioned in the interviews as a relational force
that drives one to work to maintain social harmdBgsed on MPJA | i 6 s s tsaemsghate nt |, [
regular interaction on Twitter might lead itndividuals meeting up which transforms the online
relationship into an offlineone Such relationshig are developed and maintained throdlé
frequency of the interaction and the commonality betweemtbdocutors

141 see Section 1.3.1 about length of Twitter post.
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FP6-Amani: | think online aggression is not just a Saudi issue but a global
one. | 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 otheiBhis 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 i s ab o ubpinionnoéodhers, o pi ni o |
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 spaand people post whatever they

want in this space. Twitter is also a space of opportunity; for example, | could

tweet Elon Musk, but | could never contact him using WhatsApp.

Lastly, as seen in many of the responses mentioned so far, it appears lingt t&eel

of (im)politeness and aggravation on Twitter is connected to anonymity and how some
postersutilised it. For Upadhyay (2010, p.124)@anonymity in online interactions is
considered a crucial factor in thegh level of (im)politenesswvhich makes disregarding
social norms less difficult. Also, | believe that anonymity intensifiegtieepersonagap
between the posterthus 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 mentiongearlier 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 wouldake an antagonistic and aggressive approach as a trademark to
attract more attention, followers, viewstc. 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 relationalvork model(Watts, 2003; Locher and Watts, 2005; 2008, ps&&ns to
provide auseful frameworkfor analysing (im)politenessn Twitter as it allows for
analysing a range d¢im)polite and (inqppropriatebehaviours and offerscategories for
classfyi ng these be&wviours. However,in practice therelational workmode seens to
havesome shortcomingDespite the importance of the notions of face and contextual
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normsfor relational work, the framework does not provalsufficient guide t@ccount
for these notions, especially in interactions wherertteglocutorshave little or no shared
interpersonal histories, asmy Twitter dataLocher and Watts (2008, p.9&knowledge
that given the intersubjective naturef relational work and how the individuad 0
conceptualisatiamareconnected to theonceptualisationsf others the individual level
is crucially connected to treocialone Yet, the framework does not sufficiently provide
a meanso account fotheconeeptualiséions of (im)politenessattheculturallevel, which

is undeniablychallenging(Mills and Kadar, 2011)Moreover,athough the framework
emplasises the variabilitin norms, expedations andevaluationsof (im)politenessthe
framework does notprovide anelatoratel appoach for analysinghow and why a
particlar behaviouiis classified ad evaluate@ certain wayIn order toovercomesome
of these shortcomings, | borrowetime concepts fom SpenceiOatey (2000; 2002;
2005a) such agace sensitivities and sociality rights and obligatjdo®etter explain the
contextualimplications ofthe identified Twitter disagreementén the corpusand to
interprethow (im)politeness/(in)appropriatenesgaluationsmight be triggeredy the
manner in whichhesedisagreementare modified in thie context This sectioraddresse
howtheselected frameworkaccounted for (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter

disagreements.

Theclassificationcategorieprovided by the relationabork modelwere helpful to some

degree in assisting respondents classifying the disagreements in the online
guestionnaireseeTable4-5. Thesecategorieprovided a shared terminology that might
simplify the analysis of peopleds judgem
analysis showed that providing classification categories does not always make the
analytical task simple; in Chapter 7, | demoated that respondents sometimes assigned
different (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness categories to the same disagreement,
despite providing similar justifications.(2) Moreover, as illustrated in Sectidh3,
metalinguistic evaluators.¢. categorisation labels) seem to carry different connotations;
some respondents asserted that they would prefer to use different metalinguistic labels
than the suggested ond8) In addition, the correlation test in Chapter 5 and the
interviewee8responses revealed that (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness variables are
positively connected but not identical. The relational woddel does notsufficienty

explain the relationship betweefim)politeness and (in)appropriateneasd to what
extentthe relational work categorisatioceanr e f | ect t he r esghtbendent

(un)markedhessof the evaluatetbehaviour



296

Looking atLocher and Watt%2008 pp.79, 96) account of negatively marked behaviour
they arguethat a negatively marked behaviour will evoke judgements of impoliteness,
but it is also likely to evoke a wide rangeatherpossible responses ranging from the
relatively neutral Oi mpol it e andothenematigeh O r 1
judgments This indicatesthat a negatively marked ajiour canmt be seen as politic

A good example of this can be seerha disagreement (verbal attack)drample 7.5
which was negatively perceivedby most respondentbased ontheir aligned and
unaligned impolite classificatiorand the justificationsthey provided However,for a

few respodentswho chose politipolite classifications, their justifications reveal that
theyacknowledge the level of impoliteness in the reply but still find it appropriate, mainly
becauséheybelievethe main tweeto bedisrupting socal cohesion ansitirring up public
opinion regardinghe changes in the country. Simaily, in cases \Wwereimpolitenessvas

used to counter what is perceivedaasattack on national iden, thisimpoliteness in

the aggravated disagreemaerats perceived aspolite response by sonmrepondents, see
Exampe 7.10 Indeed, thisrevealsthat the notion of (un)markedss requires further
exploration (Haugh, 2007b, p.300)

The variability in respondentso6 classifi
that the classification labels themselves do not reveal much about the reasoning behind
the selected classification. Thil3)ftisndi n:
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 age toettted as having

three components: classifications lielite, impolite, appropriate,etc.; assessment of a
person, which is often implied based on
as negative or positive; and the rationale, which is the argumentative link that connects
the classification to the moral order. This argumévgalink 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 disageeé The justifications provided
were more helpful i n grouping the respon

emic views of the moral order at the societal level, as presented in Chapter 7.

Moreover relational workargues for the importance ebcialnormand t he i ndi v
frames of expectations constructed through socpactices in accouning for

(im)polite/(in)appropriate behaviour in a given context (LocaedWatts, 20@, p.78).
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They arguedthat norms ofappropriateness innainteraction are negotiablend that
judgements about relational wodan varyacrosssocial practicegLocher and Watts,
2008,p.81) However, the framework does not provide clear guidamcielentifying and
accountingor the dominanhormsin a particular context.ocher and Watts (200%.11)

also argued tha great deal atherelational workcarried out is unmarkel.e. politic);
however, this statement might not be applicablesacall contexd andrequiresfurther
quantitative analysis thack it up In Chapter 5, the quantitative analysis revealsttieat
frequency of aggravated disagreemeantsy Saudi Twitter corpuss higher thantheir
mitigated and undified counterpartsywhich mightsuggest that is apolitic betaviour

on Twitter. Howeveft he respondentsdé evaluations of
Chapter 7 and the inter 87rewa that Gaggravatedme n t
disagreements aneoticed bySaudis on Twitterand generallyseem to beperceived
negatively.Therefore quantitativeanalysis in futureéesearch canffer a cleaer picture

of what is seerasan expeced belaviour (i.e. norm) in Twitter disagreementamong
Saudis Besidessocial norms and n d i v iframesadf expectationgerceptios of
(im)politeness/(in)apprafteness are influencel by the relationshipsbetween the
interlocutors(Locher and Watts, 2005, p.1%)owever, therelational work mod does

not sufficiently addresscases where there is no relational history between the
interlocutors The absence of interpersonal relationships with otmaghave affected

how respondentperceive (im)politeasd(in)appropriatenesdn their examinationof
relational workon FacebookLocher et al. (2015, p.9mphasised that norms and
expectations derived frowffline (i.e. nonrcomputer mediated communicat)aontexts

do have some influence on online interaction and that a clear separation can be. difficult
Therefore, | think further research on (im)polgss inSaudi®disagreementsnline on
Twitter and other platforms can help idiéy sdient patternshat can shé more light on

the various dominant nornis online interactionwhich canthenbecompared to patterns

in offline interactiors.

