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disagreement. Data was collected from a group of native speakers of

KEYWORDS Tunisian Arabic at “Institut Supérieur des Langues de Tunis, Tunisia”.
Native speakers of TA used a variety of strategies, which were identified
Politeness, Speech act, in other languages (e.g., Direct Refusal, Suggestion, Giving Account, and

Disagreement, pragmatics,

oreference, dispreference Request...) along with new strategies (e.g., Teasing, Unsympathetic

advice, Challenge, and Criticism).The identification and quantification of
the strategies of disagreement also helped develop insights into the
Tunisian culture.

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1.The Speech Act of Disagreement

A large number of studies attempted to define disagreement. Some defined it as taking
an oppositional position (Kakava, 1995; Clayman, 2002). Other studies expanded this
definition by adding that disagreement is a reactive act (Herrero Moreno, 2002).Sornig (1977,
p. 396) proposed another detailed definition whereby she perceives disagreement as “any
utterance that comments upon a pre-text by questioning part of its semantic or pragmatic
information, correcting or negating it”. Pearson (1986, p. 4) proposed a comprehensive account
of disagreement where

The function agreement/disagreement occurs as an optional second pair part of an
adjacency pair. [...] in order for agreement/disagreement to follow as a second pair part, the
first speaker must assign some kind of personal judgment to the referent.

Disagreement is, then, a response to a prior utterance. Although Pearson has proposed a
detailed definition of disagreement, her claim that the act of disagreement must absolutely be
a response to a judgment is debatable. Indeed, a speaker S can disagree with a proposition P
uttered by an addressee A the content of which is factual (Harlig & Salisbury, 2004). Speaker
A may provide details or figures which are erroneous, then speaker S may disagree and
probably provide a correction to the untrue/misrepresented proposition.

A thorough account of disagreement is provided by Rees-Miller (2000, p. 1088) who
defines disagreement as follows.
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A speaker (S) disagrees when s/he considers untrue some proposition (P) uttered or
presumed to be espoused by an addressee (A) and reacts with an utterance the propositional
content or implicature of which is not (P).

1.2.Preference/Dispreference of Disagreement

The term dis/preference was introduced by ethnomethodologists such as Pomerantz
(1978), Scheglof et al., (1977), and Sacks (1987) among others. This notion was one of the
most useful tools in Conversation Analysis (CA). In everyday encounters, it can be observed
that there are preferred and dispreferred tendencies in conversations. Seen from the perspective
of ‘dis/preference’, disagreement can be classified among the dispreferred options in
conversations (Levinson, 1983). Agreement, however, is much more expected and appreciated
in everyday encounters. Leech (1983, p. 132) lists the maxim of preference as one of the most
important maxims in conversation: - (a) Minimize disagreement between self and other, and
(b) Maximize agreement between self and other. Researchers report that agreement occurs
more often than disagreement in oral discourse (Pearson, 1986). Interactants are reluctant and
hesitant when expressing disagreement (Beebe & Takahashi, 1989).

Preferred utterances are more likely to be structurally simpler and shorter if compared to
dispreferred utterances, which are more complex and ‘wordy’. In initiating dispreferred
utterances, the speaker makes more effort and mediation (Levinson, 1983).

Disagreement, defined as a second pair part to an initiation move (Pomerantz, 1984), is
marked by verbal and/or non-verbal markers due to its dispreference nature. Pomerantz (1984)
claims that disagreement is a dispreferred next action unless it is produced as a self-deprecation.
Gardner (2000) among others (Sacks, 1987; Pearson, 1985; Leech, 2007) shares this view and
maintains that speakers tend to agree and avoid conflict in interaction even when they disagree.
Disagreement threatens the addressee’s positive-face defined as the need to be accepted and
liked by others (Brown & Levinson, 1978, p. 81). The speaker neglects the hearer’s feelings
and wants (Brown & Levinson, 1992, p. 66).

