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Abstract
        The present paper examines the realisation of disagreement on two discussion boards on a Taiwan-based BBS (Electronic Bulletin Board Service) to identify the linguistic devices utilized in online disagreements and to analyze the concept of face on BBS. Disagreement has long been recognized as an intrinsically face-threatening act (Brown & Levinson 1987) and needs extra management during its realisation to maintain the relationship between the addresser and the addressee. In this paper, members of BBS boards are found to draw on various kinds of resources, such as their oral language repertoire or from the medium of technology in projecting disagreement (Baym 1996; Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm 2006). Various posts and boards show different tendencies in their strategic use and these tendencies are in line with their identity, interactional purpose and behavioural norms. It is then argued that these strategies are enacted to negotiate identity and relationships— or face, the combination of these two notions— in the online community of practice. In other words, these different behavioural patterns reveal the variety in online communities. 

        The findings in this paper suggests that Watts’ (2003) and Spencer-Oatey’s (2005, 2007) notions of face are more useful theories for interpreting relational management in an online context. Watts stresses that face is constituted in interaction(s), while Spencer-Oatey emphasizes the relationship between face and identity. In this light, one is able to understand the complex and ever-changing human interaction better by recognising different factors, especially in the non-traditional computer medium. Drawing on the observations of this paper, a multidimensional and interactive concept of face in online communities is proposed in light of these two theories. 
Keywords: Disagreement, Argument, BBS, Face Theory, Computer Mediated Communication, Virtual Community, Community of Practice.   
1.0 Introduction
Face has been a dominant issue in politeness studies for the past two decades, since Brown and Levinson’s (1987) dyadic Face Theory. Recently, many researcher have found that this classic view lacks insight in the changeability (Watts 2003) and multi-faceted nature of face (Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2007). The notion face has been redefined and proposed under different names. Watts (2003) extends the scope of face to the whole range of relational work. Spencer-Oatey (2007) considers the content of face, relating it to identity. Various social features, such as culture, social value and power have all been taken into consideration (e.g. Mao 1994; Matsumoto 1988; Scollen & Scollen 1995; Spencer-Oatey 2005; Locher 2004). These works enrich our understanding of the complexity of human interaction, and empirical studies in various contexts are widely encouraged. 
One of the most interesting domains is online interaction, or computer mediated communication (henceforth CMC). CMC is characterised by the features and limitations of medium (Herring 2001) and its hybrid registry (Baym 1996). As the internet becomes a more and more dominant way of communication today, the importance of understanding online interaction grows even more pertinent. Understanding of online interaction is important to understanding human interaction in the new era. As Locher (2009) claims, a need to extend (im)politeness research from normal conversation to online interaction is right in front of us. In Taiwan, the Electronic Bulletin Board Service (hereafter BBS) is a very powerful computer medium. People exchange opinions and form communities on BBS and their information and opinions are quoted as resources in news reports. Hence, I choose this as my source of data.
Among all kinds of interaction, I consider disagreement as being a good place to begin studying online interaction in face because, firstly, disagreement is rich in relational management. Disagreement is a double-edged sword in that it promotes communication by contributing different opinions on the one hand, but risks stopping communication by causing disharmony on the other (Locher 2004: 94). The management of relationship is, thus, crucial in projecting disagreement. Pomerantz (1984) and Golato and Taleghani-Nikazm (2006) both show some features of dispreferred response in disagreement realisation in oral communication. However, Kotthoff (1993) and Locher (2004) find that disagreements are not always presented indirectly or considered as being dispreferred, and context and interactional needs are argued to be factors. These studies demonstrate that the realisation of disagreement is a complex phenomenon involving different factors, and thus has the potential to reveal relationships among interactants in context.
In this paper, I aim to answer the following two questions:

1. What are the linguistic devices people use in projecting disagreements on BBS?

2. What does the use of the strategies reveal about the identity and relationships on BBS?
Data is chosen from two boards on a popular Taiwan-based BBS for a comparison study, which includes 4 posts and 136 thread replies in total. Firstly, I identify disagreements, and categorise the devices found. A quantitative comparison is made to examine whether or not there are significant differences among the four posts and the two boards examined. Secondly, I discuss the function and face management these devices carry out in interaction, and the possible reasons of these choices. With these observations, I extend my research a little further to discuss the constitution of face on BBS as a conclusion. 
2.0 Methodology

2.1 Mechanism of BBS posting
The data corpus of this research is chosen from the largest Taiwan-based BBS forum, PTT. PTT is open to the general public, which means that no registration or password is asked for to browse the public boards. However, if one wishes to post an article, registration is required. Registered users can post and reply on public boards, establish their own profiles and even create their own private boards. 
On a board, a member can post a new post, reply in the short thread(s) at the bottom of a post, or reply by writing a new post with the same title. The common terms of these behaviours are post, reply and repost. In reply, a member can choose to recommend (marked as 推), boo (噓) or simply reply (→) to the initial article. I translate these marks into R, B and →, respectively. This mechanism allows the repliers to show their attitudes. However, the moderators have the right to close the function of booing.  The layout of a BBS post looks like this:

[Initial Post]

[Replies]  

R/ B/ → UserName:
As one replier comments: “Don’t fight in the reply, otherwise the initial post may be deleted”
, one knows that a reply may affect, and be affected, by the initial post, for a replier reappears to consider the consequences the replies may cause to the initial post. Accordingly, replies can be seen as extensions of the initial post, and are thus more closely related to the initial post, whereas a repost is a different entity. It is because of this concern that only disagreements in replies are considered in this paper.
In presenting the data, all of the original texts are presented in Chinese characters with a free translation in English in the appendix. Disagreements identified are marked with an arrow ( in the beginning of the reply. In discussion, extracts are provided only in English for ease of processing.
2.2 Sampling 
In selecting data, I adopt a stratified random sampling method, and supplement it with a one-week ethnographic observation in June, 2009 (Herring 2004: 12). The boards are chosen with the intention of comparison, the posts are randomly selected, while the speech act is identified “by phenomenon” (i.e. disagreement) (ibid.: 11).  In selecting the boards, I follow Herring’s (ibid.: 9) advice to choose boards where the two pieces of data in comparison only differ in one dimension; the boards selected were FoodBoard and StupidClown Board. They are both public and popular. They were both honoured as “hot boards” because they had over 30 posts each day during the time of observation. Being public means that the board is open to people from various social backgrounds, and their memberships depends on participation. Being popular means that they have earned the majority members’ identification, which makes them representative examples of BBS interaction. However, these two boards are open for different topics. FoodBoard is a place where people comment on, and share information about restaurants, and StupidClown Board is a forum for people to share life’s “stupid” experiences. In other words, FoodBoard is more of an information-orientated board, while StupidClown is a relationship-orientated one. Investigating how disagreements are managed on two different boards like these can provide an insight into the influence of board culture on members’ behaviour. Two articles containing disagreements are randomly chosen from each board, and to maintain an equal amount of data, replies to each post are cut down to the first 34 replies. This does not only keep the data down to a manageable size, but also reveal a structural feature on the overall pattern. That is, it tells us whether disagreement happens in the initial part of the replies. 
In the end, the corpus is composed of four full length posts, Taking Photo (abbreviated as Photo) and Food Price from FoodBoard, and A Friend’s Story and Jesus Refunded a Book (abbreviated as Jesus) from StupidClown Board, along with 136 replies in total. Disagreements are identified under careful criteria, introduced in 4.1.1. Both disagreement toward the first post and other repliers are included, since digressions of argument are common in multi-party verbal interaction. Deviated arguments will be specified in the discussion section. 
2.3 Mechanism of analysis
The framework of analysis adopted, in a general sense, belongs to CMDA (computer mediated discourse analysis) approach proposed by Herring (2004), who states that discourse analysis methods can be fruitful in understanding online interaction from a linguistic, cognitive and social perspective (Herring 2004: 4). Specifically, three frameworks of analysis are adopted. For my first research question, the Speech Act Theory (e.g. Austin 1962) is used as the theoretical foundation in identifying disagreements and strategies. A quantitative comparison is made of each device in the hope of identifying the patterns on each board. Moreover, a conversational analysis (e.g. Sacks et al. 1974; Stommel 2008), combined with the concept of face (e.g. Watts 2003; Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2007), is used in examining the relational management of the  chosen strategies.
3.0 Literature Review
In terms of the present paper, three aspects of research are of critical importance: the concept of face, CMC studies and studies of disagreement. I discuss different concepts of face in the first section, and review several computer medium features related to BBS in the second. The last section discusses disagreement studies in lens of Face Theory and online interaction.
3.1 Face
As a criterion of politeness performance, face has gone through a series of changes. From Brown and Levinson’s (1987) classic universal Face Theory, to a more modern theory of Watts (2003), and Spencer-Oatey’s (2007) study relating face to identity. I argue that the concept of face is an interaction-based and multi-dimensional phenomenon. Taking culture into consideration, Mao’s (1994) studies on Chinese face is also discussed. 

3.1.1 Face as a public self-image
Brown and Levinson’s universal Face Theory is based on Goffman’s notion (Brown & Levinson 1987: 63), and further generates a whole scheme of principles of polite strategies from Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principles (ibid.: 3; Watts 2003: 92). Drawing on part of Goffman’s definition, “the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself ”, they view face as a kind of individual “basic wants” mutually understood by “competent adult members of a society” (Brown & Levinson 1987: 61-62). In interaction, face is vulnerable to being threatened, and threatening one’s interactant’s face may simultaneously threaten one’s own face (ibid.: 67-68). Based on the mutual understanding of each other’s face wants and the vulnerability of face, interactants, who are presupposed to be “rational and goal orientated agents” (ibid.: 59, 64) will cooperate to maintain face.

