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Disagreement Strategies Used in Jordanian Arabic

Bilal Alkheder, Fawwaz Al-Abed Al-Haq
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This study aims at investigating the disagreement strategies that are usually used by Jordanian Arabic speakers. A
discourse completion task (DCT) was used to collect data. The DCT is a written questionnaire that includes 10
imaginary situations. Two thousand three hundred and twenty-two expressions of disagreement were collected from
the responses of 217 Jordanian respondents from Yarmouk University in Irbid Governorate. The researcher
developed a taxonomy of disagreement strategies to classify the collected data. The findings revealed that Jordanian
Arabic speakers employed 11 strategies which fall into two types: softened strategies and strong strategies. In
general, Jordanian Arabic speakers prefer to use softened disagreement strategies more than strong strategies. The
findings indicated that giving explanations was the most frequently used disagreement strategy, while giving advice

was the least used strategy.
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Introduction

Human beings need to communicate with each other. The use of language enables individuals to
communicate their ideas and needs. When people exchange a variety of ideas and beliefs, they may agree with
some ones and disagree with others. Disagreement is a complex issue in our life. According to Edstrom (2004,
p. 1505), the concept of disagreement refers to the “communication of an opinion or belief contrary to the view
expressed by the previous speaker”. Koczogh (2013, p. 220) defined verbal disagreement as “a situated activity
whose function is to express an opinion (or belief) the propositional content or illocutionary force of which
is—or is intended to be—partly or fully inconsistent with that of a prior (non-verbal) utterance”.

To express disagreement is not only a matter of expressing abstract attitudes and opinions, but also it is a
skill that not all people have. It helps to explore more about the social side of human beings’ communication.
Disagreement is described as “dispreferred action” because it is a face threatening act (Liddicoat, 2007, p. 111).
That is why people seek agreement and tend to avoid disagreement. On the other hand, Sifianou (2012)
believed that disagreement is not by itself self-threatening and context is not static or simple; rather, it is the
context which makes disagreement face threatening or enhancing.

Disagreement can be expressed through some expressions that include attacking another’s position,
actively defending one’s opinion, or quietly withholding approval. Such expressions can “stifle a conversation”
by offending an interlocutor (Edstrom, 2004, p. 1499).
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Problem, Purpose, and Question of the Study

Since disagreement seems unavoidable and problematic in any society, many researchers analyze
disagreement (Sornig, 1977; Muntigl & Turnbull, 1998; Rees-Miller, 2000; Edstrom, 2004; Chen, 2006;
Johnson, 2006; Lawson, 2009; Kakava, 2012; Sifianou, 2012; Bakry, 2015). Thus, disagreement deserves
investigation to gain a better understanding of this issue. Thereby, the problems resulted from the use of
inappropriate expressions of disagreement can be avoided.

In general, recent studies relating to the expressions of disagreement used by Arabic speakers are
particularly rare. To the best knowledge of the researcher, there appears to be an absence of the studies which
investigate the disagreement strategies used in Jordanian Arabic. So, the present study partially fills this gap in
literature, addressing the disagreement strategies used by Jordanian Arabic speakers. This study aims to explore
the following research question: What are the most preferred strategies of disagreement in Jordanian Arabic?

Significance of the Study

The significance of the study derives from the fact that it is the first study that tries to investigate the
disagreement strategies used by Jordanian Arabic speakers since this phenomenon is not investigated in Jordan.
So, this study may be a new contribution to the field of pragmatics. Jordanian society is affected by Islamic and
Arab culture. To express disagreement is not only to express some contrasting ideas and opinions but also to
show one’s culture. So, this study tries to discover something about Jordanian Arab culture with respect to the
speech act of disagreement. Thereby, such a study reinforces the knowledge of Arabic speakers, students of

linguistics, and speakers of other languages concerning the use of disagreement strategies in Jordanian Arabic.

Limitations of the Study

The present study has the following limitations:

1. All of the respondents of the DCT were students at Yarmouk University in Irbid. So, the findings of the
study are limited to this Jordanian region.

2. The researcher depends on Maiz-Arévalo’s (2014) taxonomy of disagreement strategies to classify and
analyze the gathered data. So, other taxonomies may yield different results.

Literature Review

Disagreement has been examined by some studies in different languages and from different perspectives.
Some studies were conducted to provide a good taxonomy of disagreement strategies. Others investigated the
impact of social variables on the choice of disagreement expressions (i.e., gender, social status, and distance).
In addition, disagreement was investigated by cross-cultural studies. Other studies investigated variations in the
use of disagreement strategies by speakers of English as a Foreign and Second Language.

Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) provided four major disagreement strategies: irrelevancy claims, challenge
strategy, counterclaims, and contradiction strategies. Irrelevancy claims refer to the disagreement strategy in
which the speaker claims that the interlocutor’s statement is irrelevant to the present discussion. In
contradiction strategies, the speaker performs an opposed statement to the interlocutor’s. This is usually
preceded by negations or opposition markers, such as “no, I disagree”, “I do not agree”, “not at all”, “I do not
think so”, etc. Another strategy to express disagreement is a challenge, when the speaker uses interrogative
words (e.g., when, where, what, why, who, and how). Counterclaims are the strategies in which the speaker

expresses token or partial agreement, using the pattern “yes, but...”. The counterclaims can be used to
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indirectly disagree with the interlocutor by agreeing with the other interlocutor to minimize the face threatening
acts and then followed by the speaker’s different claim. Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) stated that counterclaims
are the least face threatening strategies since they are initiated by mitigating devices, such as hedges.

Rees-Miller (2000) proposed a good classification of disagreement strategies based on Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) theory of politeness, paying particular attention to ranking and power differences. This
taxonomy includes three types of disagreement: softened disagreement, unmodified disagreement (equivalent to
Pomerantz’s [1984] strong disagreement without any mitigation at all), and aggravated disagreement.
Aggravated disagreement is typical of conflicting discourse. Softened disagreement, as described by
Rees-Miller (2000), is further divided into positive politeness which includes the linguistic markers that show
solidarity (i.e., humor, positive comments, and partial agreement) and negative politeness strategies like the use
of questions, or the verbs of uncertainty. Unmodified disagreement includes contradictory statements which are
neither softened nor strengthened disagreement. The last type is aggravated disagreement which is done
through rhetorical questions, negative judgments, and intensifiers.

Kreutel (2007) proposed a new taxonomy of disagreement expressions employed by non-native speakers
of English. Actually, she establishes the following taxonomy (p. 326):

1. Desirable features:

a. Token agreement;

b. Hedges;

c. Requests for clarifications;

d. Explanations;

e. Expressions of regret;

f. Positive remarks;

g. Suggestions.

2. Undesirable features:

a. Message abandonment;

b. Total lack of mitigation;

c. Use of the performative “I disagree”;

d. Use of the performative negation “I do not agree”;

e. Use of the bare exclamation “no”;

f. Blunt statement of the opposite.

The findings demonstrated that learners of English as a second language tended to use the following
undesirable strategies: abandonment of the message, use of the performative “I disagree”, lack of mitigation,
bare exclamation of “no”, and blunt statements of the opposite.

Maiz-Arévalo (2014) investigated how the speech act of disagreement is performed by students of English
as a lingua franca. Disagreement expressions were classified according to two main categories: strong and weak
(mitigated) disagreement (Pomerantz, 1984; Rees-Miller, 2000; Kreutel, 2007). The findings demonstrated that
students generally show a tendency to avoid strong disagreement while favoring mitigated disagreement of
different types (e.g., expressing uncertainty, advice/suggestion asking for clarification, giving explanations).

As noticed, the previous studies found that the performance of the speech act of disagreement apparently
differs from one culture to another. Thus, the choice of disagreement strategies is affected by culture. Moreover,
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the reviewed studies presented different categories of disagreement strategies and guided the researcher to
follow the appropriate methodology throughout the present study.

In general, recent studies relating to the expressions of disagreement used by Arabic speakers are
particularly rare. To the best knowledge of the researcher, there appears to be an absence of the studies which
investigate the disagreement strategies used in Jordanian Arabic. So, the present study partially fills this gap in
literature, addressing the disagreement strategies used by Jordanian Arabic speakers.

Method and Procedures
In this section, the researcher explains the methodology he follows in the present study.

Population and Sample of the Study

The population of the intended study to which the findings are generalized includes all Jordanian Arabic
speakers who live in Irbid Governorate. The sample of the present study includes 217 Jordanian Arabic
respondents from Irbid. All of the respondents are students at Yarmouk University in Irbid Governorate.

Data Collection and Procedures

The data collection instrument adopted for the present study is a written discourse completion task
(henceforth DCT). The DCT is a questionnaire composed of some imaginary situations in which the
respondents of the study are required to write the response of the given situation (Varghese & Billmyer, 1996).
The DCT which is first adapted by Blum-Kulka (1982) is considered to be an appropriate instrument to collect
data in pragmatic studies. The questionnaire used in the present study involved written instructions to the
respondents followed by 10 situations that vary in terms of two social variables: “social status” and “social
distance” between the interlocutors.