On the other hand, disagreement threatens negative-face which refers to the addressee’s
right to freedom of action and not being imposed upon by others (Brown & Levinson, 1987).
This happens when the initial assessment is perceived as an imposition on the part of the
speaker (Sifianou, 2012, p. 1559). Sifianou elaborates on the notions of face and disagreement
by stating that, in addition to the hearer’s face, the speaker’s face can be at risk. The speaker’s
positive face will be endangered because “s/he is not a person to be liked or approved of”
(Sifianou, 2012, p. 1600). Similarly, Pearson (1986, p. 125) stresses that disagreements among
friends may damage or break the relationship. According to Kreutel (2007, p. 3), speakers give
much attention to bridging “the gap between their desire to express their opinion and the
presumption that this will be an undesired action.” This situation justifies the need for
mitigation to redress disagreement (Brown & Levinson, 1987). In some situations, speakers
may even resort to white lies to avoid the face threatening nature of their speech act (Brown &
Levinson, 1992, p. 115).

However, the oppositional load of disagreement is not necessarily dispreferred or
avoided. A large number of researchers (Tannen, 1981; Kakava, 2002; Angouri & Locher,
2012; Sifianou, 2012) assert that disagreement can be a supportive act. They have shown that,
when speakers make disagreements, they show their argumentative and persuasive skills to
prove that they are good at arguing and disputing when it comes to intellectual interactions
(Sifianou, 2012, p. 1560). Thus, disagreement may be perceived from this perspective as a
face-enhancing act for the speaker. On the other hand, Sifianou (2012, p. 1559) emphasizes on
the face-threatening function that agreements may play by stating that:
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Agreements may be face-threatening if, for instance, they are interpreted as insincere,
manipulative or ingratiating. Moreover, agreements may also be self-face threatening acts if
one feels impeded in voicing one's own views openly and freely.

New research in speech acts reveals that disagreement is no longer equated with
negativity or perceived as an act to avoid or mitigate. Angouri and Locher (2012) give a new
perception of a disagreement. This speech act can be tolerated and expected as an interactional
tool to solve problems and make decisions in everyday encounters. They maintain that many
aspects intervene in claiming whether the disagreement is preferred or dispreferred, like the
context and norms of a particular society or culture group.

In the same vein, Georgakopoulou (2001, p. 1897) has suggested that “the occurrence of
disagreements does not seem to pose a threat to the participants’ relation.” Tannen and
Kakava’s (1992) study has shown that disagreement can be used to create intimacy. Kakava
(2002, p. 1537) shows that disagreement is regarded as polite and appropriate, and it represents
“a social practice that is pervasive and ‘preferred’ because it is expected and ‘allowed,” He
concludes that it is a ritual in interaction that does not cause any threat to solidarity (Kakava,
2002, p. 1563).

Disagreement at work is perceived as an act that triggers conflict because it is associated
with negotiating power between participants (Rahim, 2011). Nevertheless, research in the same
area has shown that disagreement can be appropriate and valuable (Tjosvold, 2008) and may
not damage the participants’ rapport. Research on business negotiation (Angouri & Bargiela-
Chiappini, 2011) provides further evidence of how disagreement is appreciated and treated as
an unmarked element of negotiations at the workplace. The present study aims at providing
further findings on this preference/ dispreference dichotomy.

1.3.Strategies of Disagreement

In situations where disagreement is inevitable, the speaker tends to soften its effects on
the hearer and endeavors to maintain social ties. From this perspective, disagreements are
perceived as an indispensable part of everyday life. The difficulty of finding the suitable
strategies to perform disagreement is the result of the delicate nature of this face threatening
act. Participants are expected to meticulously find strategies that both allow them to express
their viewpoints and soften the undesired and abrupt effect of the potential disagreement on
their interlocutor.

Depending on the weight of disagreement, speakers generally resort to a series of
strategies to mitigate and reduce the directness of the utterance. They may use ‘off record’
(indirect disagreement) strategy, such as ‘token agreement’ where the speaker pretends to agree
(LoCastro, 1986). Numerous studies report the use of this technique (Locastro, 1986; Kotthoff,
1993; Locher, 2004). Speakers resort to hedging to soften disagreements. Participants may
resort also to ‘displacing disagreement’ by agreeing with part of the uttered statement or tell
white lies (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Locastro, 1986). Other mitigating devices include giving
explanation for the uttered disagreement (Burdine, 2001; Kuo, 1994) and making positive
remarks like compliments and expression of gratitude (Beebee & Takahashi, 1989). The
present study draws on Brown and Levinson’s model, which proposes various strategies to
perform FTAs. It is worth pointing out, however, that these strategies are by no means the only
strategies used to express disagreement. In the present study, new strategies were identified, as
shall be discussed in the findings section. For analysis purposes, the strategies discovered are
classified under Brown and Levinson’s super-strategies (i.e., Bald on record, Positive,
Negative, and Off-record politeness strategies). The model proved to be flexible enough to
include all the strategies found.