The researchers further distinguish two face wants of social members, namely positive face and negative face. Positive face is firstly described as “the positive consistence of self-image or ‘personality’ claimed by oneself which needs to be “appreciated or approved of”. On the other hand, negative face is one’s “basic claim… to freedom of action and freedom from imposition”. (ibid.: 61). Placing these definitions into the scope of wants, the positive face can be said as one’s want to be desirable and involved, and the negative face, the need to be unimpeded and independent (ibid.: 62). Dependent on the face one orients to, there are positive politeness and negative politeness strategies. Since face is considered intrinsically assigned to individuals, all utterances have the potential to be a face threatening act, or an FTA. Interactants may choose not to perform an FTA at all. However, they will not be able to carry out their conversational goals. To compromise, a speaker may choose to perform the FTA in a bald-on-record, on-record or off-record way (ibid.: 69). A bald-on-record strategy is the most direct and unambiguous way of doing it, and an on- record way shows the clear intention of the speaker, while an off-record strategy makes the speaker’s intention ambiguous. In other words, they assume that the politeness of an utterance is defined by its level of directness.
According to their definition of face, Brown and Levinson argue that there are some intrinsic FTAs (ibid.: 65). Disagreement, for instance, is intrinsically a positive FTA, as it indicates the speaker’s disapproval toward the hearer (ibid.: 66). Because “any rational agent will seek to avoid an FTA” (ibid.: 68), disagreement should always appear to be mitigated. In fact, avoiding disagreement is one of the Positive Politeness strategies (ibid.: 113-117). Nonetheless, many researchers have found empirical data which opposes this conclusion in some special context (e.g. in argument, c.f. Kotthoff 1993).
Brown and Levinson note the influence of social features on the effectiveness of an FTA, proposing that the weightiness of an FTA varies according to the social distance, relative power between the speakers and the hearer, and the absolute ranking of imposition in a particular culture. However, these social variables are relatively static and tied to individuals. Consequently, face remains as an individual procession. Brown and Levinson’s theory presuppose that every person, regardless of their personal background, has the same kind of wants. Nevertheless, many researchers have found that different cultures stress on different values. The Chinese culture is one of the most frequently mentioned counter examples of this “universal face”,  and others include the Japanese culture (e.g. Matsumoto 1988; Ide et al. 1989, 1992). 
3.1.2 Chinese Face
Tracing Goffman’s “Face” back to its Chinese originality, Mao (1994) points out the fundamental mismatches between the Brown and Levinson’s theory and Chinese culture. Firstly, and probably most importantly of all, Chinese face is a public image, rather than a “public self-mage” (ibid.:  454, emphasis original). This mage is “on loan to the individual” and “located in the flow of events” (ibid.:  453). An individual does not own a face for others to damage or anoint. Rather, s/he has to earn his/ her own face, which is supported by others’ evaluation and “endorsed by an impersonal agency” (ibid.). In this sense, face is more a public approval than an individual want. A social member is expected to act in a certain way, or “by the line” (Goffman 1967: 5), to prove that he or she is worthy of approval. In a very simplified way, if one acts or shows characteristics in harmony with the social expectation, one wins face. If not, one may lose face. 
Mao argues that the difference between the Western and the Chinese face is driven by what he calls “relative face orientation”, defined as “an underlying direction of face that emulates…the ideal social identity, or the ideal individual autonomy.” (ibid.: 471) While face in Western society aspirates to individual autonomy, Chinese face is more orientated to pursuing an ideal social identity (ibid.). Such a difference is related to the view of the self, that is, whether a social member make sense of their own behaviours and characters by referring back to their own thoughts and feelings, or evaluates him- or herself according to what s/he believes others perceive and think of the interaction (ibid.: 472). This observation supports Gu’s (1990) findings about Chinese politeness. Since the society is more important than the individual, humbleness and respect for others are critically important. Mao thus argues that Chinese dual face, lian and mianzi, constitutes Chinese politeness (1994: 462). In operation, lian, the social and internally sanctioned moral standard (ibid.: 458), is the bottom line of behavioural guidance, and mianzi, prestige, is the social approval one can win from, or give to, others (ibid.: 457).
Mao’s argument seems to still treat individuals as equal entities in one united society, and ignores the dynamism and multi-aspects of face in interaction. Although Mao successfully deciphers the cultural bias of Brown and Levinson’s theory and emphasises the notion of the group, his own does not reach out very much in the aspect of dynamics. Therefore, in this paper, Mao’s Chinese face is only used as a background to understand Chinese culture. Seeing the inadequacy of the static concept of face in understanding the ever-changing nature of human interaction, research on face or politeness in general, tend to move towards a more dynamic and interaction-based approach.
3.1.3 Face in interaction
Consistent with Mao, Watts (2003) argues that researchers must go back to Goffman’s definition of face. He firstly questions the location and the stability of Brown and Levinson’s face. Watts re-quotes Goffman’s definition of face: “a positive value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume s/he has taken during a particular contact.” (Goffman 1967:5; emphasis mine), pointing out that face is actually “dependent on the other members, and can change from time to time… is reproduced and modified in every instance of social interaction” (Watts 2003: 104-105). The two faces Brown and Levinson propose are constructed prior to the interaction, and reside in individual, whilst Goffman states that face is “diffusely located in the flow of the events in the encounter” (1967: 7). In other words, Watts believes that face is co-constructed in interaction(s) and may change as the interaction goes. Thus,  a face only lasts for the time of the interaction. The line, “a pattern of verbal and nonverbal acts by which s/he expresses his/her view of the situation, and through this his/her evaluation of the participants, especially him/ herself” (Watts 2003: 124) is where face is constructed. In other words, face is not completely prescribed. It is constructed by means of repeating practices in different contexts in history and is negotiated in the local context of each interaction. In interaction, people produce and reproduce certain ways of behaving, and believe that these actions can express and amend social relationships (ibid.: 122).

This notion assigns a changeable character to the concept of face, as Watts claims: “[f]ace may coincide with our interpretations of the ritual role to be played in an ongoing interaction” (Watts 2003: 125, emphasis mine). The idea of social role, context and interactants’ perceptions should then all be brought into the construction of face. Face, therefore, is no longer a fixed notion, but varies according to many different factors, such as culture. A classic example is the inapplicability of the negative face in certain cultures. Watts casts doubt on the notion of negative face itself, stating that since “the line” is assumed by other social members, it is hard to apply a negative face in a culture where personal freedom is part of the community (individual tends to be submissive to the community) (ibid.: 105), such as the Chinese culture. 
Since face has been defined as an achievement of interaction, it is more than a passive picture of people’s self-image. Rather, it also functions as a condition of interaction, the need to maintain each other’s face. In practice, it is termed as facework, “a reciprocal social attribution of face to the participants in the social interaction with the line/ lines one is assumed to be taking” (ibid.: 131). Watts distinguishes facework into two kinds, namely supportive facework and non-supportive facework. Whilst the former shows respect to others’ feelings, the latter shows no effort to do so. Note that these do not equate to polite and impolite behaviour here as they do in Brown and Levinson’s theory. Instead, facework can be neither polite nor impolite, but merely acceptable (i.e. politic behaviour, ibid.: 19). This depends on the interlocutors’ evaluations in context. This paper follows this concept of facework, limiting itself to the discussion of facework, but does not equate them to politeness.  
Watts reinterprets Goffman’s concept, emphasising the dynamic and interaction-based feature of face. Yet, since his theory deals more with politeness than face per se, Watts does not go further to specify the concept of face as a self-image, as Spencer-Oatey does.
3.1.4 Identity Face 
Gaining insights from cross-cultural studies and social psychological theories, Spencer-Oatey (2005, 2007) makes a distinction between a pan-situational face and a situation-specific face, and terms them as respectability face and identity face, respectively (2005: 103- 104). The face which gains damage or approval is the identity face.
Based on another definition of Goffman’s “an image of self delineated in terms of approved social attributes”, she argues that both identity and face are social attributes claimed by a speaker in an interaction. The dominant difference is that face is only associated with positive and affectively sensitive attributes (Spencer-Oatey 2007: 644). However, what is evaluated positively varies according to people and context. Consequently, face-lose or face-winning happens when mismatching occurs. This argument seems to support the idea of studying face in disagreement, where mismatch of desirable attributes can be perceived.
In terms of analysis, Spencer-Oatey proposes a triple-level analysis: individual attributes, relational associations and collective affiliations (2007: 645-647). Relational association means that face is dependent on the present relationship between two parties in interaction (e.g. business participants). Relationship contains the status, rights and obligation of the two parties. One’s face will be damaged if the expected obligation of one’s interactant is not fulfilled. Collective affiliation refers to one’s identity as a group member. If the group loses face, one loses one’s face as well. Therefore, face is multi-layered and composed of different notions. These different layers of face, however, are not independent of each other. 
Spencer-Oatey’s notion of face, in my understanding, is a rather different concept from that of Brown and Levinson and Watts. It concretises the content of face with two notions, namely value and obligation-rights (ibid.: 650-653). The former is often simplified as a desire for others’ approval in Brown and Levinson’s concept. In this sense, face is a kind of self-presentation, constructed at the semantic level. The latter is limited to the interactant’s obligation to protect the other interactant from losing face, and one’s right to be protected. In other words, face also involves relationship management, which lies in the ways things are done (said). Whilst other researchers pay more attention to the relational function of face, Spencer-Oatey (2007) emphasises more on face as self-presentation. In practice, however, these two aspects go hand in hand. According to her, facework is both psychologically (internalised) based by being interactionally constituted (ibid.: 645-647). A social agent creates a self-image and behaves according to his or her own preference and understanding of the context and situation, and the interactant reacts according to the same kind of knowledge of his or her. Denying one’s image may affect the relationship, and mismanaging the relationship will threaten both of the interactants’ self-image. Echoing Watts (2003) and Locher & Watts (2005), Spencer-Oatey argues that the value and obligation of a social actor actually varies according to the role s/he is playing in a certain context, and thus, “face sensitivity” also differs in various “role relationships” (2007: 652).
The argument of “face-sensitivity” reveals Spencer-Oatey’s awareness of the agency of social agent(s). “Attributes that are affectively sensitive will vary dynamically in interaction, and will not always conform to the socially sanctioned ones.” (2007: 644, emphasis mine) Put differently, people have different judgments about the appropriate presentation of self and what constitutes appropriate behaviour. This difference can be highly relevant in the study of disagreement on a purely text-based medium, such  BBS, where verbal behaviour is self-image (see the discussion of CMC). Spencer-Oatey’s theory provides a new insight in understanding of the conceptualization of face in both individual and group aspect. 
In this paper, I use the term “face” as a metaphor, which includes both people’s self-image in relation to others’ perception, and their relationship concern.
3.2 CMC
CMC has its own uniqueness in many ways, and three aspects are found particular influential in this study, namely technological factors, the hybridity of genre and the sense of community. 