8.8.1Social and cultural norms

As stated earlierapport management was used to supplement the relationahvooled
in analysing (im)politeness in Twitter disagreemé8isenceiOatey, 2000; 2002; [2000]
2008) Like the relational workmodel, the rapport managemefiameworkstresgsthe
importance of participanés e v a |, hutittalso@etauns for the use of language to
enhance, maintain, or threatearmaiious socal interadion. The rapport maagemat

frameworknot only focuses on face sensitivities but also includes socraitys and
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obligations, social exp&ations and interactional goals; see Secti®ni.2.2 Rapport
maregemenigenerallysuggests that what counts as appropriate in an interaction depends
on sociecultural norms, the nature of the relationship betwetlocutorsand personal
preferencegSpenceiOatey, 2002, p.541)n (im)politeness evaluationspcic-cultural
norms and expectatioptaya central roléSpencetOatey and Kadar, 2016)he analysis
in this studyhas shown that people assutinat certain norms arekpectationshouldbe
followed in expressing disagreement on Twitt€hese expectations were apparent in
respondentsdé evalwuations and during the
usually referred to adequate norms in social behaviofiredr line® that should not be
crossed. Consider the statement below:
Female 35 (FP6- Amani): Thereare red lines everyone is expected not to
cross | 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, | think ridiculinghese behaviours are not accepted in
our society.

Female82 (FP9-Manal): | feel people on Twitter are more darjnghich
means that politeness outof control esgecially whenthe account holer is
anonymouswhere anoymity is used as a mek to hideand alise freedom
by inaulting, humiliating and cursing others anchnsgressg thelimitsé

As discussed isectiors 3.1.2and8.4, people build their moral order and construct their
understanding of norms and expectations based on their experiences and the experiences
of others around them. Theselividual norms and expectations are influencedther
sociccultural norms based on this, thenoral ordercan be conceptualised as
combination ofocalised norms, communities of practice/organisatgnoup norms, and
societal/cultural norm@Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.9%)s seen in the above statements,
the analysis reaedthatrespondentseemto refer to a unspecified set adocial norms
andexpectationshatthey refer to when evaluatirgt h e r s 6 . bhedenanns amdi r s
expectationsrederived from different sourcéSpencetOatey, 2007)for examplethe
interviewees pointed out th#teir position in the relationshiplays a role in how they
express themselveas well aghe topic of the discussiofmhere is also an awarenetbst

these social norms and expectations might be violated on Twitter for different reasons
for example,to attract reactionfrom others or stand out dsing different see the
example ofthe sportcommentatomn Section8.1.3.2and thedisaussion inSections3.5
and8.7. Moreover,given the naire ofthedynamic partidpation framework on Twitter
discussed in Sectich4.1.3 other posters can intervemeother conversatiorend affect

the interaction betweewo posterscommunicating their viewsThis shows that
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expectations in these interactions can shiftiga42 Locher and Watts (2005.19
highlighted that any shift in the context of the social interaataid lead to signifcant
shifts in theperception of (im)politeness.

Furthermoreexamining responder@svaluations in the study revedthatthere is some
level of (subconsciousawarenesshat the norms of polite anabpropriate behaviour
change from one situation to anothaerd that these norms undergo variation across
different situationsThey seem toadapt their evaluations of Twitter disagreement in
response to contextuabnsiderationd~or examplerespondents who evaluated the reply
in Example 7.1 agvery) polite and (very)nappropriate stated that they know thiz
response is generally acceptalbiet given the contexivhere it was expressed, they find

it inappropriate because the context recgtine poster either to express a clear and strong
opinion or not respond at alAlso, the disagreement in Example 7.10 was evaluated by
some responeéns as (very) polite and (very) appropriate these respondents
acknowledgd their awareness dlfie impliteness in theeply. Howevergiven its nature

as a counter offence, they overlooked the impoliteness of the reply

The interplay betweelocalised norms and cultural norms is reflected in the variations of
classifications and justifications provided by the respondéiktedar and Haugh,
2013,p.%). Overall,r e s p 0 nedakidionssséem to benchored to the cumulative
knowledge gained through online and offlisecialsing. This showsthat a clear
separation between the norms and expectationffline and online interactions can be
challengingLocher et al., 2015}t also revealshatgeneralisatios about cuural groups
do notaccuratelyreflect that menbers of thesecultural groug might not all sharethe
same norms and expectatiolisalso supports the discursive research \ieat we have
to move away from makingeneralisatiomabout (im)politeness #he cultural level and
focus on understandirftpw people negotiate meanimg socialinteractian (Locher and
Watts, 2005; Mills, 2009)In order togain a more comprehensive understandifg
(im)politeress,it is essential to consider not orhe perspectives garticipants but also
include perspectives derived frowfifferent participationfootings (such asobserversor
side participats) (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.220)

142 Graham (2008) reported théim)politeness/(in)appropriateness expectations were observed to shift
during email communication among members of the seonamunity of practice (members in the
same Churchlist).
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8.8.2Social identity face in Twitter disagreemens

Social identity face appears to play a crucial role in Twitter disagreements, especially
when these disagreements are directed at a public figpenceiOateyrefers tosocial

identity face aghe ifundamental desire [that people have] for [others] to acknowledge

and uphold [their] social identities or roles, e.g. as group |ég8pencetOatey, 2002,

p.540) The disagreements directedt these targets: the writer Alsihaimi in
#alsihaimi_calls_for_closing_mosques (MT1 and MT2), the Qatari journalist in
#oulf_crisis (MT11), the social media influencer imifz_idenitity (MT3), and the

female reporter inwomen_driving (MT5), primarily targeted their social identity face.
Posters who aggravated ithdisagreements when targeting these individuals are probably
aware of how their aggravated disagreements might affect these targets even when they
do not directly espond 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 damag¢ousfield, 2008, p.72)For instance, the use of verbal attack

in Example 6.2 to expressdisagreementlirected &the female reporter in the video
attached taVIT5 appears to baimed at tarnishng her role as a Saudi female reporter.

The attack in this example was extended t
quality face by insulting their daughter's upbringi8gencetOatey (2002, p.54@rgued

t hat quality face i s-esesmnsi(e.elatadttoethe pessbrtakana p -
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 talduheir future.

In this study, the influence of disagreements on the targets cannot be measured; however,
it is impossible to deny that these disagreemamtisably had some impaah the targets.
For example, the female reporfested on Twitter weeks after the incident:
Unintentional mistakes ar@evitablein media coverage, and | 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, faithnd honour, | will meet them before Allah. |

will also take them to court. | 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 disagreersess, as

in Example 6.17 and Example 8.2n 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 gelfimage) in the public space. This

can illustrate that mitigation in interaction goes both ways, meaning that saving the
ot herdés face goes hand i n(Cdffia20iB, pWu99)sée s a v |
Section3.3.1 This also relates to theotion of costbenefit, whichis an elementof
association rightsonsiderationsee thdollowing sectionThe analysis alsmdicates that
theposters can pot e nvsibiay oh Ywittarivheh exgressing theer t ar
disagreemenjsoften reflectedin the degree of personalisation in tlexpressed

disagreementsee SectioB.5for future research suggestions.

8.8.3Sociality rights on Twitter disagreements

In the analysis of witter disagreemenis the SAT corpusit appears that sociality rights

also play a significant role whgrostersexpresone of the three types dfsagreements
(unmodified, mitigated, and aggravatedEx ami ni ng posterso | an
disagreements can revet some extentheir orientatiors towardsthe interactions and

their considerations cfociality rights.As shown inthe previous chaptsrit is evident

that postersoriening towardsmaintaining or enhancing thateractiontend to use
mitigated orunmodifieddisagreements. However, mitigated disagreements reveal more
about the poster &tempt to maintain or enhance the interaction withtargendhow

they are attempting ta@sene equity andassociation rightd for instancethe mitigated
disagreement in Example 7rdflectsthe posteis concerns ovezquity rightsrelated to
autonomyimpositon The post er u s anatteinpttoshoawareness pi ni
of othersé autonomy by not sounding for
avoiding impositionlt can be argued here how posters formulate their disagreement may

be affected bythem nt i ci pati on of the disagreement
of imposition and inconvenience), which SperOGatey argues that to achieve effective
rapport management costs and benefits st

through the pnciple of reciprocity balance (Spené@atey, 2000, p.16; 2005, p.100).