1.4.Research Questions
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The present study attempts to answer the following research questions:

Question 1: What are the politeness strategies used by Tunisian Arabic speakers to perform the
speech act of disagreement?

Question 2: How do the contextual factors of Distance, Power and Imposition influence the
speaker’s choice of strategies?

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1.Instruments

The present study uses a Tunisia Arabic discourse completion test to elicit data. DCT is
the most popular data elicitation technique in cross-cultural speech act research (Blum-Kulka
et al., 1989; Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992).The large number of studies which used DCT
(Blum-Kulka al., 1989; Beebe et al., 1990; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986) reflects the usefulness
of this instrument as a data collection technique.

The DCT consisted of fifteen situations. The participants were asked to perform the
speech act of disagreement in each situation. Some disagreement situations used in previous
studies (Takahashi & Beebe, 1993) were adopted along with new situations set by the
researcher. The situations consisted of every day encounters.

2.2.Subjects

The subjects of the study were thirty third year university students at “Institut Supérieur
des Langues de Tunis, Tunisia”. They were all randomly selected using the method of Hatch
and Lazaraton (1991). All the respondents spoke Tunisian Arabic as a mother tongue.

3. FINDINGS

3.1.Disagreement Strategies in Tunisian Arabic

The primary objective of this study is to examine how Tunisian Arabic speakers produce
the speech act of disagreement. Data was collected according to Brown and Levinson’s (1987)
politeness strategies (On-record, Positive, Negative, and Off-record strategies).This model is
still used as a framework in many studies for it provides a rather comprehensive approach to
politeness (Elarbi, 1997). The present study adopts and extends this model and through its
findings hopes to contribute to the existing body of research in speech acts.

3.2.The Strategies of Disagreement
1. Bald on record strategies

Figure 1 below displays the distribution of disagreement strategies produced by NSTA.
The most frequently used strategies by NSTA were ‘explanation’, ‘direct refusal’, and “protest’,
while ‘concession’, ‘advice’, ‘teasing’, and ‘accusation’ were among the least frequently
employed strategies. It is noticeable that NSTA used high frequencies of direct refusal and
protest. NSTA seemed to use bald on record strategies considerably.

Figure 1: Distribution of bald on record strategies (percentages)
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Direct refusal

Direct refusals were remarkably used by NSTA regardless of the context and the
interlocutor whom they disagreed with. Direct refusals were not prefaced by a softening device

(e.0.1)).
e.g., 1. le misjo xdit i-6nija il-ralta (Situation 7)
No sir took you the way wrong
(No sir this is not the way)
Protest

NSTA used this strategy almost across all the situations. 83 instances of this strategy
were registered (13 %). The highest frequencies of this strategy occurred in situations 12
(cleaning the apartment) (19 instances out of 614 moves) (3 %), 14 (cancelled reservation) (16
occurrences out of 614 acts) (2 %) and 15 (at gas station) (20 instances out 614 acts) (3 %).

e.g., 2. NSTA -baSd ma xdimtheds I-kol tfok fje (situation 10)
after work | this all suspect you me
(after all this hard work you suspect me)
-muf masqul rahu (situation 12)
Not reasonable it
(It’s unacceptable)

This frequent use might be explained by the fact that the interlocutor caused an
inconvenience to the speaker. Thus, using a protest is an appropriate, justified, and expected
behavior in TA. This is plausible because the closer the relationship between interlocutors the
less concern is attributed to face.

Order

Out of 614 disagreements performed, only 11 occurrences of this strategy were found in
NSTA data. ‘Order’ occurred in situation 12 (cleaning the apartment) (5 instances out of 614
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disagreements), situation 13 (parking spot) (3 occurrences out of 614 disagreement acts) and
situation 15 (at gas station) (2 occurrences out of 614 acts). The significant use of this strategy
in these situations might be explained by the severity of theaction performed by the
interlocutor. The following example elucidates this idea.

e.g.,,3. qum lim il-xuda ili Smalthe (situation 12, cleaning the apartment)
Stand clean the mess that did you it
(Stand up and clean the mess)

Accusation

Although addressing a stranger, NSTA did not hesitate to accuse the clerk of promoting
the product.

e.g., 4. jxalsu fikom €al publisats. (Situation 5)
pay they you on publicity
(Do you make money on this?)