       Technological constraints have been found to affect CMC in a great deal of research. Herring (2007) discusses ten factors of media, and like Angouri and Tseliga (forthcoming: 6-7), I also consider that four of them relate to online discussion forum: asynchronicity , persistence of transcript, channels of communication, and anonymity. 
Asynchronicity lengthens the reaction time of CMC, giving interactants more time to process messages, and increasing the metalinguistic awareness of the interactants (Herring 2001). For disagreement, this factor allows interactants to think about the implicit assumptions of the message and disagrees with it (see 4.1.1). Moreover, this temporal distance makes elaborated argument possible and desirable, regardless of whether it is a preferred or dispreferred response (Baym 1996: 328). Persistent of transcript keeps all of the messages on record, making it possible for one-to-one, many-to-one and one-to-many interactional formats to exist. For example, a post may have more than one reply disagreeing with it (many-to-one), or one reply can disagree with another reply (one-to-one), or one reply can enact disagreement that is against more than one reply/ posts (one-to-many). The persistent of transcript and diversities of structure help establishing and sustaining group norms, since it is easier to follow something that has been recorded.  
In terms of channel of communication, BBS is a purely text-based medium where paralinguistic features are missing. Nevertheless, it has been found that users compensate for this defect by using emoticons, punctuations, and spelling and fonts to colour their messages in managing relations (e.g. Baym 1996; Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm 2006; Angouri & Tseliga forthcoming). Being a text-based medium means that many social features are hidden or unavailable in interaction. Anonymity, therefore, also plays an important role in BBS interaction. Danet (2001) finds that the lack of specific social features “encourages play with identity” (as cited in Angouri & Tseliga in preparation: 5). Identity online is thus argued to be constituted creatively in the means of language. From this perspective, the creation of self-image and the management of relationship are tied up even more tightly, because one constructs one’s image mainly through one’s linguistic performance online.
Many researchers recognise CMC as being a “hybrid genre” which has a mixed feature of oral and written language, and bridges the private and public domain (Baym 1996: 319). Here I draw on Baym’s research to discuss this point. According to Baym, CMC is similar to oral conversation because of its interactive and contextualised interaction mode. Meanwhile, the spatial and temporal distance between interactants demand online messages to be explicit, making it more like a written language, such as letter writing. On the other hand, concern about audiences also influences CMC. BBS is a so called “interpersonal-mass medium”, since messages posted may be addressed to one or more audience(s)
 in particular, yet a post can be read by any person who has access to the board. As Baym illustrates insightfully: “Whereas speakers in oral interaction are accountable primarily to their conversational partner, Usenet (the online community she studies) interactants are responsible for the whole group” (ibid.). Consequently, CMC is both private and public.
This mixed feature of private and public genre results in a sense of community, because “the public” is within an expected scope. Online groups are usually viewed as being a “virtual community” (Stubbs 1998), and Herring (2004: 14) summarises a series of features identifying an online group as a community into three aspects: identity, sociability, and support. By means of active and regular (varying from person to person) participation and conflict management (sociability), an online group develops a shared history, norms and values, etc. and build up an awareness of being an entity which is distinct from other groups (identity). To maintain the group, members may show solidarity, support and reciprocity by identifying with the roles and hierarchy (e.g. moderators) and obeying the rules (support) (ibid.: 14-16). To go one step further, Stommel (2008) points out that the concept of a community of practice helps to understand online groups as “non-essentialist, situated, and practice-orientated, as well as intricately connected and mutually constitutive.” (Stommel 2008: 14). Community of practice (CofP), indeed, can be an even more suitable framework for a BBS study, since it captures the fluidity of the construction of a community. The word “fluidity” refers to the adaptability “of” and “in” the community. On the one hand, the construction of a CofP is defined by active participation (joint enterprise and mutual engagement, Holmes and Meyerhoff (1999: 179)), rather than any static social tie. On the other, the behaviour in the community can change, and can be changed, in interaction. Stommel draws on the concept of “participation-reification” (2008: 14) and argues that the verbal action itself is both a kind of participation and reification. Therefore, the norm of behaviour is not fixed, but can be renegotiated again and again. 
Briefly speaking, in a CofP, “social relations form around the activities and activities form around relationship” (Eckert 2000: 35).
3.3 Disagreement
The issue of disagreement concerns three aspects. Structurally, it is a reaction towards a previously projected message. Socially, it involves issues (i.e. potential threat) of face in different contexts. Recently, online disagreements have also gained some attention, and a review of previous research in these three domains is given in this section.  
3.3.1 Disagreement and Preferential Organisation
The speech act of disagreement is often approached in the lens of conversational analysis. Conversational analysts consider conversation to be constituted by turns in a sequential organisation, in which messages can be viewed as an adjacency pair
 (Liddicoat 2007), composed of the first pair-part and the second pair-part. Each pair-part is a speech act, and the second pair-part can be viewed as being the hearer’s choice of reaction. Research shows that the choices of the second pair-part are not of equal chance. Rather, the alternatives are “ranked” (Atkinson & Heritage 1984: 53), and are referred to as preferred and dispreferred reactions. The name “preference”, from a purely structural point of view, does not refer to the interactants’ subjective desire or “personal prerogative”, but only indicates the “systematic advantages of a certain type” (Lerner 1996: 304). So called dispreferred second-pair parts are marked (Brown & Levinson 1987: 38) by certain mechanical features, such as being delayed, prefaced, or accompanied by an account. However, it is hard to completely rule out the psychological perspective in examining human interaction. Hayashi (1996) argues that speech is usually “planned” by citing Owen’s (1983) argument: “once we begin to talk of preference as ‘on the part’ of either participants, we are surely close to dealing with motivations, or wants, or some similar notion” (as cited in Hayashi 1996: 230). Here I use Pomerantz’s study to demonstrate how disagreement is studied in the framework or preference organisation. 
Pomerantz considers both the initial assessment and the second assessment. She finds that disagreement, as a dispreferred second-pair part, can be marked by pause, or delay markers (uh, well, etc.), partial repeats, requests for clarification, agreement tokens or qualifiers (Pomerantz 1984: 70-73). In classifying the strength of disagreement, Pomerantz proposes that there are strong and weakened disagreements (ibid.: 74-75). While a strong disagreement contains a contrastive component to the previous proposition, a weakened disagreement usually comes with a positive evaluation (such as yes), addition or qualification. 
Although, at first glance, Pomerantz’s study seems to be very structure-orientated, it actually reveals a certain level of influence from the first speaker’s personal prerogative, as she writes (ibid.: 63): 

“The proffering of an initial assessment, though it provides for the relevance of a recipient’s agreement or disagreement, may be so structured that it invites one next action over its alternative. A next action that is oriented to as invited will be called a preferred next action; its alternative, a dispreferred next action. ”                