The respondents were requested to write what they would say to show their disagreement in each
described situation. The questionnaires were distributed to some students at Yarmouk University in Irbid. The
respondents voluntarily responded to the questionnaire which took them about 10 minutes to complete. The
researcher also told them that the elicited data will be used for the purpose of the study under investigation.

The researcher believes that the used DCT would be an appropriate research instrument to catch the
disagreement strategies. The questionnaire was given to 10 students of linguistics at Yarmouk University as a
pilot study to identify any weaknesses and shortcomings of the questionnaire and to ensure its reliability. The
10 respondents finished the questionnaires without facing any difficulties and they expressed disagreement in
each situation. The pilot study proved to be successful. Thereby, the research instrument is reliable.

Data Analysis

The responses of the respondents were manipulated and categorized in order to extract disagreement
strategies. When analyzing the collected data, the researcher found only two irrelevant responses in which the
students expressed their agreement instead of expressing disagreement and five incomplete responses. Thus,
these responses were excluded, for the purpose of the present study. To analyze the gathered data, the
researcher developed Maiz-Arévalo’s (2014) taxonomy of disagreement strategies. The disagreement strategies
were then counted and their percentages were also taken. In addition, the researcher explains each disagreement

strategy, giving some examples.
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Findings and Discussions

The primary objective of this study is to examine Jordanian Arabic speakers’ production of the speech act
of disagreement. The researcher categorized the collected data into 11 disagreement strategies. Then, the
occurrences of the identified strategies and their percentages were shown. All of the identified strategies were
discussed with ample examples given by the respondents of the DCT (see Appendix III which includes
additional expressions of disagreement).

According to Maiz-Arévalo (2014), the disagreement strategies generally fall into two main types: strong
and weak (softened) strategies. Strong disagreement is characterized by the lack of mitigation of any sort.
Furthermore, the speaker is concerned with defending his/her claims more than considering the hearer’s desires.
As opposed to strong disagreement, weak disagreement is characterized by the use of linguistic elements that

minimize the face-threat of disagreement (p. 209). Strong disagreement includes “giving explanations”, “partial

b
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agreement/positive remarks”, “expressions of uncertainty”, “statement of regret”, and “giving advice”. Weak
disagreement includes “bare negative forms”, “blunt statements of the opposite”, “insults/negative judgments”,
“swearing”, and “stating disagreement”. Table 1 presents the identified disagreement strategies, the number of

occurrences of the strategies, and their percentages.

Table 1

Disagreement Strategies

No. Disagreement strategies No. of occurrences Percentage (%)
1 Giving explanations 497 21.23
2 Bare negative forms 402 17.31
3 Blunt statement of the opposite 340 14.64
4 Partial agreement/positive remarks 305 13.13
5 Expressions of uncertainty 202 8.69
6 Insults and negative judgments 182 7.83
7 Requests for information/clarification 166 7.14
8 Swearing 133 5.72
9 Stating disagreement 51 2.19
10 Statements of regret 25 1.07
11 Giving advice 19 0.81
Total 2,322 100

Obviously, Table 1 displays that the respondents used 11 strategies: giving explanations, bare negative
forms, blunt statements of the opposite, partial agreement/positive remarks, expressions of uncertainty, insults
and negative judgments, requests for information/clarification, swearing, stating disagreement, statements of
regret, and giving advice. In addition, the respondents employed 2,322 disagreement instances.

As noticed, the disagreement strategies have different frequencies. The strategies are listed in order of
preference (from the most to the least preferred strategy). The most striking feature of Table 1 is that the
respondents tend to use four strategies more than the other ones: giving explanations, bare negative forms,
blunt statements of the opposite, and partial agreement/positive remarks. The most frequently used strategy was
giving explanations, which was used on 497 occasions (21.23%). The second most frequently used strategy was
the bare negative forms. This strategy was used on 402 occasions (17.31%). In addition, blunt statements of the
opposite were employed on 340 occasions (14.64%) while partial agreement/positive remarks on 305 occasions



DISAGREEMENT STRATEGIES USED IN JORDANIAN ARABIC 427

(13.13%). The least used strategies were stating disagreement employed 51 times (2.19), statements of regret
25 times (1.07%), and giving advice 19 times (0.81).
Giving Explanations