Teasing

Teasing between friends is seen as a playful friendly behavior, which does not carry a
hurtful impact.In the Tunisian culture, it is normal that friends tease each other on matters like
clothing and appearance.

e.g.,5. -mala dawq Sandok sahbi. (Situation 1)
what taste you have friend me.
(your taste sucks)
-bara rivoz darsik im-teS zoxrafja (Situation 3)
go revise lesson your of geography
(go revise your geography lesson)

By implicature, the second example implies that the speaker ignores what he/she is
talking about and has to reread the course of geography.

Correction

Correction was used when disagreeing with a person holding an occupational power, i.e.,
a teacher. Correction is a matter of knowledge holding and in this case the acquired status of
the interlocutors will be ignored, and reassigned to the knowledge holder. The latter will enjoy
more power.

e.g., 6. (Situation 7)
istena lahda dur arzaS mnin 3it rahu mehuf heds t'riq
wait moment turn go back to where came you not this road
(wait a minute go back to where you came from this is not the right way)

Reproach
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3 instances out of 614 disagreements were identified. It was used in situation 12 (cleaning
the apartment) and situation 14 (canceled reservation).

e.g., 7. tawa hokoa bilehi maw milulqulu ma demof blasa rana Smalna hazoz fi blasa
oxra (Situation 14)

now this in God’s name from the beginning say you no are place did we reservation in
place another

(God! You should have informed us from the beginning so we could make a reservation
somewhere else)

Advice

NSTA data contained an ‘unsympathetic’ form of Advice. While the purpose of an
advice is to give opinion about what should be done in a particular situation, unsympathetic
advice is purposeless and it is meant to create a feeling of discomfort in the hearer and might
be interpreted as a threat. This a case of a culture-specific strategy. The following example
shows the degree of seriousness this strategy embodies.

e.g., 8. bara bara afmil fwej autud wila mahw omija. (Situation 3)
Go go do some tutoring or illiteracy
(You need tutoring or literacy classes)

Unsympathetic advice might be used to ridicule the hearer as the following example
shows. By implicature the speaker praises him/herself (knowledge about the issue) and
dispraises the hearer (ignorance about the topic).

2. Positive Politeness

Figure 2 below shows the distribution of positive politeness strategies in TA .

Figure 2: Distribution of on record strategies positive politeness (percentages)
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The subcategories below represent the most relevant positive politness strategies
employed by the informants.

Suggestion

This face-saving strategy functions as a compromise between what the speaker believes
and what the interlocutor wants. Suggestion was used frequently.

NSTA

e.g., 9. jizina mil aflem w gaSdet id-dar xalina noxrzu naSmlu dura w nbadlu
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enough us from movies and staying at home let’s go out make a tour and change
weather.

(we watched enough movies. Let’s go out and enjoy the weather)
Concession

As the following example shows, concession is meant to avoid conflict and to make the
interlocutor react and eventually be persuaded by what the speaker wants or expects. Thus, the
speaker assumes complete responsibility for an inconvenience he/she did not cause.

e.g.,10. brabi ja musjo latityafef 30 swi dezole ken 3it maxar. (Situation 8)
by God your mister no angry you | am sorry if come | late.
(please sir do not get angry. | am sorry for being late)

Promise

NSTA used this strategy less frequently in situation 6 (camping) where the speaker is
supposed to disagree with his/her father. Promises “demonstrate S’s [speaker] good intentions
in satisfying H’s [hearer] positive-face wants.” (Brown & Levinson, 1978, p. 125).

e.g., 11. xalini nimfi w nu¢dik exir mara (situation 6)

let me go and promise | you last time

(let me go and | promise this to be the last time | do it)
Explanation (giving account)

This strategy was among the strategies most frequently used by the two language
speakers.

e.g., 12. walahi ena fi beli mawdu§ behi w fih ma nahki (Situation 9)
by God me in mind me topic good and in it speak I.
(I swear to God that I thought it’s a good topic that I can handle)

3. Neqgative politeness

Figure 3 below shows the negative politeness strategies identified in NSTA responses.