Moreover, mitigated disagreementgre observed to reflegt 0 s t censidetations of
association rigts, particdarly respetfulness and involvementRespectfulnessvas
observedin he use of mitigation devi cetewatdshat r
the targetFor instancein Example 6.23the poster uskthe positive remarkiMay Allah

r e wa r avhilg amlvistng the targeln Example 6.17, thposterusedfipleas@to hedge
andsoften the repmand.Involvementconsiderationsverereflected inhow posters used

solidarity/inrgroup markes such adi y o u ,gartthl agreement markesuch asi a s
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for the r est and addressntermsi stich asythe kirtship addressfitarmy
br ot, bee Ex@amples.8 4.6, 4.21 and 6.17Apparently, Saudi postex expressing
mitigated disagreementin the SAT corpustend to appeal to a sharedocial
bondmembership with the targetBhis shared membershipbased chieflyn two broad
connections: nationality and religipgee Section8.6.2 In generalassociation rights seem

to take precedence when |l ooking at Saudi

On the other handaudiposteran the SAT corpusvho oriented themdees toneglect

or challengethe rapport with the targetend toexpress aggravated disagreemelnts

these aggravated disagreementgjity and association rights concemsre generally
overlooked or not prioritisedlhis expoitation seems to be utilised teerve different
purposesFor instance, equity rights related to autonommyposition wereexgoited in
aggravated disagements thaseek todispute or attack the targetsobservedn these
Examples: 6.20(challenge)6.16 (reprimand), and.5(verbal attack)Thetargets of these
disagreementmight feel imposedipon however due to a lack of responses from the
poster to the disagreements in the coyghs imposition ischallengingto assess
Exceptionally the main poster responded to the disagreeneriExample 7.5 see
Appendix D. The main postér sresponse suggests that IKelt the aggravated
disagreement was imposing antfair. SpencetOatey (2002, p.53rguedi t hcaots tol y 6
messages may not only i mit peopl ebs au
inconvenience, risk and so ,orthis can beseen in thenteractions produced by the
aggravateddisagrement in Example 7.5. She therefore, asserts thatcost benefit

considerationgncorporatethe notion of autonomy.

Moreove, the corpus analysis also revealgslaudisexploiting association rights to
aggravate disagreemenh order toexpress their disrespect of the targstseenfor
instance in Example 6.3the aggravated disagreemeaflects that the poster ha®
respect for the main poster and his suppordsrseflected irthe useof verbal attack
containinga dismissalfid o n 6 t say anardthe inappropriate nefereneed
A d o n k Moyesver, association rights weegploited to dissociate from the target. In
thesedisagreementshé sharedsocial bondhembership evoked in the examples
mitigated disagreement® longer holds. This social detachment is seen clearhaimy
examplessuch as Examp$e6.2, 6.10,7.5, and7.6. It is apparent that both equity and
association rights andilisedto expressggravaed disagreementsoweverthe analysis

seems to indicatéhatassociation rights appearttke precedere.
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In arguingwhetherthe posters arexgoiting interactional or affective involvement
detachmentconsiderationsit is plausible tosuggestthat when posters respond and
express disagreemearpublicly, they are actively engaging with the target, even when
they have the choiceot toengage Simultaneously, by expressing their disagreements,
they are conveying their emotions, concerns and views to a broader audience
Disagreements, particularly aggravated odepjct strong negative emotions, as seen in
Examples6.2, 7.5, and 76. Thi s i s i n acco@dbnhm6d) wi t
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 thatapport managemeihielped analys& a u dlisagréements in

the SAT corpusby unpackingp o st er s 6 o rcongexrtualy analysingtheira n d
linguistic choices when expressitigese disagreementseverthelesst appears that the

depth of the analysis using rapport management can be influenced by how much of the
contextual variables are accessible to the reseatoltbe analysis afny Twittercorpus,

many of these variables were not accessible, such as the influence ofglati@ns and

the distance between thgosters and targetsocial/interactional rolesand other
contextuafactors SpenceiOatey (2000p.39 arguesthat hese contextual variables can

be 6 st a n(dei prepekistence conceptionspa nd a 0 (.¢. msseasmerd of
variaddes in interactior)bothcan play a role in influemeg language use in interaction

It remains uncleato what extent postabpre-existing conceptiondor example, about
cost/benefit rights and obligation of people in interactidmave affecied how they
expressed disagreements on Twitter and whether these conceptions were changed when
they engaged with the thread okplies. SpenceiOatey (2000, p.39argues that
individual® i ni t i a Inot only mftuenpetthe mteraction but are also influenced
during theseinteractions however, her framework does not clarifghe specific
mechanisms by which these peisting and dynamic variables are established and
maintainedHaugh et al. (2011, $) argue that rany of theseconsideratiosare leftii t 0
reasorbasedassumptiond They alsonoted thatlthoughr ap p or t manageme |
of the most comprehensive frameworks of context for politeness researchers developed
t o dseekieagtounderstand language use in its social and pragmatic cottiext,
framework remaingundamentallystructuralisin its orientation(Haugh et al., 2011, p.5)
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8.9 Summary

In this chapter | have coveredand discussethe results of the analysiseportedin
Chapters 56 and 7. The discussion of thenalysissuggestghat the taxonomies of
disagreement strategies should not classifgtegies apositively marked folite) or
negatively markedifipolite), as seen in Harb 201@his analysis showed thdhese
strategies came linguistically modified(mitigated or aggravaed) or unmodified (no
linguistic devices are esgl). This nears thatthesamestrategiesan express disagreement
with different effectsexcept for verbal attacks and verbal irts@ycasmwhich areonly
used to express aggravated disageregin the SATcorpus The modifiedstructureof
the disagreementsan provide arnndication of how these disegements mightrigger
(im)politeness/(in)appropriatenesgaluations within their contextoweverthe reliance
on the linguistianodificationof the disagreemestioes not provide sutfient evidence
of how thesedisagreementsiight actuallybe evaliatedby laypersonsThe challergeis
apprent in  how respondents provided various classificatios  of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness thfe ten disagreemenisa Chapter 7 Also, the
chapter coverd somekey resources thgbosters and respoards seem to ulise when
performing or evaluating (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter disagreements
such asthe reciprocity norm in matching and mismatching the edirold of
(im)politeress different identity constructios motivated by excluding others and
deferding self,andemploying authatative and literarytexts tolegitimiseimpoliteness
Additionally, the chaptehighlightedsome of thepotential factors thgtlay a role in the
high levelof aggravated disagreements on Twijtserch as personality traitayareess

of selfpresentation and the consequenoésxpressing(aggravated) disagreements
nature of the topicand anonymity andlack of interpersonal interactional histories
between posters.

Furthermore, in this chapter | discusseane of the different metapragmatic labels that
respondentemployed in their evaltions ofthe (im)politeness/(ingappropriatengsof the
disagreements in the online questionnamgtead of the labls in the two scalesin

addition, respondentselected different aligned and unaligned classifications of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriatenesg&xamining theseclassifications alone does not

provide clear explanations fireseselectionsRe s pondent s &Gofthemdoear st a n
orderagainst which they judged and classified the (im)politeness/(in)appropriaténess
these disagreemem&remore accessible through the justifications they provided in their

responsesTherefore,the analysigeveals thatmetapragratic datainvolves different
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componentghatare essential to refine our comprehension ofetreduation process of
(im)politeness. It also highlighted the variability of (im)politeness and

(in)appropiatenessvaluations among members of the sauleure.

In the following chapter, ¢onclude this study byreseng the key findingshigHighting
its contribution to the field and some it limitations, which can be addressed in future

research.
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Chapter 9

Inthisstudy,l attempted t o ex anmand(ien)pSitenessinIvitterdi s a
communication, focusing on the strategised to exprestheir disagreements artde

devices used to modify the either by mitigathn or aggravationThese deviceserve as
potential triggers for (im)politeness ev:
the interaction.The study followed a mixethethod approachinvolving discourse
analysisof corpus dataollected fromsix trendingpolitical andsociocultural hashtags
between 2017 and 2018total of 12 MTs andl1556replieg. After the data cleaning and
preparation, te analysis was focused on 580 tweets; these¢haredentified Saudi®
disagreement® the corpusspecifically thoseoccupyingthe first two interactional turns

in the (sub)thread of repliesnder eachMT. The studyalso focused on analysing
metalinguistic data collected from 231 Saudi Twitter u§egslay observersyia online
guestionnairesThen,20 of these respondents were askedbtéollow-up interviews: ten

males anden females.The data were analysed according to the codiiagework
outlinedin Chapter 4In this chapter, begin bybriefly summarigg thefindings | then

discuss thes t u dngid contributios, implications, and limitationdhe chapter ends

with some suggestions for future research.