Jordanian speakers give explanations as the most preferred strategy (21.23%) when they perform the
speech act of disagreement. When the speaker performs the speech act of disagreement, he/she explains and
justifies his/her ideas through giving some reasons, examples, and details in order to support his/her opposition
(Lawson, 2009). As known, the speech act of disagreement itself is a face threatening act. The direct
disagreement “I disagree with you”, for example, without providing any softening devices (i.e., explanations)
may threaten the hearer’s positive face. So, the speaker gives explanations because of his/her intention to soften
the illocutionary force of disagreement on the hearer (Bakry, 2015). Consider the following examples:

(1) Cavall (B als 55 all Y | lae i3 Lo U

I do not agree with you, because it is hot in summer. Situation (4)

(2).Y 5l oyl lasie 5 4ca yae Jailily ol Ul Juss o) W se el (lany (5 508 Ol guaillY

No, women can easily do that. For example, my mother works as a nurse, and she has four children.
Situation (3)

(3) Small b s S sall Y, mmaa (ia

Not true, because summer is hot. Situation (9)

As noticed, the speakers used the underlined expressions as their justifications for why they disagree with
the hearer. The use of explanations is considered to be one of the positive politeness strategies (Brown &
Levinsons, 1987). In the above examples, the speakers try to preserve the hearer’s positive face and to give
him/her the right to clear misunderstandings. Thereby, the speakers express their opposing opinions in a more
polite and convincing way. The use of explanations is considered to be one of the most preferred strategies in a
number of studies on disagreement (Kreutel, 2007; Lawson, 2009; Fernandez, 2013; Maiz-Arévalo, 2014).

Bare Negative Forms

The second most preferred strategy for the respondents of the present study was the use of bare negative
forms. This strategy represents 17.31% of the used disagreement strategies. According to Muntigl and Turnbull
(1998), the speaker uses the negative particle “no” as a way to express his/her explicit opposition to the hearer’s
claim. Consider the following examples:

(4) i Y

No, not true. Situation (8)

(5) Yl

Of course not. Situation (10)

(6) guna e dldS

What you say is not true. Situation (6)

In the examples above, the speakers express their strong denial to what the hearer said, using the
underlined expressions that contain negative forms. The use of negative forms is a straightforward way to
express disagreement, and this is what Lawson (2009) considered as “unmitigated disagreement”. As noticed,
there are no attempts on the part of the speakers to lessen the force of disagreement; the speakers are only
concerned with expressing their points of view. According to Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 214), the use of

contradictions belongs to off-record strategies. Using such a strategy, the speakers are only interested in
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refuting the previous opinions. In Maiz-Arévalo’s (2014) taxonomy, the use of bare negative forms is a strong
disagreement strategy which is characterized by the lack of mitigation of any sort.

Blunt Statement of the Opposite

Another preferred strategy is the statement of the opposite delivered in a blunt manner. This strategy
represents 14.64% of the total occurrences. It is the third most frequent strategy used by the respondents of the
present study. The examples below illustrate the use of this strategy:

(7) bl el g ipme g Jadl) G Gaeny ()38 Ol gl mima e

Not true. Women are able to combine work and their family commitments. Situation (8)

(8) 1an pias Y

Literature is very interesting. Situation (5)

(9) 2230 4al) 4l pmmall ol i) UK Cppalaall 5 OUal) Jalay poaall Y

No, the principal treats students and teachers with more respect. In fact, he is a polite man. Situation (2)

In these examples, the underlined expressions are blunt statements of the opposite. Such a strategy is
employed by the speakers to show their rejection of previous opinions and to correct the hearer. The speakers
noticeably expressed their opposing opinions in a blunt manner as a way to strengthen their disagreement,
neglecting the hearer’s desires. So, blunt statements of the opposite belong to strong disagreement strategies
(Maiz-Arévalo, 2014)

Partial Agreement/Positive Remarks

Some expressions of disagreement were prefaced with statements of agreement or positive remarks
towards the hearer or what he/she says. The examples below illustrate how Jordanian Arabic speakers
employed this strategy:

(10). ¢adidy 5 ilgal i 5 Ll ST ia guisa (53 55 Uinatina (g (Ol gl 43) g Ul Gy ol

Yes, but | see that women in our society feel very happy of being working mothers. Situation (3)

(11) . Garall e ST pian 138l (8], (3 laa

You are right, but winter is more interesting than summer. Situation (7)

(12). gD Znbiall Cailla gl (o S 48 G, Fuy o JISEI 20y i) 33la1IS

As usual, you present good ideas, but there are many suitable jobs for mothers. Situation (8)

In these examples, the speakers first employed the underlined statements of agreement and positive
remarks, like “yes”, “you present good ideas as usual”, “you are right”, and “I agree with you”, as a way to
appreciate a previous opinion and to show respect towards the hearer. Then, the speakers expressed their
opposing statements prefaced with the contrastive marker “u«”; the “but-statement” is written in italics.
Obviously, the respondents expressed their opposition through the following pattern: “positive remark or
agreement + but-statement”.