Figure 3: Distribution of on record strategies negative politeness (percentages)

10 7
0 , I —
Request Request for If-clauses
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Request

Request is the fourth most frequently used strategy of disagreement. This strategy
accounts for 7% of the total number of disagreements performed by NSTA (45 instances out
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of 614 disagreements). NSTA used this strategy almost in all situations. The highest
frequencies of request were found in situation 2 (watching a movie) (6 instances), situation 6
(camping) (9 cases), situation 9 (alternate topic) (5 instances), and situation 13 (parking spot)
(5 cases). NSTA used this strategy with a stranger or a high-status person. They also used polite
requests when addressing a person of high- status and simple requests with acquaintances.

e.g., 13.
-sizei heds leqi fih rahti aman xalini nkamil fih (Situation 9) (teacher)
topic this find in comfort please let me continue in it
(1 feel more excited about this topic. Can you please let me continue working on it?)
-i30  Gawini (Situation 12) (friend)
come help me
(give me a hand)
4. Off record strategies

Figure 4 below shows that compared to other strategies, off record strategies were the
least frequently used strategies to perform disagreement.

Figure 4: Distribution of off record strategies (percentages)
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Rhetorical questions  Alternate question to cause doubt

Rhetorical questions

As Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 223) claim, rhetorical questions are meant to leave the
“answers hanging in the air” thus violating the quality maxim. This strategy is among the least
frequently used strategies by NSTA.

e.g., 14. jexi muf tfuf fja gablek? (Situation 15)
Not see me you before you?
(Don’t you see I’'m before you?)

Alternate question to cause doubt

e.g., 15. misjs jexi mi?taged heda i-trig? (Situation 7, the way to the airport)
Mister sure you this the way

(Sir, are you sure this is the way?)
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The following section investigates the effect of the variables of Social Distance, Social
Power, and Rank of Imposition on the production of disagreement in American English and
Tunisian Arabic. Brown and Levinson’s super-categories are employed.

1. Social Distance
As figure 5 NSTA frequently used bald on record politeness strategies.

Figure 5: Distribution of politeness strategies across situations:
Distance (percentages)

40 175173033 27

mBald On
record

m Positive
politeness

The status of the addressee in situation 5 (clerk) might be behind NSTA use of positive
politeness strategies. In the Tunisian culture, disagreeing with a clerk is expected to be less
direct than disagreeing with a friend or a classmate. NSTA used positive politeness strategies
in situation 1 (unfashionable shoes, 21%) and in situation 2 (watching a movie, 30%).
However, situation 3 (the republic of Ireland) made an exception in that bald on-record
strategies were used (33%). This might be explained by the fact that the setting (classroom)
made it possible for participants to use bald on-record strategies to judge, evaluate, or correct
the interlocutor. It is worth mentioning that NSTA used mitigation devices less frequently to
reduce the directness of their disagreements regardless of the addressee’s un/familiarity.

e.g., 16. jexi lahadarza sehil Sad bara agra fweja ktub (Situation 3) (friend)
brother my to this level ignorant no go read some books
(you are ignorant you need to read some books)
e.g., 17. thibu txarzu silSitkum (Situation 5) (stranger)
want you sell goods your
(you want to sell your products)

Examples 16 and 17 show that NSTA did not resort to mitigation devices to soften
disagreements. Hence, in the Tunisian culture mitigation devices are not a common feature.

2. Social Power

As figure 6 below shows, NSTA used negative politeness strategies (40%). In their use
of negative politeness strategies, NSTA showed that they did not want to be imposing on the
addressee (father).