(emphasis mine)
In other words, whether a dispreferred second-pair part is a disagreement or an agreement is subjective to the previous message, over which the first speaker has control. The features listed above are attached to the dispreferred utterance, rather than the disagreement itself. To illustrate this point, Pomerantz gives an example of self-deprecation as the first pair-part. When self-deprecation plays the role of the initial assessment, the second turns are of “overtly stated disagreement, disaffiliation and undermines” (ibid.: 89). On the other hand, agreements in this situation are considered as being dispreferred, and will be performed with delay and weakened (ibid.). This case seems to indicate that the preference of agreement or disagreement does not lie at the propositional level, but the interpersonal level. In Pomerantz’s own term, it is about managing social support and solidarity (ibid.: 77). Briefly speaking, the projection of disagreement is related to the first pair-part.
3.3.2 Disagreement in the Face Theory
Theoretically speaking, the concepts of face and preference have a tight connection. In fact, Brown and Levinson suggest that face consideration contributes to determining the preferred choice (1987: 38-43). Hence, it is not surprising to see that markers of dispreferred sequence and face-threat mitigators overlap with each other. To name but a few, hesitance, repetition, token agreement are viewed as being both dispreferred markers (e.g. Pomerantz, 1984) and strategies of avoiding face-threatening (Brown & Levinson: 1987: 112-114; Locher 2004: 120, 137).
Many conversational analysts adopt the concept of face when studying the performance of disagreement, with different considerations. Kuo (1994) considers the power difference brought by the interlocutors’ social features and its effect on the choices of strategy, arguing that the way interlocutors express disagreement is constrained by the Politeness Principle, which is applicable to the less powerful part, but not to the more powerful person (Kuo 1994: 111). This conclusion implies that face is not a flat and equal phenomenon, but sensitive to social features. Hayashi (1996) demonstrates how speakers’ plan and knowledge of maintaining face shape their performances. 
Defining disagreement as an inherently face-threatening act, Muntigl and  Turnbull (1998: 242) explore the structural and pragmatic features of disagreement in arguing. The importance of their work lies in extending disagreement to a continual negotiation of face. The more aggressive a disagreement one receives, the stronger one’s reply is likely to be in defending the previous argument. It is worth noting that the researchers specify that their data is collected between people who have a positive and close relationship (ibid.: 248), so that their responses tend to be defending their own ideas, rather than attacking their interlocutors. In other words, in an argument occurring in a positive relationship, speakers tend to protect their own face rather than attack others’, in case the relationship is ruined (ibid.: 249). This study illustrates three break-through points in disagreement studies. In one, disagreement is not always a two-turn pair; it can be extended by further disagreements. For another, facework is done mutually. The level of face damage one receives will influence the level of face-threatening in one’s response. The other point is that the already existing relationship has an influence on people’s disagreement performance. Once this relationship, or the context, changes, will disagreement still tend to be carried out in a “dispreferred” or indirect way?
As a counter example, Kotthoff (1993) emphasises the importance of context in determining preferred alternatives. She argues that, as the conversation moves on, an argumentation is contextualised by previous utterances (1993: 200). Hence, disagreements in argumentation will be produced as preferred dissents or even aggravated dissents in which few mitigating devices are found, and turn-taking speeds up, which indicates the importance of “contradict quickly and in a coherent manner” (ibid.: 201, 203). In this specific context, agreements are dispreferred, because speakers are expected to defend their own position (ibid.:  203). Failing to defend one’s own opinion is failing to preserve one’s own face, and even a concession is also a self-face threatening act (ibid.: 210). Kotthoff’s research points out the dynamicity of preference and face. Social actors are not always inclined to show solidarity, and what is considered as being face-threatening varies according to the context. Brown and Levinson’s super strategy of seeking agreement and avoiding disagreement (1987: 112-113) seems non-applicable under this circumstance. 
 I have now reviewed some important works discussing face-work in disagreement. These studies demonstrate that disagreement regarding face is actually 1) sensitive to the social role and first pair-part, 2) negotiated as conversational sequences go and 3) context sensitive. Now let us turn to interaction on the new media.
3.3.3 Disagreement in CMC
Baym’s (1996) research on agreement and disagreement in an online soap-opera discussion group, Usenet, is a pioneer in exploring these two speech acts in computer-mediated interaction. Her study contributes to our understanding of CMC in general, and widens our perspective of discussing online language. She argues that this hybrid character has a great influence on the agreement and disagreement performances of Usenet members. There are two major phenomena under the influence of media. First of all, Baym finds that referring to previous discourse, mitigating potential offence and elaborating argument (Baym 1996: 328) are shared characteristics of disagreement and agreement, although they differ in proportion. This suggests that some characteristics taken as dispreferred features may just be reaction of the constraints of the media on CMC. Secondly, disagreement has a paradoxical feature of carrying more contradictory statements and, at the same time, being marked by many mitigators (ibid.:  338-339).  
Baym considers the impact of both the medium and the community to be the cause of these two phenomena. She argues that the importance of “achieving novelty”, making the best use of webspace and the interactants’ time, as well as the interpretive nature of soap-opera (ibid.: 339- 340) all contribute to these seemingly paradoxical characteristics. On the other hand, she also brings the participants’ agency and social features (in this case, gender) into consideration, explaining the obvious tendency of building solidarity with the high percentage of female participants and their wants to maintain a friendly discussion environment. Baym’s research recognises the complexity of online verbal interactions influenced by the medium, the participants and the topics, reminding us to avoid over-generalisation while dealing with this new genre.  Her findings are later echoed by Herring (2001: 625):“[n]ot all properties of CMD follow necessarily and directly from the properties of computer technology”.
In a similar vein, Graham (2007) examines the impact of the medium and the sense of community in conflict management in an email list group, identifying netiquette, lack of paralinguistic markers and the participants’ structure (Graham 2007: 745) as three critical factors of online communication. She argues that the norms developed under the computer medium mechanism, and within the group merge together to constitute the concept of (im)politeness in online interaction (ibid.: 742). To name but a few, wasting bandwidth, posting under a wrong title and reposting private messages publicly are all non-political behaviours in terms of netiquette. Also, demonstrating behaviour which threatens the collective online identities, such as computer users, the ListMember and ChurchGoer or TopicEnthusiast, is also considered inappropriate (ibid.: 746). Discrepancy between interactants’ understanding and expectation of the appropriate behaviour and ideal image can cause conflict, as is shown in her data. However, the norm is dynamic and negotiable, and members tend to work toward agreement. Three phrases of negotiating conflict to harmony are identified: perceiving impoliteness, self-justification and managing rapport
 (ibid.: 747, 751 & 755). Through these phases, community members cooperate to recognise dissent, negotiate opinions and achieve consensus in the end. By bringing in the features of the medium, the concept of the online group as a community of practice and the negotiability of interaction, Graham demonstrates the (im)politeness concept as being a dynamic entity subject to immediate context and collective history. 
Tying the concept of face and dispreferred response together, Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm (2006) explore how interactants in the online synchronic chat-room negotiate face through the mechanism of preference organization. More often than not, direct disagreement is avoided or scaled down by partial agreement (ibid.: 312), which shows that people still inclined to solidarity in instant chatting. Instead of going into the concept of face, they focus on the way people carry out the speech act and maintain social harmony. Online chatters are found to incorporate conventional devices in oral conversation and creative forms, such a smiley faces, emoticons, and pauses in their messages while disagreeing. Users employ their experience in oral conversation, technological skill and creativity to conduct smooth social interaction and maintain harmonious relationships.
In summary, relationship management online is argued to be a complex phenomenon influenced by the medium features, the sense and identity of community and norm developed in the group history. 
4.0 Devices used in projecting disagreement
This section is divided into three important parts, the first of which is the definition of disagreement, and my method of defining disagreement is specified. Secondly, I introduce the categories of disagreement strategies, and illustrate them with examples from the data. In the third part, devices which are unique to CMC are identified. The goal of this section is to answer my first research question: What are the linguistic devices people use in projecting disagreement on BBS?
4.1 Definition of Disagreement
In my study, disagreement refers to the speech act of disagreeing. For a more precise definition, I draw on both the dictionary definition and the definition from a linguistics perspective. In Miriam-Webster’s online dictionary, for example, disagree is defined as “to have different opinions” and disagreement as “the state of being at variance”. From a linguistic perspective, Kakavá (1993: 36) defines disagreement as “an oppositional stance (verbal or non-verbal) to an antecedent verbal (or nonverbal) action” (as cited in Locher 2004: 95). In brief, disagreement refers, not only to the propositional content of an utterance, but also the oppositional perspective or position of a verbal agent. I thereby define disagreement as “expressions of different opinions or oppositional stances against other interactants.” 
4.1.1 Identifying Disagreement
Identifying disagreement is a coding of a semantic phenomenon (Bauer 2000), which is unavoidably subjective (Herring 2004: 18) to the coder’s interpretation. Considering that the extended reaction time allows for deeper interpretation and enhances meta-linguistic awareness (Herring 2007), I suggest that researchers can examine the post with a critical perspective to understand the position of the poster, and build up a criteria of disagreement. The analysis of Food Price is demonstrated here as an example. 
In Food Price, a poster I call Eric enacts four questions about whether or not the prices of some dishes are reasonable. Although he entitles his post as a question, “Is It Reasonably Expensive?” and categorises his post as a “discussion”, Eric actually holds a strong opinion that the dishes are not worth the price. His attitude is revealed in his way of writing. Let us look at the syntactic structures of the four questions:  
1. I’ve always wanted to ask if it’s reasonable for these dishes to be so expensive?
2. But the normal public can also make these dishes on a low budget, right?? 
3. Or are these dishes expensive for the experience and skill of the restaurants? 
4. Do board members think that these dishes are really worth the price? 
Question 1, 3 and 4 are yes/no questions, and 2 is a tag question with double question marks. A close yes/ no question implicitly restricts the addressee’s reaction to limited choices. Tag questions, in particular, can be used as a strategy to transform an assessment to a presupposition, making it harder for the interactants to disagree (Verschueren 2003: 157). Both structures have a strong force in restricting the responses to agree. In addition, the lexical choice of “expensive” presupposes that the food is expensive, but not reasonable. In a similar vein, the word “really” in 4 further underlines Eric’s negative assessment of the cost of the food. In brief, Eric has a very strong presupposition in mind that the food price is not reasonable. The post itself appears to be more about seeking confirmation and interpersonal alignment, rather than inviting different opinions. Therefore, although on the text level he appears to be seeking answers from others, it is his goal in an interpersonal relationship that matters.  Eric’s opinion can be summarised as follows: 
1. These dishes are expensive, unreasonable and unworthy.
2. Normal people can make these dishes themselves with a lower budget.
3. The restaurants tend to overcharge their customers

Furthermore, by posting a question like this on the forum, Eric presupposes that it is appropriate to discuss and complain about the food price on FoodBoard. Thus, a replier may also disagree with these implied opinions:

4. The question of the reasonableness of the price is worth discussing and important for the board members. 
Therefore, one may say that the replies which do not match with these arguments are disagreements. In analysis, disagreements of the above statements are all found. To contextualise the examples below, Taking Photo is posted by Alice, who identifies herself as a restaurant blogger, to complain about being stopped while taking a photo in the restaurant, and she asks the reasons for the restaurant’s rejection of her request in her post. A Friend’s Story is posted by Jane, whose hottie friend went out with a middle-aged vendor in exchange for a free bag, but she could not get rid of him later, and was thus laughed at by her friends. Jesus is posted by Terry, a bookstore clerk. He shares an experience of a customer who came to ask for a refund of her purchase because Jesus told her not to read it, as it is a stupid story. 20 disagreements are found in Taking photo, 28 in Food Price, 22 in A Friend’s Story and only 5 in Jesus. Linguistic devices identified are discussed in the following three sections. 
4.2 Mitigating Devices
Linguistic devices are categorised into three kinds: mitigating devices, intensifying devices and paralinguistic markers. The first two are used to enhance or reduce the directness of an utterance, while the last one expresses the expressive elements of the poster. Mitigating devices include the following five kinds: hedges and down-graders, modal auxiliaries, sentence particle BA, partial agreement and questions as softeners
Hedges & down-graders

Hedges are linguistic means to modify the illocutionary force of the propositional content (Watts 2003: 183; Brown & Levinson 1987: 146). Tannen (1993: 28) argues that hedges have the function to “soften the impact of negative statements”, which implies that hedges are used out of social-interpersonal considerations. Aijmer also states that hedges have to function to “free the speakers from responsibility for the word”, because it implies that the messages combined with hedges are “inappropriate, insignificant, negatively evaluated or approximate” (Aijmer 1986: 14, 16, as cited in Locher 2004: 114). In brief, hedges are used to scale down face-threatening effect.
Since both hedges and down-graders serves mitigate the illocutionary force of a speech act, I, following Holmes (1995), put hedges and down-graders, such as not necessarily, in the same category. Some ambiguous items, such as I think and just will be categorised as boosters, according to their function in the local context. The hedges and down-graders found in the data include: I think, kind of, a bit, little, maybe, about, not necessarily, maybe, actually, generally, basically and probably. 