9.1 Summary of the main findings

This sectionsummarses hes t udy 06 s anfl iaddredsathg sesearch questions
outlined inChapter 1The fird questionsought to identifythe linguistic features of the
Saudi® di s agr ee merhigisvolvedlooking at the disagreemsirizeges,

types, andlinguistic devices used tonitigatt and aggravat the effect of the
disagreementsResearch question2 and 3 aimed to explore different aspects of

(i m)politeness/ (in)appropr i at .eThis snsluded n Se
exploring Saudi sd conceptualisation of (I
may affect their perception of (im)politeness/(in)appropriateness in Twitter
disagreements, and determining some of therksources that Saudis useditaw on

when expressing their Twitter disagreements (im)polifEhe lastesearch question aims

to enhanceour understanding ofelational work andim)politeness in disagreement

within a different cultural context andediumof interaction

To answerthe first questionand itstwo subquestionsiiWhat are the keyinguistic

featured f Saudi sdé6 Twitter di s a?9;thefistsgbguessioni d e n

focuses on identifyingdisagreementypes andstrategieson Twitter, while the second
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seels to identify the different mitigation and aggravation devices used to mtuse
disagreementdn answering these questiomgnalyseda corpus of580 disagreements
posted as replie® 12MTs taken from six trendingashtagstfreepolitical andthree
socioculturallisted in Table 4-1). The corpus data were codbdsed orthe modified
taxonomyinspiredby previous taxonomiesee Sectiod.5. In the quantitativeanalysis
of the corpus presentad Chapter 51 looked at the frequency distribution tie
disagreementstrategies Saudis used to express dessgents and whether these
disagreementweremitigated, aggravated, anmodified, which involved looking at the
linguistic devices Saudis used goften or strengthen their disagreemeifitee corpus
analysisrevealedthat Saudisused ten disagreement strategeght of these strategies
occurred either linguisticallypositively or negativelymodified or linguistically
unmodified (without anymitigation or aggravation devicesThe other two sttages
verbal attacks anderbal irony/sarcasm were alwaysused to expressggravated
disagreement in the SAT corpseethe analysi®f disagreement strategiesGmapter 6
The analysislso shows thagxaminingthe linguisticstructureof thedisagreemenrd can
beahelpful approach bus notsufficientin itself. Asa researchewith insider knowledge
of the cultural background found that analysingthe corpusof Twitter disagreements
based ondentifying linguistic modificationis helgful for systematically approaching
classifyingand presentinthe dataLinguistic modificationcanprovide somendicaors
of the potential perceptions of(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness the identified
disagreemenvithin its context However,in my analysis, | argued thatlying on one
perso® sinderstandingife. my understanding as a researcher) does not prowich
insight into the social ordethereforee x a mi ni ng l|eelatianb areprovider s 6
further insight into the social order, as becomes more evident in the analysis of

respondentsdé (im)politeness evaluations |

Moreover, the corpus analysis revealed that Saudis used six mitigation devices to soften
thar disagreemenisuch agositive remarks and solidarlig-group markersseeTable

5-2. In comparisonthey used fiveggravatiordevices to strengthen their disagreements
such as invoking Allah against the other amglilting languageseeTable5-3. Also, the
analsis of mitigation and aggravation devices revealed th@wh mitigation and
aggravation devices tend to occur cumulatively. Tlkeof more than one mitigation
device in a disagreement created what Caffi (2013, p.241) called synergistic
reinforcement of mitigation, whiclseenstor ef | e ct the posterds

rapport enhancement/maintenance (Spe@zdey, 2000) by not making the
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disagreemenimpair the interaction with the target. Similarly, aggravation dewgere
also useccumulatively strengtheninghe aggravation effect and reflect he post er
orientation towards rapport neglect/challenge (Spe@etey, 200). In addition, the
analysisshowed thatin some caseanitigation and aggravation devicegere used
together in the disagreementhich signifies annternal mismatclin theverbal formula

of thedisagreemen(Culpeper, 2011a, p.174his is seewmlearly in disagreements where
conventionalised politeness formslavere usedwith either a conventionalised
impoliteness formula or other impolite behaviouinsthis studythe combinationof both
mitigation and aggravatinglevices in disagreementsas observed in caseshere
disagreements aimed to mock the tafgstample 8.1)repair the damage the aggravated
disagreement might have caused (Example 8.2)addrkss different targeits the same
post(Example 8.3)This mixing acrosslevicetypes as seen in Example 8\asfurther
explored in the interviewsntervieweegpointed out tht themitigation in this aggravated
disagreementvas patronizing, ridiculing, belitting and provoking/ore importantly,
some interviewees seem to believe tgihgmitigationin aggavateddisagreementis
reflecive oft h e p imtentiogatimpsliteness/iappropriatenssin the disagreement
see SectioB.1.3

In addition, thecorpus analysi r eveal ed that Saudoceubedaggr .
more in the corpushan their mitigated orunmodified counterparts, se€igure 5-1.
Looking at the distribution of these aggread disagreements across t#MTs in the

six hashags reveakd that aggravated disagreements dominadéidsix threads ofthe
socioculturalMTs while it dominatedonly three threds of thesix political MTs, see
Figure 5-2. This distribution seemsto be influenced byhow the topic in theMT is
presented aneho posged it as seein theMTs in#royal_decree@heMT was posted as
arejectionof some of the changes in the countp#gulf-crisis (theMT waspostedoy

a Qatari journalist during period of political tensiobhetween Qatar and Saudi Arab
This was explored further in the online questionnaire and interyvelwsh revealed that
given the mpor social, political and economahanges that Saudi Arabia is going thragugh
responeris seem to think that many of the topics in the six hashtapeing politicised,
which have someffect ontheinteractional practices of Saudis who express their views
on these topigssee Sectior8.5. Moreover the interviewees pointeout several other
potentialfactors thatappearto be playing a rolein the high occurrence of aggravated
disagreements on Twitter such as platform affordafegs, anonymity and weaktie

social networksas well adongevity and regularity of interactio@ther factors that are
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not related to he platform affordances are individualigerdencies personality, and

awareness of setepresentation in a public space; see Se@&ian

To answer the second research questiollow do Saudi s concept uc:
particularly in rel at itbecondlusion ®fwhe gudrative ¢ o mm
analysisof r espondent s o (i m)pol itenegosefstle(tenn) a p g
examples in the online questionnaiexealeda significantpositive corelation between

the two scalesThis means that isivery likely when respondents classify a disagreement
asvery impolite, they also classify it as very inapproprigédigned classification)see
Section5.2.2 The interviews alsshowed tha@lmost all interviewees beliegehat
(im)politeness and (in)appropriateness are related concepts but nchamigeablethat
(im)politeness involvemoral judgments of the other, unlike (in)appropriaterigssliar

and Haugh, 2013, p.67)hat politenesswvolves more consideratipfor example, being

kinder andgentlerin expressing disagreemenivhile impolitenessn disagreements is

seenin using hurtful language and oversteppmgral boundaries. On the other hand,
appopriateness is saefor example, agechnicaity or formalty, while inappropriateness

is seen for example as expressing somethingrelevant. These descriptionof
(im)politeness and (i@ppropriatengs show thesubjective nature of these judgments
(SpencetOatey 2005, p.97) This subjectivity is reflected in the variability of
respondent s dorteelsane disagraerneant; seedhe analysis in Chajiteis?.
variability in (im)politeness and (i@pproprideness classifications even among
members of the same cultural groigonot unexpectedut still relatively undeexplored

(Kadar and Haugh, 2018.243 SpencetOatey andadar, 2016, p.74see SectioB.4.