Figure 6: Distribution of politeness strategies provided across situations:
Power (percentages)
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Situation 7 (the way to the airport) elicited 28 instances (28%) of bald on-record
strategies. It is worth pointing out that NSTA less frequently mitigated their bald on-record
strategies as shown in the examples below. NSTA were rather more direct and provided
unmitigated disagreements.

e.g., 18 (Situation 7)

le le hek xlot muf hedje trig durt Sal imin fi Sud dur Sal- isar.

no no you mistaken not this the way turned you on the right instead of the left
(This is not the right way. You turned right while you should have turned left)

When addressing a high-status but friendly interlocutor such as a teacher in situation 8
(meeting with teacher), the informants used positive politeness strategies (18%), which shows
that the good rapport and the familiarity shared by both parties made the informants resort to
positive politeness. In situation 9 (alternate topic), the informants used negative politeness
strategies to disagree with the teacher (who is not a friendly interlocutor). This choice shows
that the informants were concerned with minimizing the imposition since the addressee is a
high-status interlocutor.

As far as situation 10 (plagiarism) is concerned, NSTA frequently employed positive
politeness strategies (25%) and bald on record strategies (25%). NSTA seemed more concerned
with defending themselves than caring for the status of the interlocutor.

3. Degree of imposition

In situation 11 (friend uses car) and situation 12 (cleaning the apartment) the participants
were friends. Situation 13 (parking spot), situation 14 (cancelled reservation), and situation 15
(at gas station) were conceived so that the degree of imposition would be high. The participants
in the aforementioned situations were strangers. As figure 7 below shows, NSTA used positive
politeness strategies (37%). Although the addressee was a close friend, NSTA did not resort to
direct strategies in order to avoid conflict and minimize the threat to the addressee’s face.

Figure 7: Distribution of politeness strategies across situations:
Imposition (percentages)
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In situation 12 (cleaning the apartment), although the informants had to disagree with a
friend, they used negative politeness strategies (22%). The informants avoided imposition on
the hearer because the situation included a favor-seeking context in which the speaker is
expecting a visit and needs the hearer’s help.

In situation 13 (parking spot), NSTA used negative politeness strategies (26%). The
Informants seemed less direct in their disagreements. This might be explained by the fact that
the respondents thought that the hearer did not know that parking spaces were booked in
advance.

In situation 14 (cancelled reservation), NSTA relied on two types of strategies: bald on
record strategies and negative politeness strategies. Bald on-record strategies account for 24%
and negative politeness strategies account for 26%. The frequent use of two types of strategies
might be explained by the fact that what the hearer did (not offering a table for the speaker and
his/her parents) was interpreted by the speaker as an act of disrespect that made him/her feel
embarrassed, especially in the presence of his/her parents. Hence, on-record strategies were
used to convey dissatisfaction and embarrassment. At the same time, the speaker resorted to
negative politeness strategies to minimize threat to the hearer’s face, hoping that the hearer
would take some action to satisfy the speaker. The examples below explain this pattern:

e.g., 19. kifef moBemef tawla hawil fuf talqga hal
how no there table try you look find you solution
(how do you tell me there is no table? Try to find a solution)
In example 19, the speaker started the utterance with a protest then issued a request.

In situation 15 (at gas station), NSTA used on-record strategies (21%). The high severity
of the offence in the Tunisian culture (taking the speaker’s turn) made NSTA use direct
strategies. However, NSE opted for positive politeness strategies to avoid conflict. Instead of
using softening devices to mitigate the force of their disagreements, NSTA employed
strengthening devices and they sometimes seemed impolite to strangers as the example below
displays:

e.g.,20. (Situation 15)
-allah valib il-mitxalif mitxalif lataSrfu saf la taSrfu priorito mala tfurix

God winner the ignorant ignorant not know you line not know priority what a
childishness

(Ignorant you have to wait in line like the rest of us. That’s childish)
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This section discussed the influence of the sociological factors of Social Distance, Social
Power, and Rank of Imposition on the performance of disagreement by NSE and NSTA. The
findings show that, in the Tunisian culture, the relationship between student/teacher is
hierarchically determined because teachers hold a high degree of power and authority.
Similarly, the relationship between father/son is socially determined. Challenging the father’s
decision is deemed impolite and disrespectful. However, direct disagreements among
classmates, friends, and strangers are tolerated and expected in the Tunisian culture.

4. CONCLUSION

The investigation of speech behavior among NSTA revealed that at the level of
disagreement strategies, the informants used a variety of strategies to perform disagreement
(e.g. ‘direct refusal’, ‘explanation’, ‘suggestion’, ‘request’, ‘advice’, ‘protest’). A few other
strategies (e.g. ‘accusation’, ‘teasing’, ‘counterfactuals’, ‘unsympathetic advice’) were culture-
bound. With regard to the linguistic markers used to soften disagreement, NSTA seemed to use
them less frequently. Hence, it seems that in the Tunisian culture, mitigating a disagreement is
not very common. The findings also showed that NSTA used religious fillers like
‘billehi’/‘brabbi’ (for God’s sake) to soften disagreement.