In terms of politeness theory, partial agreements/positive remarks are positive politeness strategies that are
used to hide/lessen the force disagreement (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Disagreement is prefaced with
statements of agreement as an indirect strategy to soften the force of disagreement. In his taxonomy of
disagreement expressions, Kreutel (2007) considered partial agreement and positive remarks as “desirable
features”. So, this strategy is the most polite and appropriate strategy to express disagreement by the

respondents of the present study; thereby, it is a weak disagreement strategy.
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This strategy was employed on 305 occasions and it represents 13.13% of the total occurrences of the 11
strategies. Partial agreement and positive remarks were frequently employed by Jordanian Arabic speakers.
This finding is inconsistent with the findings of some previous studies (Kreutel, 2007; Lawson, 2009) that

demonstrated that partial agreement was one of the least used strategies.

Expressions of Uncertainty

This strategy represents 8.69% of the total occurrences. In these expressions, the speaker implies that
he/she is not completely certain about what he/she claims. The use of uncertainty expressions is a weak
disagreement strategy. Consider the following examples:

(13) .Uall o yiny 5 e hasil el il Goyay Lo

As far as [ can see, the principal is a polite person and respects students. Situation (2)

(14) Lt 51 il o 4 0081 Lo (o s L ) i)

In fact, I do not know. I do not think that summer is always interesting. Situation (9)

(15) canall o LS el 881 43 an Ulbal A ) Al a0

Maybe. To me, I sometimes feel that winter is much better than summer. Situation (5)

In these examples, the use of the underlined linguistic devices shows that the speakers are not sure about
their opposing claims. These devices are intentionally used to lessen the force of disagreement on the hearer’s
face (Locher, 2004). Moreover, the use of the underlined expressions implies that the speaker to some extent
frees himself/herself from the responsibility of the truth value of the opinion he/she expressed (Koczogh, 2013).
Uncertainty expressions enable the speaker to make his/her point of view less direct and perhaps less
threatening to the hearer's face. The use of uncertainty expressions by Jordanian Arabic speakers confirms
Kreutel’s (2007) finding that the expressions like “I think”, “I do not think”, and “I do not know” are frequently
used by native speakers.

Requests for Information/Clarification

This strategy represents 8.69% of the total occurrences of the disagreement strategies. In this strategy, the
speaker asks the hearer to provide much information and also to justify his/her point of view. Below are some
explanatory examples:

(16) S daa e dils el

Present evidence to prove your point. Situation (9)

(17) .ol (LSaS (Sas

Could you tell me why? Situation (1)

(18) $ Jan o) 43l J iy (il 4l

Why do you think that literature is boring? Situation (3)

(19) ki S8 e 53l i) 5], iagh Lo Ul Al uas

I did not really understand. Could you clarify your point? Situation (4)

(20) § dlaad ol

What do you mean by that? Situation (8)

As noticed, the speakers do not directly state their disagreement in these examples. Instead, the

respondents asked for further information. So, disagreement is implicitly performed via the use of another
speech act, a request. The reason for using such a strategy is that the speaker sometimes wants to show

disagreement, but he/she is unable to provide a different point of view. In this regard, Bardovi-Harlig and



430 DISAGREEMENT STRATEGIES USED IN JORDANIAN ARABIC

Hartford (1990) argued that asking for further information is used by the speaker as an indirect way to have
enough time to plan for their refusals. So, this is another weak indirect strategy used by Jordanian Arabic
speakers to express their disagreement.