Example 1: 

Taking Photo in Restaurants, reply 6 and 8:
6. → Joan: But I think it has little to do with the service, how far can those who want to imitate go…
8. → Joan: by taking a look  = =  (you’d better) still respect the restaurant owners BA.
This example is a multi-turn unit cut off by another replier. In this reply, Joan disagrees with Alice’s argument that the fear of being imitated should not be a reason for restaurants to prohibit customers from taking photo. Her oppositional opinion is incorporated with an hedge and down-grader, as shown in italics, which demonstrates her effort to mitigate the strength of her statements and challenge. The phrase I think is called “quality hedge” (Brown & Levinson 1987: 164) that can avoid open imposition on the addressees. Furthermore, Joan’s choice to write “has little to do”, rather than “has nothing to do” also indicates that she is lessoning her assertiveness. In Mandarin, 什麼 refers to phrases like “stuff”, which tones down the degree of seriousness of a proposition. Therefore I translate 沒什麼關係 into “has little to do” to show Joan’s way of toning down. 
Modal auxiliaries: 
Quirk et al. (1972) identify a series of words as “modal auxiliaries” in English: may, might, could, would, should. In my data, modal auxiliaries are seldom used, and only two are found, i.e. should and could. Should carries a hypothetical or tentative meaning, while could can express probability (ibid.: 97-102). 
Example 2:

Food Price, reply 26:
26. →Iris: A restaurant should be worthy of the flavour they produce, not the ingredients. It is the flavour which attracts customers to spend money on it that is the foundation for the profit of a restaurant BA. 
In disagreeing with the previous replier’s argument that people go to restaurants to save them the bother of preparing their own food, Iris shows her disagreement in a counter claim mitigated by should, making her own argument as a putative one.
Modal auxiliaries seem to be rarely used in the data, and are limited within a small group of lexical items. A possible explanation is translation. Modal auxiliaries are one way to express modality, which Verschueren (2003: 129) defines as “an inherently pragmatic phenomenon… involving the attitude toward pure reference-and-predication content of an utterance.” In Mandarin, a modal is usually expressed in adverbial phrases, such as probably, which is usually categorised as a hedge. However, terms such as should are clearly modal auxiliaries. This is, therefore, a debatable area of categorisation. Since hedges, down-graders and modality all serve the same function of toning down the force of disagreement, I put them all in the same table with specification. The distribution of hedges is an interesting phenomenon. Look at the table below:

	Hedges & down-graders;

modal auxiliary
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus
	Total

	Total Number hedges/
Modalities
	11

0
	1
1
	4
0
	2

1
	18

2

	% of all hedges/

Modalities
	61.1%
0 %
	5.6 %

50%
	22.2%

0%
	11.1%

50%
	100%
100%

	Replies involved 
(hedges+ modalities)
	8
	1+1
	3
	2+1
	16

	% of replies involved
	8/20

40%
	2/28

7.1%
	3/22

13.6%
	3/5

60%
	NA


Table1. Hedges, Down-graders and Modal Auxiliaries.
Particle BA

Sentence particles, as defined by Verschueren (2003: 204), are monosyllabic and morphological intermediate items between full words and affixes which serve a wide range of functions, from modifying an illocutionary force to indicating the completion of a conversation. Brown and Levinson call them “hedges in particles” (1987: 146). Lee-Wang’s (1998) study found that three Mandarin particles BA are used in facework in requests, serving to diminish the illocutionary intensity of requesting. BA is found to be most frequently used in informal and equal-status conversation. In this case, it is also found to serve as a mitigator in disagreement. 
Example 3

Taking Photo in Restaurant, reply 10:
10. →Joan: On the contrary, it is the more fancy ones that will mind people taking pictures BA.
Joan disagrees with Alice’s idea that fancy restaurants should allow photo taking. She mitigates her direct contradiction with BA. The utterance itself is still an oppositional statement, yet it is softened as a suggestion. It is worth noting that BA can, as Lee-Wang finds, serve as a question marker. This may be the reason why it is  used to soften an utterance. This use relates to the next section of using a question as a mitigating device.
	BA
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus
	Total

	Total Number
	3
	6
	2
	0
	11

	% of all BA
	27.3%
	54.6 %
	18.1%
	0%
	100 %

	Replies involved
	3
	6
	2
	0
	11

	% of replies involved
	15 %
	21.4%
	9%
	0%
	NA


Table2. The Use of BA
Question as a softener  (SQ):
Questions can serve different functions according to the type of question used and the context. According to Brown and Levinson (1987) and Leech (1983: 108), indirectness is face-protection (more polite). Verschueren (2003: 157) mentions that questions have the function of mitigating assertiveness. Locher  also sees questions as a way of expressing relational work, if “lacking the quality of challenging” (2004: 133). From a conversation structure perspective, question, as a first pair-part of an adjacency pair, invites the addressee to respond. In Chinese culture, the harmony of the group is more important than individual autonomy, as Mao (1994) points out. Thus, a question can be seen as an invitation of agreement rather than an imposition, as Western culture may see it. As a result, questions can be used as softened disagreement. 
Example 4

A Friend’s Story, reply 21:
21. boo: Nick: Only the girl is lousy BA? That middle-aged man didn’t cheat her~ The girl volunteered to enjoy the treatment and ran away afterwards…
Nick disagrees with the previous reply that both the vendor’s and the girl’s behaviour are lousy. He tones down his direct assertion by turning it into a question with BA and a question mark. The contradiction between Nick and the previous replier is thus toned down. 
	SQ
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	2
	2
	2
	0
	6

	% of all SQ
	33.3%
	33.3 %
	33.3 %
	0%
	99.9 %

	Replies involved
	2
	2
	2
	0
	6

	% of replies involved
	10%
	7.1 %
	9 %
	0%
	NA


Table3. Question as Softener
The above devices are used to mitigate the illocutionary force of the utterance itself.  By reducing the strength of one’s disagreement, one can show humbleness, avoid damaging face if proven wrong, or avoid imposing ideas on the receiver. Whilst these devices exist in the clause level, some other strategies which work at the discourse level to minimise the discrepancy between the interactants.  
Partial agreement
Partial agreement is a strategy speakers use to preface a following disagreement. Pomerantz (1984: 74-75) argues that it is a weakened form of disagreement in response to an invitation of agreement. Brown and Levinson (1987: 112-114) consider partial agreement to be a sub-strategy to the super strategy, avoiding disagreement. In other words, they tend to think that partial agreement is a way of showing solidarity (see also Baym 1996: 335). 

Example 5
Food Price, reply 25:
25. →Leo:  Of course it is not reasonable, but it is troublesome to prepare the ingredients. So no matter how expensive it is, people will buy it. If people want something cheap and worthy, they won’t go to restaurants.    
Leo first strongly agrees (of course) with Eric that the price is not reasonable. Then he turns to argue that price is not the only, or the primary, concern of the customer. Leo’s first phrase then works to show an empathetic understanding of Eric’s point. The relational face between them is thus preserved. 
	Partial Agreement
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	0
	2
	1
	0
	3

	Replies involved
	0
	2
	1
	0
	3

	% of replies involved
	0%
	7.1%
	4.5%
	0%
	NA


Table 4. Partial Agreement
Apology as a preface
An apology can serve as a pre-warning of an upcoming disagreement. Locher (2004: 205) comments that an apology is a marked and polite behaviour which shows concern to the receiver’s face. It is worth noting that apologies are only found in StupidClown. This will be discussed later. 
Example 6
Jesus Refunded a Book, reply 30
30. boo Saul: Sorry, I think as a clerk, you should not talk about a customer in front of other customers. It’s very impolite. 
	Apology
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2

	Replies involved
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2

	% of replies involved
	0%
	0%
	4.5%
	20%
	NA


Table 5. Apology as preface
4.3 Intensifying Devices
Intensifing devices are used to enhance the force of the speech act. Devices found in the data include boosters, oppositional markers, challenging interrogatives, challenging imperatives and irony. 
Boosters
Here I define boosters as a set of words or phrases used to strengthen the impact of the utterance on the addressee (also see intensifiers in House & Kasper 1981: 169-170). Boosters found in data include so, indeed, very, of course, just, easily, especially, and really. I also include the adjective typical, and adverb on earth, at all, because they intensify the negative and conflicting attitude of the repliers. 
Example 7:
Jesus Refunded a Book, reply 33

33. → Charles: That’s right. It’s indeed very inappropriate from a service point of view.

Charles’s reply is both an agreement to Saul’s reply in 30 and a disagreement with the initial post of Terry. The first sentence is a confirmation of Saul’s opinion that Terry, as a clerk, should not laugh at his customer. In his second sentence, Charles uses two boosters indeed very to strengthen his objection to Terry’s behaviour. His utterance is, therefore, an intensified disagreement. 
Oppositional marker (OM)
Here I define oppositional marker as a device to emphasise the replier’s oppositional stance in disagreement. It differs from but on its focus on the speaker’s position, for instance:

Example 8:

Taking Photo in Restaurants, reply 29:
29. R Fanny: I, on the other hand, want to ask you why the restaurants should allow you take a photograph?      
Fanny’s use of “on the other hand” positions herself away from Alice to challenge Alice’s presumption that the restaurants should allow customers to take pictures. This device intensifies the disagreement by distancing the two interactants.  
	Booster /  OM
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	8 / 2
	2 / 0
	5/ 0
	3/ 0
	18/ 2

	% of all Booster/ 
OM
	44.4%/ 100%
	11.1%
	27.8%
	16.7 %
	100 %

	Replies involved
	5/ 2
	2/ 0
	5/ 0
	2/ 0
	14/2

	% of replies involved
	25 %

10%
	7.1%
	22.7%
	40%
	NA


Table 6. Boosters and Oppositional Markers
Challenging interrogative (ChQ)
A question can be used as a softened statement. However, questions can also be said to carry a quality of challenging by turning the content of the assertion into a presupposition, further restraining the interactant’s reaction. Heritage (2002: 1441) points out that, negative interrogatives have the quality of challenging the address to accept the argument. Muntigl and Turnbull (1993: 229-230) argue that challenges usually appear in the form of interrogatives. Thus, questions can also serve as severe indirect challenges, rather than a softened statement. I define questions which attack the previous argument and those in the form of negative interrogatives as challenge interrogatives.
Example 9
Taking Photo in Restaurant, reply 33:
 33. →Simon: Ultimately is it the food that you love or the photographs…You’re putting the cart before the horse.
Simon’s question is a rather typical action restraint challenge. He does not only challenge Andy, the replier of line 28, to specify his own intention to go to the restaurant, but also restricts Andy’s answer with a presupposed “politically correct” answer. Since the primary goal of FoodBoard is to share information about good food, Andy is expected to focus on food, rather than being busy taking pictures to enhance the popularity of his own blog when he goes to a restaurant. This presupposed answer can be observed in reply 31, where Walton accuses Andy for “just trying to increase the popularity of your own blog.” However, Andy’s previous self-justification for not going to a non-photo restaurant for the second time does not match the joint enterprise of FoodBoard. No matter which answer Andy chooses, his face, or his personal face (speaking consistently) or group face (follow the group norm) will be damaged. Therefore, Simon’s use of a question is a challenge, rather than a softener. 
	Challenging Interrogative
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	10
	8
	4
	0
	22