With regard to the second research question (Do contextual factors influence NSE and
NSTA strategy selection?), the present study revealed that the variables seemed to affect the
realization of disagreement in terms of frequency and strategy selection. NSTA used more
direct and unmitigated disagreement with friends and classmates than with strangers and status
unequal interlocutors. When the hearer is in a higher social rank (e.g. teacher, father), NSTA
tend to use indirect softened disagreements. Thus, the choice of disagreement strategies seems
to depend on the interlocutor to whom disagreement is addressed.
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Appendix |
DCT Tunisian Arabic
INSTRUCTION

Fifteen situations are described below in which you are expected to disagree with the speaker

on different occasions. Please write down in Tunisian Arabic what you would SAY in real
life situations.
AY i oy cin @ el e elilacly Ty ol o)aa aaoad il cild o3 juill dliliaal Lna can 2 ]

A58 e s g elaall o sl sad (53

Sigra of ay Bl ) Gl el e con 38l 4 sall gl Y1 il ¢ sl e 833 d3Y 2
VLl aa i o Juad) e 430 aiie "

12 5l 43 ) sgan O lilBaal (e alixial) aal o3 sasviall ASkadl) andll i (iE Clils oa) & s IS 3
il ) & ) gean o Ly b je g e i1 ASeE e G | ja g caad Gl e ASLaall Ciladalia ga)
_M\&%BA@

.................................................................. Jsi gl JAxiall @l L V&

Ol eI 1pagk 5 ABMe 4y Gleand (S5 Al G 5 Jaaadl) 8 lidla j aaf J8 da) jiu¥) 3 5 ol g daalall 3 4
A Al Al il e Al il s e 5183 Y sl G depeal) GEDL)

Jnaall pailadll e Udatia Cab gall Jadi s Gogula jlidl e @lina sac bl 3 bl S dlaal 5ol 5
En 3 il Gad salal) 138 G e G e ol A g jaall ol sl (g Lgims e i Lo 08 A
il gall (g liny BRI AT Le 138 Slilaels Jasy ol las) 5 ey i) (o

Maia Ladald Liad ) (o ) = yiially lall g canlil Lavie 5 ¢ sun) Al 8 s bt e cliina po il 6
Sae g calas o (S Vs dliaa cuae 5 38 i€ dad siall 4 sall JI ) 5ela

aa) £ b die 5 Akl 5 3N e il 285 Jliiu) aal el )65l 8 axe dilind dladaal (7
el gyl e Wl el i Uadl) 455 geal) <l jLEY)

................................................ Jsi o sl () Gkl Jga AMlind ae Calids &

0 ga 3da 385138 A8laia 58 ge ABMe 4y dlrans Sy @iay Al ) e G puiall @il paae go e S 8
o @Al ) ool sy Waline il < g Gl e ae sl e i) ) jeds Al deld) e oAl
e gall

J s lind ae aliss &
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o) i S Lo suia ga A () day s Bl ae 438 55 Cany g gt se ) 81 Slle IS ulandl s 89
Jsn G )ds LA 4ae Calias SBiS) DLy Lo i ga = 581 5 Gle gun ga (2 ) (53 lilind i go Hlald () 1ae

A8l o) e uin sl

....................................................................... Jsii gl 5l el o jLis Y&

o Lol Bl ) ellae (ga (5315 USY @l lail (e ud 431 Ve e Canill jaima 8 lind LS Cangy a0 53 10
Aaldy Sla g

........................................................................... 1J 5 Ml ae s &

ki Y I G g5l (any eliadl Lo yidl il wlialut U eladle) (50 oilu dlina Jiin) 11
Aaalall ) e Al Lgaliag B8 3 Gl 8 Loy il

B &) Baadlall g Aol Gl (guint (6 i e S a3 405 5l b llin ) sl il sf 12
e 48l peail elae 51 (815 a5l 138 ina )AL S se dagall oda G ol g Cadaiil) g g i (iany i
sl el o Liiul) 3 gl ol Angeall o2