Insults and Negative Judgments

This strategy represents 7.83% of the employed strategies as the seventh frequent strategy. In this strategy,
the speaker criticizes, insults, or expresses his negative evaluation or feeling towards the hearer. This strategy is
considered to be impolite, inappropriate, and offensive (Koczogh, 2013). The following examples illustrate the
use of this strategy:

(21) el o Sl by el Say il

You said that because you hate the principal. Situation (2)

(22) Bally e Gila Ul e a5 Y, 4l Sl 5 138

This is your personal opinion. Do not impose it on me. I do not agree with you at all. Situation (4)

(23) felw (Sa il ellla Sa (e 4L

Who do you think you are to say that? Situation (9)

(24) s e

None of your business. Situation (1)

The underlined expressions show that the speakers employed their negative judgments and insults as
indirect strategies in which the speaker attempts to save face by confronting the hearer. Negative judgments and
insults are used by the speaker to “strengthen disagreement” (Fernandez, 2013). In addition, the use of such
strategies in the context of disagreement shows that the speaker considers defending his/her point of view more
important than protecting the hearer’s face (Culpeper, 2011). That is to say, the hearer’s face is neglected and
surely threatened. Thus, this is the most offensive strategy among all of the disagreement strategies employed
by the respondents of the present study.

Swearing

Abd el-Jawad (2000, p. 218) defined swearing as “the speech act by which a person binds himself to do or
not to do a certain specific physical or judicial act, by invoking the name of God or one of the divine attributes”.
Swearing represents 5.72% of the total occurrences of the used strategies. In the following examples, the
opposing opinions were prefaced by swearing expressions:

(25) .aa 52 e il

I swear to Allah that is not true. Situation (1)

(26) zova p Lol )3l

By the soul of your God that is not true. Situation (4)

(27) .3l atila ) Bl 5 Y

No, I swear to Allah that you are wrong. Situation (10)

In these examples, the speakers employed the underlined expressions (swearing by Allah) as a strong
strategy of disagreement. In Arab and Islamic culture, swearing supports the utterance of the speaker and gives
it more credibility (Al-Batayneh, 2013). Swearing seems to be a new disagreement strategy which was not
found in many studies on disagreement. Indeed, the use of swearing is due to the fact that Jordanians belong to
Arab Islamic culture (Saed, 2016). So, Jordanian Arabic speakers employ swearing as one of the strong

strategies in the context of disagreement in order to support and strengthen their opposing claims.
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Stating Disagreement

What Koczogh (2013) termed stating disagreement was one of the least frequently employed strategy
(2.19%) by the respondents of the present study. In this strategy, the speaker explicitly states his disagreement
with the hearer. For clarification, consider the following examples:

(28) e ity Y

No, I disagree with you. Situation (1)

(29) Akl gla b claa (385 L il

I do not agree with you about this point. Situation (9)

The examples above show that the speakers use the performatives “Gii L U” and “calisy Ui” to express
disagreement explicitly. Stating disagreement is a direct strategy in which the speaker uses the performatives
“disagree” and “not agree” (Koczogh, 2013). So, this is a straightforward disagreement strategy in which the
speaker does not try to soften the perlocutionary force of the utterance on the hearer. As a result, stating
disagreement is described as a strong disagreement strategy. Once again, stating disagreement was one of the
least used strategies in the present study. This finding is in line with Pearson (1986) and Beebe & Takahashi

(1989), in which they emphasize that native speakers rarely use the performative “I disagree”.

Statements of Regret

Disagreement was accompanied with statements of regret in some instances. According to Brown and
Levinson (1987, p. 131), statements of apologizing or regret are negative politeness strategies (linguistic
devices that aim to create distance between the speaker and the hearer). Statements of regret were rarely used
by the respondents of the present study. Consider the following examples:

(30) Adall CuSa Lo bl Ca gy Ul Gy

L am sorry, but I see you did not say the truth. Situation (3)

(31) Akl gla 8 elea i3 Lo Ul Gy | S olia Calsy

I am so sorry, but I do not agree with you about this point. Situation (7)

(32) . cuna (e 138 Glic's ybadl)

Excuse me, that is not true. Situation (8)

In these examples, we can observe a combination of two strategies (regret and another strategy). In the last
example, the speaker first uses the underlined statement of regret, “clis 3 )34l (Excuse me)” and then the other
expression, “mmssa (i 13 (that is not true)” which contains a negative form. Statements of regret minimize the
face-threatening nature of the speech act of disagreement, as also happens with other speech acts like refusals
(Al-Khatib, 2006). Expressions of regret were characterized as desirable features in Kreutel’s (2007) taxonomy.
But the respondent of the present study rarely used this strategy. The respondents used expressions of regret on
only 25 occasions (1.07%). This is one of the least used strategies by the respondents of the present study.
Giving Advice