	% of all ChQ
	45.5%
	36.4%
	18.1%
	0%
	100%

	Replies involved
	7
	6
	4
	0
	17

	% of replies involved
	35 %
	21.4%
	18.1%
	0%
	NA


Table 7. Challenging Interrogative

Challenging imperatives (ChI)
Although the use of the imperative is not found in any previous research consulted, it is found to be a rather challenging strategy in the data. Imperative, on the one hand, restricts the next reaction of the receiver, thereby threatening his/her independence. On the other, it distances the addresser from the addressee, and threatens the addressee’s face of involvement.  In terms of face as a social attribute, in this particular context, it challenges the receiver’s face of achievement, as it knows that the receiver cannot do what he claims he is able to do (in this case, it is Eric’s claim that general public can make those dishes). 
Example 10
Food Price, reply 4 
4. Gillian: In that case, you also cook these dishes with a low budget and offer them for a lower price BA.
	Challenging Imperatives 
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	1
	6
	0
	0
	7

	% of all ChI
	14.3%
	85.7%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Replies involved
	1
	6
	0
	0
	7

	% of replies involved
	5%
	21.4%
	0%
	0%
	NA


Table 8. Challenging Imperatives

Irony (IR)
Irony is an indirect or humorous way of challenging. Brown and Levinson (1987: 265) recognise irony as being an off-record FTA. Yet, being indirect does not mean that it is less effective than direct disagreement, since its implied meaning is known by the receiver, and it is hard for the interactants to fight back (Locher 2004: 169). Irony is only found four times in one post (Food Price 11, 12, 14 and 28), and two of those times it is enacted by the same replier. 
Example 11

Food Price, reply 12 

12. R Mark: Rent~ staff~ bill ~ gas~ hardware, don’t they cost anything? You think a lamb will grow up and become a fried lamb dish by itself’’?
After challenging Eric with a list of costs he failed to consider, Mark mocks 

Eric’s lack of knowledge of cooking and running a restaurant. He later reframes this irony in reply 14. By repeating this irony, Mark seems to try to make it a joke and build up his image as a humorous person. 
	Irony
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	0
	4
	0
	0
	4

	% of all  IR
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Replies involved
	0
	4
	0
	0
	4

	% of replies involved
	0%
	14.3%
	0%
	0%
	NA


Table 9. Irony

4.4 Paralinguistic Markers on CMC 
Although it is a fact that, due to the typing nature of CMC, paralinguistic cues, such as intonation, stress and pause, do not “exist”, it has also been found by many researchers (e.g. Angouri & Tseliga forthcoming; Crystal 2006; Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm 2006; Baym 1996) that emoticons, punctuations and other symbols compensate for these paralinguistic features. As Danet (1993) argues, the use of the aspect of graphic form is “for expressive purposes” (as cited in Baym 1996: 316). In the data, emoticon, pause, and repetition of punctuation are all found to be in performing disagreement.

Emoticons
Three emoticons are found in this study: = =, :( and @@.  The first, composed by two equating marks to represent a person’s eyes with eye-brows lowered, is used to show doubt.  Example 1 can be a good illustration. After expressing her doubt in Alice’s argument that a person can copy another’s cooking by taking a look, Joan gives this expression. Unhappy face, :( also serves to show the replier’s disapproval. It is used in A Friend’s Story after a criticism to Jane’s friend. The last emoticon is @@. This is often used to express confusion or uncertainty about what to do next. Judy, a replier in Jesus uses it in stating that she thinks the instance is actually not really funny. The influence of emoticons on the strength of disagreement is ambiguous. On the one hand, they may enhance the force because they express negative emotions. On the other, they are rather playful and creative, which can reduce the seriousness of situation. As the data collected is insufficient to reveal their function, I will exclude them from the discussion of face effect.
Example 12
A Friend’s Story, reply 9
9. → Yuki: Greedy :(       
Example 13
Jesus Refunded a Book, reply 19
19. → Judy: It’s just ok @@

	Emoticon
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	1
	0
	2
	1
	4

	% of all emoticon
	25%
	0%
	50%
	25%
	100%

	Replies involved
	1
	0
	2
	1
	4

	% of replies involved
	5%
	0%
	9%
	20%
	NA


Table10. Emoticons

Mimicking sound quality 
The use of dots and wavy symbols represent pauses and lengthening. Golato and  Taleghani-Nikazm (2006: 315-316) also find pauses used in synchronic online conversations to scale down and foreshadow the dispreferred second assessment. A pause can be at the beginning of a reply, in the middle. or at the end. While the former two have a clear function of expressing silence, the ending dots may mimic “fading away voice”. In the following example, Harry shows his disapproval of Eric’s post. Both initial and ending dots are used.
Example 14
Food Price, reply 32
32 → Darlie: …It’s a great shame one cannot boo here…  
	Pause/ Silence
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	2
	4
	9
	1
	16

	% of all pauses/ silence
	12.5%
	25%
	56.25%
	6.25%
	100%

	Replies involved
	2
	4
	9
	1
	16

	% of replies involved
	10%
	14.3%
	40.9 %
	20%
	NA


Table11. Pause and Silence.
The wavy symbol ~ is used to represent a lengthened voice. Its function differs according to the speech act it is attached to. For example, it can be interpreted as a softener showing uncertainty of Matilda’s reply 2 in Photo, but it can also be said to strengthen the replier’s doubt in Food Price, reply 12. In addition, since as it is used frequently by two members (Matilda and Mark), it is also possible that a wavy symbol is more of a personal style of connecting sentences than a widely used tone marker.  
Example 15
Taking Photo, reply 2

2 → Matilda: In addition, I personally think that taking a photo for imitation is still different from taking a look~~
	Lengthening 
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	2
	2
	0
	0
	4

	% of all Lengthening
	50%
	50%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Replies involved
	2
	2
	0
	0
	4

	% of replies involved
	10 %
	7.1 %
	0%
	0%
	NA


Table12. Lengthening

Repetition of  Punctuation (RP)
One way of showing stress and intonation is through the repetition of punctuation. Angouri and Tseliga (forthcoming 13) find that this method is used in a students’ discussion forum to express strong and direct disagreement. 
Example 16
A Friend’s Story, reply 15

15. → Ivy: I don’t want to recommend it. She was being greedy and she lied. This kind of behaviour is really not worth following. She’s a hottie, so what? This kind of behaviour is even worse than that uncle who kept running after her !!!
	Repeating Punctuation
	Photo
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus
	Total

	Total Number
	0
	2
	2
	0
	4

	% of all RP
	0%
	50%
	50%
	0%
	100%

	Replies involved
	0
	2
	2
	0
	4

	% of replies involved
	0%
	7.1%
	9%
	0%
	NA


Table13. Repeating Punctuation

In this section, I introduce the linguistic devices BBS members use in expressing disagreement. Some are used on the phrase level, others are on the sentence level, and still others function on the paralinguistic level. Unlike what some early research called “lean text” (Daft & Lengel 1984, as cited in Herring 2001: 614), BBS members have abundant resources with which to conduct their utterances to satisfy relational need. These varieties reveal not only the creativity of computer users, but also that interpersonal relationships are at the core of CMC on BBS (c.f. Crystal 2001:59).
5.0 Linguistic enactment on BBS
In this section, I aim to answer my second question: “What does the use of the strategies reveal about the identities and relationships on BBS?” Through a quantitative comparison of the devices used, three interesting phenomena are found: A Friend’s Story contains the highest number of direct disagreements, disagreements in Taking Photo tend to be hedged and softened, and Food Price receives the most challenging strategies. Unfortunately, disagreements found in Jesus are too few to be statistically significant, so I will put it aside first in quantitative comparison. Its implications to online behaviour will be discussed first. 

Relying solely on statistic distributions may ignore the influence of context and lead to over-generalisation in a study of social interactive phenomenon. Thus, an interpretive analysis is needed for a close look at the locations and functions of these tendencies. After discussing the three phenomena, I extend my discussion to the construction of face on BBS.
5.1 Directness in A Friend’s Story 
Direct disagreement is traditionally considered to be a bald-on-record face-threatening and undesirable act (Brown & Levinson 1987: 130), or non-supportive facework (Watts 2003: 133). However, it appears very often in A Friend Story on StupidClown, and does not provoke negative evaluations. It is thus worth discussing the possible factors of this phenomenon. 
5.1.1 Definition of Directness
In discussing directness, two kinds of data are examined. Firstly, I count the number and the percentage of replies which contain an unmitigated statement. Let us see an example:

Example 17
Jesus, reply 3:
3.  → Nigel…It’s not stupid, it’s greedy….
Nigel’s disagreement is direct, but it comes with a hesitance in the form of dots. The temporal distance soften the whole post while the statement itself remains direct. 

The other kind of data is defined on the discourse level as a disagreeing reply with no mitigation. In other words, it aims at examining the directness of the whole reply.  For instance:

Example 18
A Friend’s Story, reply 23:
23. B. Kimmy: She’s greedy. She deserves it.
This reply is direct, both on the phrase level and the discourse level. Counting replies like this can tell us how much percentage of disagreements is completely direct, revealing different tolerances of unmitigated disagreement on each post. The purpose of this discussion is to see whether or not there is a tendency to be direct on BBS in general, on different boards or on different posts, and if so, what are some of the possible motivations. 