A S G calaay ol e dradad) b el ) o sle 8 ol U oS8 o @i daaladly llda el 13

o Al elad s lall (8 Gud | AT (adid alaiul 8 alin Lo glae Cuzdd 5 e 43 jaa)

prbaall lginy vie | aadas jedly Galadl COU At < jand Laghaldi of <oy dally 2155 e (3 .14
eLE OlSe an 5 Y a8l pual s aadadd) e (b i) aa s ]

........................................................................................ 8 il ae alias &

Laa ) 53 i) 5 i i quin ga (a3 o5 it lald ol i g 53 ) go s o 5l Aane B il 15
ae

Appendix 11
(English translation of the TA Discourse Completion Test)

Situation 1: You are out doing shopping with your class friends. One of them tries on a pair
of shoes that you find unfashionable, but your other friend says: “God, you have to buy these
shoes. They are really good on you!”

Situation 2: For the first time in almost a week, really good weather conditions have prevailed
on your city today and you think you should profit from it and go to the beach with your friend.
However, your friend says: “I think we should go watch a movie.”

Situation 3:1In a classroom debate about the United Kingdom, one of your classmates claims
that the Republic of Ireland is a constituent country of the UK. Because you did internet
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research on the topic, you know for sure that the Republic of Ireland is a sovereign country,
independent from the UK.

Situation 4: During a break at college, a classmate you are not familiar with says: “I think
having a boyfriend or a girlfriend at college may have side effects on students’ studies.”
However, you totally disagree with what s/he says.

Situation 5: While you are at the supermarket helping your friend pick a new computer, the
clerk intervenes and starts talking about the good features of a specific brand. Recently, you
have bought a similar computer and you are very dissatisfied with it. You strongly feel that you
have to disagree with the clerk.

Situation 6: Your friend and you have planned to go camping this weekend. When you
informed your father about your program, he totally refused to let you go on a camping trip
claiming that bad weather conditions are expected this weekend. You cannot decline the
camping trip because you gave your friend your word.

You say to disagree with your father: ...

Situation 7: You are in the car with your teacher who is driving to the airport to meet a group
of foreign students and teachers. While driving, the teacher reaches a traffic light and says “I
guess we should turn left”. You know very well the way to the airport and you know that it is
still too far.

Situation 8: You have a meeting with your supervisor whom you have known for a long time
and who is friendly with you. The meeting is scheduled at 2 o’clock. You arrive at 2 and you
find that your teacher is really angry and he claims that you are one hour late.

Situation 9: By the end of the semester, you are required to hand an end -of -term paper on a
topic that you choose and discuss with your teacher. Recently, you have found a topic that you
think is interesting. You hope your teacher can give you some suggestions. However, your
teacher suggests another topic instead of yours. You totally disagree with your teacher about
the suggested topic.

Situation 10: The day you submit your mid-term paper your teacher questions its originality
and thinks that it's not your personal effort. You know very well that it’s your personal work
and that you worked very hard on it.

Situation 11: Your friend gets into your car without permission, starts the car engine, and says:
“I am going to take your car for a while”. You cannot let him do that because you need it to
make it to college in due time.
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Situation 12: You are a student and you share an apartment with your friend. You are expecting
a guest in half an hour. The apartment is very messy .It is your friend's turn to clean the
apartment today. However, s/he spends the whole time playing video games.

Situation 13: You want to park your car at the university parking. However you find that a
person has just turned the engine of his car off and taken your parking area for which you have
recently paid a fee. There is no other place where to park your car.

Y OU SAY 2. itttiitie ettt e ettt e ettt e et e s it e ekt e e e bt e e ekt e e bt e e b e e e bR bt e R e e R e e R b e et b e e bn e e nees

Situation 14: You want to surprise your parents on their wedding anniversary; you book a
table for three at a famous restaurant. Once there, they tell you that they are fully booked and
they are sorry to cause you such inconvenience.

D (01U 7 PSR PR PPN

Situation 15: While waiting in the queue to fill up the tank of your car at a gas station, a person
in a black Mercedes came from behind and drove past you. You know it is your turn and you
cannot let anyone fill up before you.

D (01U 7 PO T RO PPOPRTP
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