Giving advice was the least used strategy by Jordanian Arabic speakers. It was employed on only 19
occasions (0.81%). Advisory verbs (i.e., advise, caution, propose, recommend, and suggest) fulfill the
communicative goal of causing the hearer to carry out a specific action because the action benefits the hearer
(Bach & Harnish, 1979, 48). In this regard, when the speaker gives a piece of advice, he/she shows that he/she
thinks that the hearer should do some act exclusively for his/her benefit. Consider the following examples:
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(33) .omsS V) agdli laaly
I advise you to understand literature deeply. Situation (4)

(34) .3a o adl gz g paidy bl sy 18

Read novels and poetry; then, you will see that I am right. Situation (5)
(35) 4w e (puni Gl Jla el o Sy Gl Cal Ul

I see that you hate the principal. Try to improve your relationship with him. Situation (2)
(36) .l Janai sla o jallae e ) o (ieSas Y
Do not judge people by their appearance. That is my own advice for you. Situation (2)

In the examples above, the speakers implicitly expressed their opposing opinions by employing the
underlined expressions. In other words, disagreement is presented in the advice-giving form. The addressee can
interpret the underlined expressions as opposing opinions.

The use of this indirect form of disagreement by Jordanians as a disagreement strategy is more polite than
using some strong explicit expressions (e.g., no, not true). Lin (2005, p. 147) argued that advice is employed to
shorten the social distance between the speaker and the hearer. In addition, Bayraktaroglu’s (2001) findings
indicate that advice-giving in Turkish Islamic culture is employed to consolidate solidarity among interlocutors.
In fact, the use of advice by Jordanian Arabic speakers indicates that they are affected by their Arab Islamic
culture which values the concept of advice (Saed, 2016). Giving advice seems to be a new strategy that was not
presented by many related studies on disagreement. So, the use of advice by Jordanians may be due to the
crucial impact of culture.

As noticed, Jordanian Arabic speakers show some variations in the choice of the 11 disagreement
strategies. The most frequently used strategies were giving explanations, bare negative forms, blunt statements
of the opposite, and partial agreement/positive remarks. On the other hand, the least employed strategies were
stating disagreement, statements of regret, and giving advice. All in all, Jordanians tend to use weak
disagreement strategies slightly more than strong strategies. In other words, Jordanians generally tend to
employ mitigating devices when they disagree with the hearer. These findings are consistent with Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) principles in that the speakers use politeness strategies in order to decrease the possible
threat to the hearer (i.e., to save the hearer’s face).

Explanations and reasons were employed on 497 different occasions. Noticeably, Jordanian Arabic
speakers frequently give reasons and explanations whether they have close or distant relationships with the
hearer. In fact, the researcher agrees with Brown and Levinson (1987) in that this is a polite strategy used by
the speaker to reduce the threat on the hearer’s face. In addition, explanations and reasons are used as
mitigating devices in a number of related studies (Kreutel, 2007; Lawson, 2009; Fernandez, 2013). Giving
explanations was the most frequently used strategy by Jordanians. This finding is consistent with the findings
of many related studies (Al-Issa, 1998; Al-Shboul, Maros, & Yasin, 2012; Fernandez, 2013) in which
interlocutors give explanations as one of the most preferred strategies.

The findings of the present study also revealed that both swearing and giving advice were used, as
disagreement strategies, by Jordanian Arabic speakers. These new strategies were not presented in other related
studies on disagreement. The use of swearing and advice in the context of disagreement could reflect the impact
of Arab Islamic culture on Jordanians. This finding corresponds to the finding of Saed’s (2016) study in which
Jordanian Arabic speakers use advice because they are affected by their Arab Islamic culture which values the
concept of advice
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Swearing is used by Jordanians as a means for intensifying the effect of disagreement in order to gain a
sense of credibility. This finding agrees with the findings of Abd el-Jawad’s (2000) study in that the speakers in
Muslim and Arab cultures use swearing to convince the hearer of his/her honesty and sincerity about what is
being said. Also, Al-Issa (1998) found evidence of frequent reference to God (i.e., swearing by Allah) in the
realization of refusals in Jordanian Arabic, which is consistent with the findings of the present study. That is to
say, the use of swearing is one of the specific aspects of Jordanian Arabic speakers in their interaction.

Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research

This study was conducted to contribute to the existing literature on the speech act of disagreement. The
researcher investigated the disagreement strategies used by Jordanian Arabic speakers. Based on the results and
the analysis of 2,322 disagreement instances, several conclusions can be drawn.