5.1.2 Tolerance of Directness and Group Norm
In the first aspect, A Friend’s Story has an noticeably high percentage (59 %) of replies involving direct statements. What follows is Photo. Nevertheless, the exact number of Photo needs to be recounted, because there are actually two separate arguments going on, which I call Alice and Andy.
. A revised chart goes as follows:

	Unmitigated Statements
	Photo
Alice; Andy 
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Total Number
	3; 4
	8
	13
	2
	30

	% of  all Unmitigated Statement
	10%; 13.3%
	26.7%
	43.3%
	6.7%
	100%

	Replies involved
	3/14; 4/6
	7
	13
	2
	29

	% of replies involved
	21.4%; 66.6%
	25%
	59%
	40%
	NA


Table 14. Unmitigated Statements
The result suggests that BBS in general does not incline to directness, but the levels of tolerance of direct statement in online disagreement vary according to the boards. StupidClown seems to incline to direct responses, as both posts have more than 40% of replies engaging direct statements. In comparison, the percentage of direct disagreement against the first posts on FoodBoard is under 30%. Andy, a deviated argument in Taking Photo is an exception. Now let us turn to the discourse level first:
	Unmitigated Replies
	Photo
Alice; Andy 
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Replies involved
	1; 2
	3
	8
	2
	16

	% of replies involved
	7.1%;33.3%
	10.7%
	36.3%
	40%
	NA


Table 15. Unmitigated Replies
This result demonstrates that StupidClown is still more tolerant to directness, with both boards reaching over 35 %. On the contrary, FoodBoard is much less tolerant to direct disagreement. The disagreement in Andy maintains fairly direct. Nevertheless, the directness in Andy is actually ambiguous, due to technological constraints. Now I will  deviate to briefly discuss the difference between the two.
While direct disagreement in A Friend’s Story addresses the initial post, Jane, this is not necessarily the case in Andy. The two instances in Andy are reply 19, (Andy’s idea is very bad) and 21 (Andy is from Australia
, don’t learn his style.) Since Andy is referred to by his name and personal pronoun, these two messages seem to address the other readers, but not Andy. Nevertheless, Andy was there reading and replying, as can be seen in the later responses. This ambiguity can be caused by the hybrid nature of CMC, being public and private at the same time (Baym 1996: 319-320; see also Herring 2001: 619 for interruption of interaction management). A message can be  addressing one person, but everyone present can read it. If the two replies above do not address Andy, then they are less direct than the replies in A Friend’s Story. Hence I need to exclude Andy from of this discussion. 
It is important now to consider how these direct disagreements are understood by the users. According to Watts’ (2003: 4) first-order politeness notion, if interactants show a negative evaluation, this behaviour is considered to be impolite, and perhaps, face-threatening. However, neither does Jane evaluate them negatively, nor do any others. Facing these critical disagreements, Jane only weakly defends her friend in reply 27 ( I think it’s quite ok to give someone your number or MSN when you are making friends BA). Furthermore, she gives in and agrees with other repliers in 33 (Yeah, it could also be counted as greedy. They both have stupid points.) Note not only does she accept these strong disagreements, but she also tries to justify the appropriateness of her posting (it is a stupid story), and uses an in-group jargon “stupid point” to claim her membership. The use of this shared repertoire (Holmes & Meyerhoff 1999) has the effect of strengthening group identity in the online community (e.g. Herring 2004: 25). One may say that Jane resorts to expressing membership for protection. 
If one applies Brown and Levinson’s static and individual face, one may argue that StupidClown members care less about protecting others’ face. Nevertheless, this argument contrasts with the fun and harmonious atmosphere in StupidClown. In fact, the moderator of StupidClown once claimed that he has never seen people intend to “flame” on this board 
. On the contrary, if one takes face as a context sensitive notion, one sees a different picture. I argue that these direct disagreements are merely following the group norm, or the line they are supposed to follow as board members, and that, by doing so, the repliers protect their own face as group members, and satisfy Jane’s face as an involved member, which, according to her reply in 27, is what she desires.
Being direct is the norm on StupidClown, since it is a fast-paced, engaging and interpersonal-orientated board. Firstly, the length of each reply and the total number of replies shows that StupidClown is fast-paced and engaging. The average length of StupidClown (13.3 words per reply) is much shorter than that of FoodBoard (30.1). This suggests that elaboration of reason and opinion are not the concern of participants on this board. Also, while the total number replied of StupidClown posts reaches over 200, the other two posts both receive less than 40 replies. This different number of contribution shows that people are very engaged in participating on StupidClown. To sum up the above two observations, it is participation and interpersonal attitudes that matter on this board. This argument is also supported by the content of replies: many replies are merely joking (17.6 % in A Friend’s Story & 47% in Jesus), e.g. Buddha asked me to recommend this!!! (Jesus, reply 2) or commenting on their feelings (26.4% in Jesus), e.g. I laughed XD
 (Jesus, reply 3). Moreover, the relatively frequent use of emoticons (11.7% & 26.4%)
 and in-group terms (e.g. Jesus, reply3) also indicates that the interactional norm of this board is to show their feelings and attitudes, rather than giving information or arguments. To use Spencer-Oatey’s (2005: 107-108) terms, their interactional goal is primarily relational, rather than transactional. 
Kakavá (1993) argues that the more involved the interactants are, the more direct they tend to perform their disagreements. StupidClown participants have a higher level of emotional involvement. In other words, these direct disagreements show the repliers engaging attitudes to Jane’s friend’s story. Furthermore, in the conflict, Jane gives in very soon and claims group membership to avoid an argument. In this way, the two parties cooperate together and move towards the sense of community, preserving each others’ face. This example illustrates that face, is an interactional phenomenon and is viewed as the interactional achievement in talk and nonverbal behaviour in human interaction” (Arundale 2004; cited in Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm 2006: 295). 
It is worth noting that high number of direct disagreement does not mean that disagreement occurs often. Right on the contrary, Jesus has very few disagreements in its first 34 replies. The delayed appearance of disagreement implies that disagreement may be dispreferred on this board. Also, on this board, people are supposed to take things lightly and laugh at the foolishness with other members. Taking a stupid story seriously is against the norm. For example, reply 31 in Jesus comments: Why so serious? This argument raises quite some support in later discussions. Therefore, if one wants to give a good argument for disagreeing, one will bleach the norm to “be serious”, and need to do extra work to maintain one’s own face in the group. In fact, the only two apologies in the data are both on StupidClown and serve this function. See example 6 and 19:
Example 19
A Friend’s Story, reply 12: 

→Ivy: I’m sorry…I think what your friend got was from what she did, she can’t complain .
Example 6

Jesus Refunded a Book, reply 30
30. boo Saul: Sorry, I think as a clerk, you should not talk about a customer in front of other customers. It’s very impolite. 
These seemingly conflicting characters tells us that, StupidClown members have a close relationship and a less formal atmosphere than FoodBoard. For one, direct speaking is more acceptable between friends who have a close relationship (Locher & Watts 2005: 15). For another, the atmosphere on the board is emotionally engaging and fast-paced. Avoiding taking things seriously is also the norm. Therefore, we know that, although the direct disagreements may harm Jane’s individual face, they are justified by the norm. This act of following the norm treats Jane as part of the group, which preserves her face, because group identity is part of the individual face (Spencer-Oatey 2005: 103). From this example, one can see that face is multi-facet, including the individual and group level, and can be negotiated in interaction with the cooperation of the two parties.
5.2 Mitigation as a norm in Taking Photo
Compared to StupidClown, FoodBoard demonstrates a very different picture. Disagreements in both Taking Photo and Food Price are mostly indirect. However, being indirect does not mean being less challenging. While Taking Photo uses more mitigating devices to reduce the force, Food Price has more indirect, yet challenging, strategies. 
Taking Photo has the overwhelming majority of hedges (61.1% of all and 40% replies hedged, see table 1) and a slightly higher percentage of softened questions (see table 3). After separating the counting in Alice and Andy (see below for table 17) the new number shows that Alice maintains the most hedged argument, and becomes the one with the most BA-mitigated disagreement (27.2%, higher than Food Price 21.4%). Overall, Alice in Taking Photo has the highest tendency to mitigate disagreement. 
	Taking Photo
	Argument 1

Alice
	Argument 2 Andy

	First Pair-part
	The initial post
	15, 28



	Disagreement
	2, 6, 8
, 10, 11, 12, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25, 27, 29, 30
	17, 19, 21

31, 32
, 33

	Total Number
	14
	6


Table 16. Arguments in Taking Photo
	
	H&D
	BA
	SQ
	Boosters
	OM
	ChQ
	ChI

	Alice N of the device
	10
	3
	2
	4
	2
	5
	1

	Alice % of replies involved

 (Total N= 14)
	50 %

(7/14)
	21.4%

(3/14) 
	14.3 %
(2/14) 
	21.4 %

 (3/14)
	14.3%

(2/14)
	28.5%

(4/14)
	7.1%

(1/14)

	% in all that device
	55.5% (10/18)
	27.2%
(3/11)
	33.3%
(2/6)
	22.2%
 (4/18)
	100%
(2/2)
	22.7%
(5/22)
	14.3%
(1/7)

	Andy N of the device
	1
	0
	0
	4
	0
	5
	0

	Andy % of replies 

Involved (Total N= 6)
	16.6 %
(1/6)
	0%
	0%
	33.3 %
(2/6)
	0%
	50%
(3/6)
	0%

	% in all that device
	5.5%
(1/18)
	0%
	0%
	22.2%
(4/18)
	0%
	22.7%
(5/22)
	0%


Table 17. Devices in Alice and Andy

5.2.1 A close reading of mitigated disagreement in Alice 
Alice  
Put in context, an interpretive reading of the use of mitigated disagreement and their functions as facework is discussed here. Considering the ease of reading and the fact that mitigators occasionally overlap with each other (hedge: 2, 6, 10, 11, 20, 23 & 30, BA: 8, 10, 11, SQ 18, 20), I discuss some examples of the first two strategies chronologically, and the question separately. 
Reply 2 is a hedged disagreement which invokes a different position from Alice. The replier, Matilda, identifies herself as “kind of respect[ing] the restaurant”, mitigates the credit for herself, and tones down the implicit accusation toward Alice. Her next reply (I personally think that taking a photo for imitation is still different from taking a look~~), she still stresses that it is her “personal” opinion to show humbleness. Joan, the replier of 6, uses a hedged and downgraded denial to Alice’s blame of the waiter (But I think it has little to do with the service). The next question serves as a down graded refusal that people can imitate by taking a look. She then advises Alice to respect the restaurant with a BA softener to tone down the authority of advice With her oppositional opinion, challenging question and advisory tone, one may say that Joan apparently stand on a very oppositional, or even a superior, position against the first poster. However, the enactment of mitigators show her effort to restraints herself from falling out of line. In reply 10, Joan enacts an oppositional marker on the contrary which enhances the force of the argument, yet a final particle BA tones it back down. After a challenging question, she sums up that, although a blogger has the right to criticise a bad restaurant, the restaurant still has the right to reject the taking of photographs. This last point is still graded down by her use of not necessarily. Simon replies in line 11 to suggest that generally it is those big restaurants that would reject photographing BA. By generalising his statement, Simon protects his own face from being lost in the case of exceptions, and also leaves some space for Alice to argue, mitigating the face threatening to her.      
Questions as softened disagreements appear twice in this argument. The first time is in reply 18; the other instance is in 20. In 20, Nancy reminds Alice that the restaurants may not know her intention in an interrogative initial How do they know? In so doing, Nancy not only softens her own opinion, gives Alice a chance to respond, but also softens the disagreement between Alice and the restaurant by implying the possibility of a misunderstanding. 
5.2.2 Discussion
I now examine three phenomena to see what one can learn about the relationships on FoodBoard from these mitigated disagreements. Firstly, mitigation can happen together with boosters (e.g. 2 & 10). In fact, this post does not only have the most mitigation, but also the most boosters. This paradoxical phenomenon indicates a struggle between expressing different thoughts, and being humble.  Unlike the situation in StupidClown, it is important to emphasize one’s opinion while disagreeing on FoodBoard. Joan’s replies clearly show the tug-of-war between these two communicational goals. Baym mentions that, in online discussion groups, providing novel ideas is rather important (1996: 339), as simple (dis)agreements make no contribution to the discussion and are considered to be a waste of time. Secondly, hedges are used to downgrade the assertiveness to show humbleness (e.g. 2 & 6). This phenomenon echoes Mao’s (1994) argument that Chinese face emphasises self-denigration and respect to others. Avoiding imposition is found to be done through BA (e.g. 8), as it gives the utterance a tone of suggestion. The function of a question as a softener is to invite the receivers’ agreement (e.g. 20). To sum up the observations above, these disagreements are more information-orientated, because it is important to get one’s point across. However, it is also important to be humble and try to build consensus. These interactional concerns present FoodBoard to be a more distanced and information-driven forum.