Thethird research questigfiWhat are the main resources which Sauwlis~y onwhen
performing (im)politeness and (in)appropriatenegs Twitter disagreements? was
designed to provide more theoretical insight into the investigation of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriateness Twitter disagreementslhe analysis ofthe SAT
corpusandresponses to thenline questionnairtighlightedfour resources tha&audis
draw on whenperformingand evaluatingim)politeness/(in)appropriateness on Twitter.
The first is the reciprocity norm seen in reacing to what is perceived as
impolitefinappropriaten the same mannethis reciprocation isbserved irperforming
defensive impoliteness (Culpeper 201l1a, p.204) see Section8.6.1 Defensive
impoliteness is also seen in thecond resourcBaudisdraw on when expressingheir
disagreementsn Twitter, the utlisation ofdifferentidentity constructionso exclude and

attackthe targetFor example, thase of tribal identity irExample7.6 to attack the main
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poster a nontribal Saudi citizen, see Secti@®6.2 The thirdresourcehighlights the
creativity in performing impolitenesssseen in thaise ofintertextuaity to aggravate
disagreementsCreativity in performing impolitenessiapproprétenessis one of the
ways toachieve superiority over tharget(Culpeper 2011a, p.24); seethe use ofa
Quranic reference in Example ‘@&iid the use of the poem in Example 77Tlite use of
religious text spefically to aggravate disagreements created whatdjaly (2019,
p.1052)efaredt 0 as O a muwhichWas kfledtee imrespdndedgsaluations
of Example 7.7see SectioB.6.3 The last resource th&audisdraw onis the concept of
intention and itsinfluence on the peepion of other words or befiours The
conceptualiation of intention in Saudi cture has someeligiousconnotation, at least in
some context The analysis showed that how peoplterpret the intentions of other
plays a role in how theyposition themselves in theénteraction and evaluate
(im)politenesslt also showed thatven ina context where people have no prior or little
relational historytheystill debatethe intention of others mainly basedtbmir subjective

assumptions, see Secti8ré.4

Concerning thdourth research questioi To wha't extent do the
(relational work and rapport management) help understand the discursive nature of
(i m)politeness i n .Thasiguestienrwasddesgyaed pravidemee nt s ?
reflecive accountof the applichility of the selected framework& discursively
analysingthgd i m) pol i teness/ (i n) ap pdisagreemeatélleen e s s
analysis revealed thasing the relational work model in analysing Twitlata has some
limitations that require further attentiorDespite 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 wheireg¢Hecutos have

little or no shared interpersonal historibtoreover, he analysi®f online questionnaire
responses and the interviews revedleat peoplegenerallyassumehat certain norms
andexpectationshouldbe followedwhenexpressing disagreement on Twittdowever,

given the nature of the dynamic participation framework on Twitter, expectations in
Twitter interactions can shift easjlyeadingto significant shifts in the perception of
(im)politeness (Locher and Watts, 2005, p; E&kea detailed discussion iSection8.8.

Furthermore,employing the rapport management framework (SperCatey, 2000;
2002; 2008helpedanalyg( i m) pol i t e Mwittesdisagneem8rgqartailas’yp
by using these three analytical conceptsrapport orientations, face sensitivities and

sociality rights.Examinng how postersorient themselves in the interactianvolved
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looking athow the disagreementheyexpressea@imedto maintain, enhance, negleut
chalenge the relational workwith the target These orientationsan sometimes be
accessedby examiningthgpost er sé6 choices of disagreen
they use to modify their disagreemeintsthe specificcontext It showed thatSaudi
postesin the SAT corpus ofteemployaggravated disagreementsen their ontatiors

to the interaction with the targeg¢flect a lack of interest or concewith how their
disagreements might be perceived by the tarfet. instance, posters expressing
aggravated disagreements ceaxploit the costbenefit element ofequity rights by
expressing a verbal attaegkt t he t ar get 6 s e Xhisexplsitation s e e
contradics fithe beliefthat costs and benefits should be kept roughly in balance through
the principle of reciprocity (SpenceiOatey, 2000p.16) She asserted thegstoringthe
balance betweecostbenefit considerationis fundamentaln interaction; lowever, the
analysis reveald thabalance between the tusnot always what posters seek to achieve,
particularly when expressing aggravated disagreenmniBwitter, seeSections8.8.],
8.8.2and8.8.3for detailed discussion.

9.2 Implications of the study

The dudy hasrevealeda number oftheoretical and practicaimplications for
(im)politenessn online communication pragmatidsrstly, it encouragessingrelational
work with other frameworkssuch as rapport magement becausehe relational work
model alone cannotexplain what is going on in the short and fragmented Twitter
interactions Adopting therapport managemeirameworkin this studyhelped to some
extent,in analysing the data and addressing the limitatadrihe relational work model
Concepts such as sdlify rights and face sensitivities provided moresight into the
social concern®r violatonsr egar di ng the postersdé trea
disagreementsThe second suggestion is that (im)politeness research shusikt
combiring the theories of (im)politeness withther approachegrom other linguistic
research areasuch agliscourse analysis amdultimodalanalysis In this study| used
some aspectsf discourse analysio look at linguistic devices used toodify the
structureof Twitter disagreementsThe issue ofnonlinguistic meansof performing
(im)politenessin disagreementsgspecially when it comes to analysing emotiams
disagreementdjas been highlightedy Langlotz and Locher (2012Yherefore,using
multimodal approachds analyse (im)politeness in online interactioasstrengthen our
understanding ofhe various meanpeopleuse to signatheir stances, attitudes and

emotions
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The current study contineghe debate regardinthe method of data collection in
pragmatic research. The conclusenphasizethe importance of usirgmixedmethods
approach.Without using online questionnairesn this study it would have been
impossiblefor me & a researdr to identify the variability in (im)politenessvaluations
of thedisagreements in tr@rpus Also, using interview dathelpedanalyse thenline
guestionnaire responses and ga@eper insight intevhy certain disagreementn the
online questionnairgvere notidentified asdisagreementandthe possible factors that
might have influenced respondentsevaluationsleading to this observed variability
Therefore, | believe that (im)politeness researekd both natural and metalinguistic
datain the explomtion ofsocialpractices This approacltandeepen our understanding

of (im)politenessn context.

In addition, the study supports tleegument that (im)politeness research should go
beyond the simplspeakefaddresseframework ofparticipation(e.g., Kadar and Haugh,
2013)to accommodatéhe complexparticipationroles particularly in online interactions
which is anunderexplored are@Graham and Hardaker, 2017, p.7.985 shownin
Sections4.4.1.2and 4.4.1.3 the corpus ofTwitter disagreements mostly consisted of
posters responding to tMT s, creating sulthreads within the main threaghdresporses
from the main posters are raddso, the disagreements in the corpus were directed to
different targets (e.g., the main post@mprior poster or all posters in the thre&t)cial
media platforms like Twitter make it easy famy user with a activeaccountto switch
from an observer ta partidpantunless the main postémits who can respond to the
tweetalthoughthis featurewvasnot yetavailable during the data collectiofthis study,
therefore,highlights tre importance ofexpanding the area for investigatinglational
work by considering all the evaluative reactions ddll recipients ratfied (e.g.,

participants) andnratified (e.g., observers)

The study also have sominplicatiors for researchersvorking on media studies
particularlyhow people express thepinions on public platfornrand how they react to
different views The disagreement taxononagveloped in this study can be utilised to
examinehow these different views are expred§.e. disagreemenstrategies) and how

the linguistic modifications cato some degreg,r ovi de i nsi ght into
towards the targét) of these disagreementBhis taxonomy could also be usedn
comparative resear@xaminingdisagreemestand (impolitenesn different platforms

such asiInstagram and YouTube, see Secti®rb. Moreover, the taxonomyof

disagreementstrategies and the different linguistic devices used to modify these
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disagreementgould be usedto developthe Arabic language curriculumproviding
Arabic learners withauthentic pragmatic knowledge of (im)politeness in online
disagreements This pragmatic knowledges crucial to avoid misunderstandings
(Alghamdi, 2023, p.279)

Finally, the study resultalsohave somesocialimplications particularlyraising social
awarenessabout the different perceptions of (im)politenss within the same
cultural/language grouf he studyrevealedsome degree ofariability in (im)politeness
perception@mongSaudirespondentsvaluatingTwitter disagreementd his variability
suggests that there &spragmatic variation within theameculturallanguagegroup
which shows that ammphasis on homogeneityhen it comes to social norms and
expectationsit the cultural levek ratheran idealistioview of represenng society(Mills
and Kadar, 2011, p.22)lso, given the changes happening in Saudi Arabia, these changes
undoubtediyhad some influencen all levels ofsocialorder(i.e. culturaland individua),
which might haveaffected the perceptions ofim)politeness, thushowng that social
orderis subject to changdills and Kadar, 2011, p.22)