With regard to question of this study (What are the most preferred strategies of disagreement in Jordanian
Arabic?), the findings revealed that Jordanians employed 11 disagreement strategies, and they show some
variations in the employment of those strategies. The most frequently employed strategies were giving
explanations, bare negative forms, blunt statements of the opposite, and partial agreement/positive remarks. In
addition, Jordanians employ expressions of uncertainty, insults/negative judgments, requests for
information/clarification, and swearing. The least used strategies were stating disagreement, statements of
regret, and giving advice.

In general, Jordanians tend to employ mitigating devices in their disagreement. This is due to the fact that
disagreement is a face threatening act. The most frequently used strategy was giving explanations. Jordanian
Arabic speakers used this strategy to show great concern to the hearer’s face. This finding corresponds to
previous findings of some speech act studies in Jordanian Arabic (Al-Issa, 1998; Khwaileh, 2005; Al-Shboul et
al., 2012) in that Jordanian Arabic speakers more frequently give explanations in their interaction. The frequent
employment of this strategy represents a remarkable feature of the communication style in Jordanian society. In
addition, partial agreement was one of the most preferred weak strategies by Jordanian Arabic speakers. This
finding corresponds to Maiz-Arévalo’s (2014) suggestion that partial agreement is one of those strategies that
native speakers most frequently employ. The findings of the present study also revealed that both swearing and
giving advice were used as disagreement strategies by Jordanian Arabic speakers. These new strategies were
not presented in other related studies on disagreement. Thus, the use of swearing and advice in the context of
disagreement reflects the impact of Arab Islamic culture on Jordanians.

The study of disagreement strategies in Jordanian Arabic is still recent. So, the researcher gives the
following recommendations in order to have a better understanding of the speech act of disagreement:

1. Future studies on disagreement should investigate the impact of other social factors (i.e., gender and age)
that may affect the use of disagreement in Jordanian Arabic.

2. Further research may address the effect of some variables (e.g., age and gender) on the use of
disagreement strategies.

3. With regard to cross-cultural studies, the researcher recommends to conduct a contrastive study on
disagreement between Jordanian Arabic and another language (i.e., American English) to investigate the similar
and different linguistic styles used in two culturally different languages.
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Appendix II: DCT Questionnaire

Yarmouk University

Faculty of Arts

Department of English Language & Literature

Researcher: Bilal Al-Kheder

Dear participants,

This questionnaire is intended to investigate the disagreement strategies used by Jordanian Arabic speakers and the impact of
the social factors on those strategies. The questionnaire includes 10 imaginary situations, in which somebody expresses his/her
opinion towards something. Please read these situations and write down your responses, in which you express your disagreement
with each opinion, using your everyday Jordanian Arabic.

1. You are the manager of a company. You are discussing some affairs of the company in the meeting with the employees.
An employee says: some employees of this company are paid high salaries even though they do not work more than 6 hours a day.

You say:

2. You are a teacher. You are talking with your colleague. He tells you that the school principal is nervous and he does not

respect students.

You say:
3. You are a student. You are discussing some affairs about your society with one of your professors . He says that women
cannot combine work and their family commitments.

You say:

4. You are sitting in the garden with your close friend. Your friend says that summer is the best season In summer, people
can do whatever they like.

You say:

5. You are talking with your classmates about literature. A stranger tells you that literature is so boring and there is no

advantage in studying literature. You say:

6. You are an employee in a company. In a meeting with the employees of the company, one of your colleagues sees that

some employees are paid high salaries even though they do not work more than 6 hours a day. You say:

7. You are a student. You are talking with one of your professors. He says: literature is so boring and there is no advantage in

studying literature. You say:

8. You are sitting with some people in the garden and discussing some topics. A stranger says that summer is the best season

In summer, people can do whatever they like. You say:

9. You are a professor. You are discussing some affairs of your society with one of your students. The student says: women
cannot combine work and their family commitments.

You say:

10. You are sitting with your close friend in the garden. He says literature is so boring and there is no advantage in studying

literature. You say:
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Appendix I11: Disagreement Expressions

No. disagreement strategies

Linguistic devices

1 Giving explanations

2 Bare negative forms

3 Blunt statement of the opposite

4 Partial agreement/positive remarks

5 Expressions of uncertainty

6 Requests for information/clarification

7 Insults and negative judgments

8 Giving advice

9 Swearing

10  Statements of regret

11  Stating disagreement
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