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Chapter 5 

Conclusion 

 

5.1. General Findings 

 Studies on disagreement has prevailed for decades (Brenneis and Lein, 1977; 

Boggs, 1978; Pomerantz, 1984; Goodwin and Goodwin, 1987; Grimshaw, 1990; Kuo, 

1992; Pan, 1994; Rees-Miller, 1995; Wang, 1997; Lin, 1999, and Kakava, 2002). 

However, these studies failed to offer sufficient explanations to the full-fledged 

manifestation of disagreement phenomenon. For example, disagreement has not been 

further classified by the nature of the topic and limited considerations have been made 

to social factors. In order to detect how disagreement is used in daily conversation, 

this study takes linguistic markers, pragmatic strategies, and social factors into 

consideration. After quantitative inspections of the data, the following patterns are 

derived. 

 To answer the three research questions and to verify the three hypotheses, first, 

between content-based disagreement (C-disagreement) and evaluation-based 

disagreement (E-disagreement), E-disagreement has been adopted nearly twice as 

much as C-disagreement, which indicates that in daily communication, most 

disagreement is caused by lack of consensus due to unshared value system between 

the interlocutors. In addition, more linguistic markers are significantly correlated with 

individual pragmatic strategies in E-disagreement than in C-disagreement. In 

E-disagreement, stronger dedication to different linguistic forms in pragmatic 

strategies may imply stricter and more adequate politeness is required. And thus, from 

the delicate manipulation of linguistic forms in different pragmatic strategies, 

E-disagreement may be more impolite and face-threatening than C-disagreement. In 

order to prevent communication breakdown caused by impoliteness, minding one’s 
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p’s and q’s (Lakoff, 1973) must be clearly distinguished and followed in order to 

minimize the face-threatening force caused by E-disagreement. Otherwise, if not 

handled carefully and delicately, backfire on linguistic behavior would set off. 

Second, in the subtypes of E-disagreement, opposition based on personal 

judgment overrides opposition based on socio-cultural evaluation (98.37% and 1.63%, 

respectively). The lack of a shared norm may account for the reason of the high 

percentage of personal E-disagreement. People in the same society/culture usually 

share a norm in their minds, which may regulate their ways of life. Because of this 

consensus, socio-cultural E-disagreement rarely happens, unless dramatic change on 

value system in the society occurs. Unlike socio-cultural E-disagreement, personal 

judgment on E-disagreement does not have a shared value system. Not able to have a 

norm makes interpersonal oppositions more likely to occur. 

And third, age is indeed an influential factor in disagreement. Disagreement 

happens much more often between same-age interlocutors (i.e., O-O and Y-Y) than 

between cross-age interlocutors (i.e., O-Y and Y-O). Disagreement is by nature a 

competition. Because power difference caused by age does not lie in same-age groups, 

the pressure to succeed in the competition—disagreement—is directly performed by 

the speaker and the hearer. In other words, the freedom to compete makes the speaker 

and the hearer of same-age groups disagree more often than cross-age groups. This 

finding is contrary to the traditional thinking that solidarity always lies between 

speaker and hearer of same-age groups. In addition, when significant correlations 

between pragmatic strategies and linguistic markers are analyzed, stronger dedications 

to linguistic forms in pragmatic strategies are found in cross-age groups (namely, O-Y 

and Y-O) than in same-age groups (namely, O-O and Y-Y). The finding implies when 

age difference is involved, careful manipulations of linguistic forms in individual 

pragmatic strategies are required and support the third hypothesis that age is a crucial 
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factor in disagreement. When only considering the speaker and hearer, hearer’s age is 

more influential than the speaker’s age, especially old hearer. This finding is in 

accordance with Bell’s (1984) theory of audience design that the hearer has influential 

effect on the speaker’s speaking style. Moreover, in Chinese society, the speaker must 

pay more attentions his/her way of speaking when addressing to old hearers. To sum 

up, age is indeed an influential factor in disagreement, especially when the speaker 

and the hearer have age differences and when the hearer is old. 

In addition, although different linguistic markers and pragmatic strategies are 

adopted according to the nature of disagreement, negation and correction is favored in 

all types of disagreement due to their conventional links with disagreement The 

conventional links between negation and disagreement and between correction and 

disagreement make the linguistic form and pragmatic strategy direct and more 

face-threatening than the others, and thus, they can show opposition most efficiently. 

The preference to use direct strategies and forms suggests that Chinese people are 

more likely to adapt Brown and Levionson’s (1978, 1987) “face-threatening-act” 

(FTA) than Lii-Shih’s (1986, 1994) “face-satisfying-act” (FSA) in disagreement.  

In short, disagreement cannot be completely explained unless its nature, 

pragmatic functions, linguistic markers, and the influence of age are considered 

altogether. 

5.2. Limitations and Suggestions 

 The current study tries to offer a holistic analysis to disagreement. However, 

several limitations still exist. First, the range of age needs to be widened—from 40 to 

60 years old—and the age groups could be further expended from two age 

groups—old and young—to three age groups—young, middle, and old. By widening 

the age range, the age difference in disagreement, whether in linguistic forms or 

pragmatic strategies, may become clearer, and by expending the age groups, a 
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continuous pattern of disagreement by three generations can be provided. The 

continuum in age difference may help in checking the shift of value systems. 

Second, more social factors need to be considered in order to obtain a more 

complete and holistic view on disagreement. In this study, only age difference is 

considered. Although gender difference is considered in data collection, the aspect is 

not analyzed and discussed in this study. Other social factors, such as ethnic 

background and educational level, have important influence on disagreement as well. 

Explanations to disagreement and its subtypes may become more accurate and holistic 

when gender and other social factors are all taken into consideration. 

 Third, further subcategorization of linguistic markers and pragmatic strategies 

can be studied in the future. Only substantialized linguistic markers are examined in 

this study, however, hesitation markers, such as silence and pauses, are important 

clues in disagreement as well. In order to obtain more accurate depiction of 

disagreement, examinations on the non-susbtantialized linguistic forms need to be 

adapted. In substantialized linguistic forms, further categorization on question, degree 

marker, and modals may provide more insights in disagreement. Other than linguistic 

markers, partial disagreement can be further grouped into different subtypes: 

disagreement by degree, or disagreement by item. Further categorizations in linguistic 

marker and pragmatic strategies could provide more explanations and answers to 

disagreement in our everyday life. 

5.3. Applications 

 Disagreement happens in everyday life. This study helps people with a better 

understanding of the nature and realization of disagreement, and furthermore, 

remedies the relationship between speaker and hearer (i.e., teacher and student, 

employer and employee, parent and children, and husband and wife). The more 

people know about the formation of disagreement, the more we are able to prevent the 
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unnecessary conflict. Besides, in language teaching, whether it is first language 

teaching or foreign language teaching, linguistic forms have often been stressed, but 

pragmatic strategies are seldom mentioned. However, in daily communication, 

function and form always go hand in hand, and all the linguistic manifestations are 

determined by functional requirement. The correlations between linguistic markers 

and pragmatic strategies need to be taught to students in order to obtain a better 

understanding in the manipulation of disagreement and other speech activities as well. 

It should not be forgotten that, sometimes, it is not what you say, but how you say it 

raises disagreement. Communicative approach in language teaching has become a fad 

in Taiwan in recent decades. However, not many teachers have fully comprehended 

the true meaning of communicative. Only when forms and functions are taught hand 

in hand and students are competent in using different linguistic forms in accordance 

with pragmatic strategies in different speech activities can teachers claim they have 

successfully adapted communicative approach in their teaching. 