9.3 Contribution of the study

The studymakesa number ofcontributions toresearch or(im)politenessin online
communication These contributions evolve arouttte novelty of the data used in this
studyandthe analyticahpproacHollowed in analysinghe datawhich includel building

a codingframeworkfor S a u dlisagréemengtrategiesn Twitter interaction and using
amixed-methods approach fartherexplore (im)polienessn these disagreements

Oneofthest udy 6 s ma islies ic wsingtarcarpisuof natorally occurring tweets
as the main source of data, so itrefeegn be
actual disagreementsy Saudison Twitter. The natural data used in this sfuallowed
the examination of disagreementsasynchronousind shorinteractions showing that
analysing (im)politeness in interaction does not have timdesed orong stretchs of
disc our s e. Iinteractiomdcandbe brief andchot alwayscompktely resolved,
especially inonline interactionsonot all interactions havabeginning, middle and end
to see how (im)politeness widis in theseinteractiors. Also, by remaining in the public
space, these bine interactions arepento theobsevations of others whmight engage
with these interactions different ways(e.g.,posting, sharing, or talking about it with
others) Observers oTwitter disagreementdike the respondents in this studyay have
evaluative reaction® some of these disagmentswhether theypost it on Twitter or
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not, their perceptions can providealuable ingght into different (im)oliteness
understandingsTherefore, studies of relational work should consifier)politeness
evaluative reactionseyond the simple speakaddressee framewarik line with (Kadar
and Haugh, 2013, pp.833).

In this study, e analysis of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreements based oa
combination ofanalytical approaches investigate multiple layers d¢fm)politeness in
Twitter disagreementsee Chapter3 and 4. | used twopostmodermapproacks (i.e.
relational work and rapport managendntexploreSa u di T wi(in)paditeness s er s
practices when expressidigsagreements arftbw other Saudi Twitter users view these
practices. | alsbuilt amodified taxonomy to identifthe differentstrategieSaudis used
to express theidisagreementsn Twitter ando identify someof thelinguistic and non
linguistic featuref thesedisagreementsn this explorationl usedquantitative methods
in order to provide a more-gepth approach tdisagreements on Twitte@verall, hese
approacheallowedmeto explainwhat is going on in Saudi Twitter disagreemenits
supportive evidengend ly adopting these different approaches, it is hoped that tlig stu
adds to the existing research on (im)politenegsr@bic online interaction.

The studydid not onlyexplore (im)politenessrom a researchds perspective but also
froml ay o0 b pespestieeghsisicombining two emic views about (im)politeness in
Saudi Twitter disagreementdsing corpus analysis alomannot sufficiently unveil the

range ofperceptions of a given disagreemantl does not provide deepesight into the

social order. Therefore, usinonline questionnaigeand interview dataprovided the
researchemwith further informationthat may not have beecaptured in the corpus
analysis.The studyreflects the importance of employimgmixedmethods approach in
analysing (impoliteness. It alsounderscores the importanceiofegratingperspective

from (im)politeress and (im)politeress approaches. The combination of different
perspectives in these two approaches can help unpack different layers of (im)politeness
in social interactions. In fact, some researclers, Haugh, 2007b; Grainger, 20haye

been advocating a move towards an approach that achieves some middle ground between

politenessand politeness

Finally, this studyhighlights the importance of examiningisagreemenpractices and
(im)politenessunderstadings among memberof the same cultural groupn area that
requiresmore attentiormainly because (im)politeness among social groups within the
same culture can have differanterpretations(Kadar and Haugh, 2013, pp.243, 246)

For instance, e analysis showedhat aggravated disagreements in the corpese
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sometimesused as a dence, see Example 7.10 Some respondents accepted and
sanctioned this defensive impolitenassthe expressed disagreeny while othes
completely rejected .itOverall, hevariablity o bser ved ievaluatiossfponde
(im)politenessn Twitter disagreements generally signtidat thereis more to unravel

abou (im)politeness in disagreemerasiong Saudiand thatunderstanding thaternal
sociopagmdic variation canprovide a clear pictureand guidance for anyfuture

comparativeesearch{e.g.,crosscultural studies

9.4 Limitation s of the study

This exploratory study aimetdb discover more about the social practice of disagreement
on Twitter and some of the metapragmatens of these disagreements within the Saudi
context.Like other studies, my study hasme limitations, whiclare highlighted herso

that they maybe considered in future researtimitations of the Twitter data and the
measurements taken to filter and control the daeewovered in Sectiod.4.1 These
limitationsinclude excluding nonrverbal means of expressing disagreemesush as
GIFs and clipswhich require aroadermultimodal approachAlso, the study mainly
focused on analysinthe firsttwo interactional turnsn the thread of repliesyhere
disagreementgsuallyoccur(e.g.,Shum and Lee, 2013; Harb, 2016). Timsans that this
study did not examine how disagreements progress into arguments and how these
arguments unfold on Twittesee Exampl€.5. Below, | discuss additional limitations

that werenot addressenh the previous chapters

The first limitationrelates to theelatively small number of respondents and internagesv

since the study essentially aimed to gain a general sense of whatisgain§anu d i s 6
Twitter disagreemest Therefore,generailsation of the resudtto the cultural groupis
impossible at thistage and more studies are needed to unravel more about the role of
different sociocultural facrs such as aggenderand @ucation For example, even
though aggravated disagreemesppearo be thedominat type of disagreement the

SAT corpus, more evidence m@eded to claim that such behaviour is typicalS#Hudi
Twitter users However,despite this limitatiorwith respect tahe generalsaility of the

study, | 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 secondlimitation is connected to whabtas beerdiscussed in Sectiof.2.2 This
limitation stems from th fact that respomuits in the online questionnaire and
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interviewess are insidesto the Saudiculture but nd to the specificinteractionsin the

SAT oorpus from which the disagreementvas gathered Although | ay per s on ¢
perspectives can provide different and insightful understandings of (im)politeness
through their observation of the evaluative moments (Kadar and Haugh, 2013, p.98)
nonethelesgheir participatiorposition(i.e. beingobservers)imit theusefulness of their
insight as it represest(im)politeness perceptionsom one locus seeSection3.1.2
regarding theproposedfour loci for understandingim)politeness For example, the
respondents ithis study cannot provide insighito the uptake othe disagreemest
particdarly aggevated onesandwhetheroffence was taken or notherefore, whether

the metapagmdic findings of this stdy can be extended to theosters of he
disagreements in the SAT corpusicluding their rcepions of the level of
(im)politeness/(in)appropriatenessthese disagreementemains under questidf?

Another limitation of this study lies inthe use of pre-defined scales to classify
(im)politenesHin)appropriateness which mi g h t have affected 1
evaluations, pushing them to think within the predetermined metalinguistic evaluators
see SectioB.3. It is possible that these evaluatoosistrainedow the respondésiwere
conceptualigg (im)politeness and (in)appropriateness as social practice on Twitter. As
the discussion in8.3 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.63dditionally, respondents may not recognise the
division between these metalinguistic labels in the same way, as argi&aiay and

Haugh (2013, p.63}hese 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 wouhdreclosely reflect their conceptualised emic

views of (im)politeness in Twitter disagreemefiadar and Haugh, 2013, p.188)

143Culpeper (2011a,pp.556) poi nteobsérvae éBteotd, which mean
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 Suggestios for future research

The study has highlighted soraeeas that require furth@rvestigation, some of which
address theabove limitations. One arethat can expand our knowledge of Saudi
disagreement practices onliiseto carry out similar researdn different platforms such
as Instagram and YouTub&hich some intervieees mentioned in the interviews.
Conducting a similar study using data from other platfomas/ shed more lighbn
(i m)pol it ene s dsagreemef@ndirdicate@hetbenthesepeacticddfer
acrossplatforms. Also, for future research focusing otgisagreements offwitter,
examining disagreements among posb&ienging to the same social network (etlge,
social network of Saudi translators on Twittegn provide further insight into the

influence ofsomefactors such aelational historiessocialvisibility and identity.

The study has integrated quantitative methodsuestigate disagreement strategies and
the linguistic devices used to either negatively or positivebgify these disagreements
to provide an in-depth analysis of (im)politenesgpracticesi n Saudi s6
disagreement. Further researchégded to test theoding frameworlused in this study
and examine the feasibility oéxtending it to other platformsspecifically, the
connection betweethe identifcation of the disagreememind the realisation of the
disagreement strategy used to expresoit example, ilcxample7.4, some respondents
did not idenify thereply as a disagreemehecause the poster provided an explanation
and thataddition seemetb prevent ifrom being construed as disagreemerfor these
respondentsAlso, further testing of the influence of the linguistic modification of
disagreementis needed to explore more deeplyw these modificationsanaffectthe
perception ofim)politenessThis study showed thakspondentsevalletions variedfor

all three types otlisagreement@mitigated, aggravated ancthmodified. For example,
participants in future research could be asked to evahmtisagreemenbs identifying
how linguistically positively and negative the disagreement imodified and showing
how thelinguistic structureof the disagreement affected thearpepion; 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 ofsomelinguistic expressions when expressing disagregsngolitely
orimpolitely, and highlight the role of linguistexpressions ofim)politeness perception

in online interactionRelative tothis suggestion, andiventhe limitatiors of the online
guestionnaireas pointed out in the previoussection future research auld allow

respondents to use their own evaluative labels when classifying
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(im)politeness/(in)appropriatenes8s shown inSection 8.3, these evaluative lakels
respondents usecan provide the researchemore acces s t o t he i

conceptualisation of (im)politeness.

Finally, the study has pointed out soraeeasthat require further multidisciplinary
researchparticularly from a socicpsychologicalstandpoint The analysis showed that
how disagreements are expreseatine is believed to be influenddy factors such as
emotioral gate and personalitytraits, which was beyond the scope of this present
researchAlso, further research is needed to highlightitifeience of social, political,
and economic changes happening in Saudi Arabid how these changes mdye
influendng negptiations of relational work and the expressiondigagreementshis is

in line with K&dar and Haugh s(2013) argument about the importance aof
multidisciplinary approach tdim)politeness, surpassing the boundaries of linguistic

pragmatics andociolinguistics

9.6 Concluding remarks

This chapter highlightethe conclusioso f t hi s st udy, implicatidng) di ng
limitations, recommendationand contribution to the field of (im)politenessdigitally-
mediated communicatioespite the limitationkighlighted abovethe studypresented
someimportant findings that shed light @audi$disagreemerpracticeson Twitterand
expandedhe body of (im)politenesgesearchn the Saudicontext From a theoretical
standpointjt is hoped that the study has provided some insights into the applicability of
postmodern approaches to online data, particularly relatiom@ak and rapport
managementThe studyfollowed an approach that integratedaqtiative methoddo
identify and analysdifferent types oflisagreementsased ofinguistic modificationand
testtheclaim about the perga/eness oBaudi®aggravated disagreements on Twitter.
contributes tqim)politeness research Baudi Arabic, in particular in ideying what
makes a Twitter disagreemen{im)polite and (in)appropride. From a practical and
empirical standpointhe study helpsinderstand some culturally specifeesources that
Saudi Twitter userglraw on when péorming (im)politeness when expressing their
disagreementdt alsoshows tle importance obeingaware of the differentnorms and
expectations that Twitter usdsing into the threads of repliethis awareassplays an
essentiatole in improving communication with others. The focuskscursive analysis

of Saudi r es p on ¢ ef Muitted disagrearmenis usefub in developing a
better understanding of tipeagmaticvariationwithin thesamecultural group It extends



319

the field byusing naturally occurringdata fromsocial media platformg pragmatic

variationstudies particularly in Arabic
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Appendix A Ethical consideration

Different kinds of linguistic research raise different ethical issues dependihgvan
whom, andwhat the research is focusing .ofschneider (2018)argues that the
development of research ethics can be seefiaasongoing process of increasing
awareness and sensitivityhowever, there are wellstablished ethical standards and
practices any kind of research should abidefagd this includes in particular scientific
integrity and academic rigoai{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, | 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 guidginoesded

by the Ethics Committee; this involves:

1. Information sheet and consentthe 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 Amabic (.e. the native
language of the targgroup) 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 pdiahrisk 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). Ppatits were given the
researchér contact details in case they dhany 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 takeroresent to
everything outlined in the information sheet (see AppenB)x As for
participation in the followup interviews, participants were given the option to
opt-out by skipping the last section of the questionnaire and submitting their
responses. Pattpants who agreed to be interviewed were asked to leave their
contact details (see Appendi¥@®, 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 andepdonyms would be used in case their
responses were used and quoted in the research.

3. Data management and protection: following the guideling, the online
guestionnaire was designed and distributed using JISC online sugls save
data on the server within the UK. Thearticipantdresponses were downloaded
and stored in a passwepdotected file (Research data, Online questionnaire) on
my work laptop. As for the interviews, they were recorded directly using the voice
recorder softwaren my work laptopandthen stored in a passwepdotected file
(Research datanterview 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 titBsidi® Disagreementsn
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
approximagly 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
meansthat withdrawal after 01/10/2020 cannot be granted. If you decide to withdraw
before the stated date, you can do so withouhésel 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 otlveys ex

my supervisors. Also, please be aware that | may quote your response for explanation and
clarification purposes but be assured that these quotations will be anonymized to prevent
identification. | will minimize any risks by removing any personal idems, and
pseudonyms will be used instead. Further information is available via the University of
LeedsPrivacy Notice here:https://dataprotection.leeds.ac.ukAwp
content/uploads/sites/48/2019/02/ResedtalacyNotice.pdf

In addition, please be informed that the results of this research will be shared publicly in
conference presentations and peeirnal articles; however, be assured that your identity
will not be revealed as data will be shared anonymously.

Note: By submitting your response you have agreedto the stated consentabove.

Introduction:
The questionnaire is divided into four main parts:

1. The first part of the questionnaire aims to collect general demographic data.

2. The second part of the questionnaire agiseral 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. Timgrmation 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
o female
o male

Your age group is Required
15 and younger

16-20

21-30

31-40

41-50

older than 50

Your educational background Required
Middle school

High school

Bachelor degree

Master's degree

Doctorate degree

Other

Which dialect(s) do you speak?Required
Hijazi (Thisincludes 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 Dammantjasa, Khafji, etc.)
o Other
Where are your family from? Give the name of the country or region.
(For example, my family ifom the Hijazi part oSaudi Arabia, specifically from
Jeddah and Madinahrequired

Write your answer here

How often do you use Twitter? Required

More than once a day

Once a day

Once or twice a week

Once or twice a month

Rarely

o 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 columi®equired

O O O0OO0OO0Oo O O O0OO0OO0OOo

O O O0OO0OO0Oo

O O O0OO0oOo

Tweeting Retweeting Replying Liking Browsing the news
Mostly o] 0 o] o] o]
Usually o] 0 o] o] 0
Rarely o] 0 o] o] 0

Never o] 0 o] o] 0
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Among the different social media platforms, Twitter is the most popular in Saudi
Arabia, especially when discussing political and sociocultural issuesired

0 Agree

o Neither agree nor disagree

o Disagree

Why do youuse Twitter? (You can select more than one answerjuired

To connect with friends

To communicate with other about topics that interest me

To keep updated with the latest news

Forbusiness and marketing

o Other

Do you wusually know/ or have personal relationships with your
followers/following? Required

o0 | know them all in person

o | know them all online, but never met in person

o | know some/few of them in person

o | 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¥# yes, then how?

O O O0Oo

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 benderstood 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

nMN2x N pppT MkM.. aAMTpTbBIF dmH KTY>h pVYFcl

EMppIOFM dYFpYfFcBIOF dUM <c¢cT nbec btf BB IF dFf X
https://bit.ly/2XzegfV Wyt X T p KOF

Reply 1:

Requiredf ¥ p B akpFCT KpB an?»mdal cT artAr
o Disagreement
o Not aDisagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twittee?juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

0 (0] (0] (0) (0]

How would you evaluate theppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very appropriate neitherappropriateor inappropriate very inappropriate
appropriate inappropriate
0 0 0 0 0
Reply 2:
UYFO bap FMKk.. bic FNK pbth BM FAXB CXf/lbm

aldO WFxfF/NBIOF aATFT 9Y9Fp2bs IOF bR LYMIFM UFAfMC BXIOR: i
Required UMYMBIOF nanbxF wuyTtUpD FrkpTC


https://bit.ly/2XzeqfV
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o Disagreement
0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitteée2juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

(0] (0] (0] (0] (0]

How would you evaluate thegppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very
appropriate

neitherappropriatenor

appropriate inappropriate

inappropriate very inappropriate

0 (0] (0] (0] (0]

Main Tweet 2

T p /b IOF _ M|
MncFplb MHhxbF ©

pp WCYIOF?2 FYpT c 4T

e v mivvpe v Epevert amA Cre MbTFBIATMIpH

i}
c
Yy

Reply 1:
CKFB CftTclOF pg'Yimsb XcFUO ME 2C tiicd 9P x Huh ALK TP 1 BY X

II' Required CF 2L
o Disagreement
0 Not a Disagreement
How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twittee2juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

(0) (0] (0) (0] (0)

How would youevaluate th@ppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very
appropriate

neitherappropriatenor

appropriate inappropriate

inappropriate very inappropriate

(0) (0] (0] (0] (0]

Reply 2:
"AAMbHBB bBM pPCFTCE®BID BMBbH pORHbp CTEK IHIOFAdXF _ u

RequiredlWlAXB c AOF wCY|
o Disagreement
o0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twittee2juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite veryimpolite

(0] (0] o (0] (0]

How would you evaluate thegppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very neitherappropriatenor
appropriate inappropriate

very

appropriate inappropriate

inappropriate

(0) (0) (0) (0) 0)
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Main Tweet 3

F BRHf -0k ) b Ty
METIMbKF FMk agF aowm

Fwm  ndlpuneb 9dr SBHKROBARY 7O 1EEB IOF
bUYbh /Nt a npkXYb wiF3 THEBFPFhrc MO Yp pu
bnt# ( wBKF X
Reply 1:
wATAb UTK bbb gt
FTMF BBIOF pp3a3b /
MIOFCbM FMXfF BT wBdAB bb ¢cT anxmKm pgT17BADHBBIFM
neBK an?1lm pm/IH bF aFpbWF nU3T Hm ¢ 3Jp NIOF
Requireda bx mT1 /11O
o Disagreement
0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitteée2juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
0 0 0 0 0

How would you evaluate theppropriatenessf this reply onTwitter? Required

very neitherappropriatenor very

appropriate appropriate inappropriate Inappropriate inappropriate
0 0 0 o 0
Reply 2:

RequireXy A/1b b
o Disagreement
o0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this replyiaitter? Required
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

(0] (0] o (0] (0]

How would you evaluate theppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very neitherappropriatenor
appropriate inappropriate

very

appropriate inappropriate

inappropriate

(0) (0) (0) (0) (0]

Main Tweet 4
bTptbM beF BIOF. a4 FAMiHTOFp IF/KHF1 Y MF HIGEWIKBFH E AT B
UWCF Yc OF

Reply 1:
P wYPAYIOFBa@bcHB c Hhp HPBIFF @€ MEFOFE A8 FIYag mp

Requireda B3F hc
o Disagreement
0 Not a Disagreement
How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitteée2juired

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

(0) (0) (o) (0) (0)
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How would youevaluate th@ppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very neitherappropriatenor very

appropriate appropriate inappropriate Inappropriate inappropriate
0 0 0 0 0
Reply 2:

CHIM_ KL apELv prEX o Lt i beHEpIQMM Hog bl ot b4 oM AB bT UY XT F B

WpbY pBbHBT WCEFbeBB Y9XfF bidcSAEbxHOFUFAMRE WETF YB
Required "p YpptB" _ bwM™m
o Disagreement
0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twittee2juired

very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite
0 0 0 o 0

How would you evaluate theppropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very apbrooriate neitherappropriatenor inaoprooriate very
appropriate pprop inappropriate bprop inappropriate
0 0 0 o 0

Main Tweet 5

nT bEB _pBF

C 9K
nTTpbIOF QT
MFEFpBIKOFE WUFM
UKbiB IOF _ F BXIF
ATCFXMNKE d9bYc
nCT MIOF npwm
PMUYNIKOF 3 )T p LF J
_F2pNnDbBIOFM ATCKIA i
AT XAFMBAK bCFxBKF WeihBF 1 OMn HHO ¢

Reply 1:

Requiredb Y TF ptFmM pmMTMIOF gB WHYx cMOF YxF
o Disagreement
o0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twittee?juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

0 0 0 0 0
How would you evaluate theppropriatenessf this reply onTwitter? Required

very neitherappropriatenor
appropriate inappropriate

very

inappropriate inappropriate

appropriate

(0) 0 0 (0) (0]
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Reply 2:
wBpcB _FTIY nw A4TTMCHBOFM wT TxXM>3> Wk F K MHKMCc

RequiredPp Abm ppl b agTthp nxY mHAKIOR bibuM b
o Disagreement
0 Not a Disagreement

How would you evaluate the politeness of this reply on Twitteée?juired
very polite polite neither polite nor impolite impolite very impolite

(0) (0) (o) (0) (0)

How would you evaluate thappropriatenessf this reply on TwitterRequired

very approoriate neitherappropriatenor inaoprooriate very
appropriate pprop inappropriate bprop inappropriate
0 0 0 0 0

Part 4: Follow-up Interview

Before submitting your response, pledaske the time to consider participating in an
interview with the researchewhichwould be very helpfuin analysing your response

The interview is going to be shpthe researcher will ask you a few questions about
disagreement and (im)politeness on Twitter. The interview can be conducted online via
Skype,Google Duoor any otheway that is more convenient to you.

So, if you are willing to do the interviewlease seledyeto the questiomelow, then
in Section 6type your contact details. If you sele@tod that will be the end of your
participation in the researcand thank you for taking the time fith the questionnaire

Note: Please be assured that yaoformation and contact details will be confidential
during the research proceasd by the end of the researghur details will be discarded
and no longer accessible to anyone.

| am willing to do the interview:

T Yes
T No

Section 6: Interviewee contact details

Write your contact details here
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Appendix C Online questionnaire (Arabic)

HAO Mp

HAHNO M

https://dataprotection.leeds.ac.uk/individualights/
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(0]
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Show all (5)
0 U a
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(0]
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Show all (5)

6 U a
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https://bit.ly/2XzeaqfV
Y 12

0 0 (0]
0 0 (0]

T a

Y 13



https://bit.ly/2XzeqfV
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Y 17
0 0 (0]
0 0 (0]
T a

(0] (0] (0] (0]
0 b

(0] (0] 0 0
0] 0 C
n b

Y 18
0] 0 (0]
o) 0 (0]
Tt a

0 0 0 (0]
0 b

(0] (0] 0 0
o] 0 (o}
n Y 19
n
0] 0 0
o} 0 (0]
T a
(0] (0] (0] 0
0 b
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missa@leeds.ac.uk
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Appendix D Translation of the exchangan Example 7.5in Section7.4

T2-Main poster: And you do not cancel your tweet, praying to Allah against me and
dragging my family into this, and humi i
you from your ear.. and | will claim my right... Thanks to Allah, I am asking my king,
King Salman bin Adulaziz, 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-Poster4: 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 thean you can also take screenshots

T4- Main poster:By God, from the number of your
cost-effective way, itinvolvesdividing thetotal costof somethingamong a group of

people (e.g.,friends). Here, it is mostly used to make fun of pdstes s ma | | num
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].

| don't care about you and your words, and those like you

Takeg = e to complete your face and show me your back, you ugly.... And look out

forA to not hit your face..

T5-Poster4: Don't show your face in front of me Because | am a busy woman and |
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-Poster4: 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, gu see people as despicable, off yourgo

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, yditty
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Appendix E Combinations of the aligned and unalignedclassification
in Table 4-5

The figureshows thedtal frequency and percentageatifthe classification combinations
(aligned and unaligned) as represented in Talile 4
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%) I 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