Having said that, the dominant strategies change as interaction continues. Mitigation is stressed in early replies, but not in later ones. The first two disagreements (2, 6) contain two hedges, 5 out of 10 hedges appear before the tenth reply, and 5 out of 8 mitigated disagreements appear before the first half-of the disagreement in this particular argument. On the contrary, unmitigated disagreements and challenges are enacted later (e.g. Interior design costs, too (24) and I, on the other hand,, want to ask why the restaurants should allow you to take photos? (29)). In explaining this structural change, Kotthoff argues that mitigations reduce because “the frame of disagreement has been set” (Kotthoff 1993: 199-203), and it is more important to defend one’s opinion than to be concerned about other people’s face in that frame. It is possible that the previous disagreements have set up the “argument frame” or the intervening forceful argument Andy has changed the atmosphere, so the later repliers feel freer to be challenging. Or perhaps the further distance (e.g. in time) of later replies automatically mitigated the force of the disagreements. However, no direct evidence can be found within this limited amount of data. I limit my conclusion here to the fact that, overall, the frequent use of mitigation suggests that interactants in this particular argument aim at expressing thoughts with the intention of maintaining harmony. 
The e-communities tend to move from disagreement to agreement (Graham 2007), so that the group can continue working. Nevertheless, each board has a different way of “agreeing”. Since facework is carried out more carefully, one may say that the relationships on FoodBoard are more distanced than on StupidClown, where people are more straightforward and close with one another. The more fragile a relationship is, the more effort is needed to maintain it. 
5.3 Challenges in Food Price 
5.3.1 Definition of Challenges
Labov and Franshel (1977) define challenge as: “any negative thought, attitude, or action that a speaker attributes to an addressee” (as cited in Muntigl & Turnbull 1993: 230). This definition, combined with Spencer-Oatey’s concept: “face as positive social attributes” (2007: 543), suggests that challenges have the effect of damaging face, though in an indirect way. Accordingly, I define strategies which attack the receivers’ face indirectly as “challenges”. Under this definition, challenging interrogatives, challenging imperatives, and irony are all counted as challenges. 
After combining all of the challenging strategy together, a clear picture emerges. Table 18 shows the total number of challenging instances, and table 19 the number of replied involving challenges. Replies with strategy combination have been deducted. Food Price has a strong tendency toward challenging strategies, as it takes up 54.6% of challenging realisation, and up to 53.5 % of its disagreeing replies contain challenging strategies. Andy is also inclined to use challenging strategies.
	N of all Challenges
	Photo
Alice; Andy
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	N of instance 
	6; 5
	18
	4
	0
	33

	% of all challenges
	18.1%
15.2%
	54.6%
	12.1%
	0%
	100%


Table 18. Numbers of Challenge Realisation
	Challenges
	Photo
Alice; Andy
	Food Price
	A Friend’s Story
	Jesus 
	Total 

	Replies involved
	5; 3
	15
	4
	0
	27

	% of replies involved
	35.7% ; 50%
	53.5%
	18.2%
	0%
	NA


Table 19. Percentage of Realisations of Challenging Disagreement
5.3.2 Challenges in Food Price 
Challenging interrogative is used in 1, 2, 3, 12, 31 and 34, and, as Irony is enacted in 3, 12, 14 and 28, along with challenging interrogative, they are discussed together. The strategy of challenge can be carried out in any type of questions. Reply 1 picks up the word “worthy” of the original post, and casts it back in a yes/ no question (Does it make any difference whether it is worthy or not?). What it questions is very essential to a conversation, and may cause the conversation to stop completely. It thus severely threatens Eric’s face as a discussion inviter. 31, in a similar vein, casts doubt on the value of the topic (What’s the meaning of the article?) Note that this is also a reformation of Eric’s attack in reply 5, which strengthens its affect in damaging Eric’s face as a speaker. 34 does not only question the value of the topic, but also challenges Eric’s ability (Can you make a dish like theirs? Will anyone buy your cooking?) In other words, it indicates that Eric can only criticise others but lacks the skill to do what he claims to be easy. 
A negative rhetorical question is often used in carrying out answers. Since negation is usually used on a presupposed statement, negative rhetoric can imply the presupposition of the answer. Consequently, this strategy can also imply that the receiver lacks shared knowledge. For example, reply 2 (Don’t the restaurants need to pay for the rent, don’t they have to pay the staff, don’t they have to pay the bill?) suggests that Eric should have known these answers in a strong tone of triplet questions. Likewise, 3 (Don’t they have to pay capital?) and 12 (Rent~ staff~ bills ~ gas~ hardware, doesn’t that all cost money?) also serves a similar function. Both replies are followed by an irony. 3 ironically states that he or she is willing to go to the restaurant run by Eric. Similarly, 28 adopts an extra polite voice (… please let me know when big brother (Eric) opens a restaurant, thank you ) to express a fake desire to go to Eric’s restaurant. 12 mocks at Eric’s knowledge about cooking (You think a lamb will group up and automatically turn into a fried lamb dish by itself??) This irony is repeated again with a slight difference in 14. A clear function of face-threatening (Locher 2004: 169) can be perceived by their repeated question marks and the combination of a challenging interrogative. 
A challenging imperative is enacted in replies 3, 4, 9&11
, 16, 24 and 33. This is highly challenging because, first of all, an imperative restricts the receivers’ freedom of action  (Locher 2004), showing little concern for his/ her autonomy as part of the individual face (Spencer-Oatey 2005: 650). Secondly, it does not fulfil the communication need. Eric himself perceives it as barren in terms of contributing to the discussion(“If you’re not happy with it, don’t eat it.’“If…not…., don’t …” Sigh, is a post like that meaningful? (5)). From this perspective, this strategy threatens Eric’s face as discussion initiator. Furthermore, it explicitly distances the receiver from the present replier, as it only talks about “you”. On an individual level, it rejects the receiver’s want to be involved. On the relational level, a relationship of reciprocity is rejected (Spencer-Oatey 2005: 646), as no empathy is shown. In other words, it is a “deliberate self-positioning” used to “express one’s own personality.” (Harré & van Langenhove 1994: 24, as cited in Graham 2007: 746)  
Reply 3 (Don’t go if you’re not happy about it) is a typical example. It does not answer Eric’s question, rejecting alignment with him by not criticising the restaurant with him. Similarly, 33 commands Eric: Don’t eat it if you think it’s unreasonable! Reply 4 (…you also cook these dishes with low budget and offer them for a low price BA.) and 9 &11 challenge Eric to cook on his own, since he considers the price unreasonable. Reply 16 is a combination of imperative and counter arguments (You may buy the ingredients and make it on your own. It’s just that you would end up paying more.), creating a sense of indifference. In summary, the use of a challenging imperative has the strong effect of isolating Eric to avoid the negative attributes he creates in his article.
5.3.3 Challenges and Face Concern 
These challenging strategies are highly face-threatening, yet still evade direct conflict. These indirect usages match with the previous observation that discussion on FoodBoard is carefully managed, but it differs in that they do not aim at uniting the receiver into the group; rather, it excludes the receiver from it. Since Taking Photo does not share this tendency of being challenging, it might be the topic and Eric’s writing that enact challenges that try to withdraw his face. I suggest that the mismanagement of the group identity of the first post can be the reason why the repliers try to withdraw Eric’s face. 
Graham (2007: 746) argues that the failure to present oneself in line with the ideal image in an online community can elicit serious criticism. In Eric’s case, the ideal image can be extracted from some replies. Firstly, price is not the only concern of FoodBoard members; for examples, 21 (I’d rather spend 120 dollars than spending the whole morning just on a dish of intestines), 25 (If people want something cheap and worthy, they won’t go to restaurants) and 27 (A good restaurant is worthy of its selling price) all give similar arguments. Therefore, Eric’s behaviour of “flaming” issues about price is inappropriate. Furthermore, one of the important goals of FoodBoard is to share information about fine food or recommend restaurants. An ideal board member focuses on the quality of the food and appreciates restaurants’ efforts. In this context, Eric’s strong doubt of the reasonableness of the price (if it’s reasonable for these dishes to be so expensive?), lack of appreciation of the restaurant’s efforts and skill (But the normal public can also make these dishes on a low budget, right??), as well as the imposing tone revealed in the lexical and syntactic structure (see 4.1.1) have all fallen out of line. In fact, Eric’s offer of apology in 5 shows that he is aware of his misbehaviour, yet he insists that the reason given is not convincing.  This reply elicits more criticism in replies 30 to 34. Perhaps he wants to engage in relationship building like in StupidClown, but he misunderstands the relationship and identities of the board, and thus, arouses challenges.   
This finding matches Goffman’s argument that one’s face may be withdrawn when one’s action arouses disapproval from others (Watts 2003: 125). Spencer-Oatey (2007) also asserts that face loss will take place when there is a mismatch between the claimed social attributes and the ideal social attributes (Spencer-Oatey 2007: 644). These challenging disagreements, in this understanding, function as a way to protect oneself and the group from the undesirable social attributes in Eric’s post. Furthermore, by refuting this image, the ideal image is also strengthened. 
5.4 Summary and the concept of face on BBS
    In summary, the different preferences of disagreement strategies tell us that:
I. Users on StupidClown identify themselves as engaging and light-hearted people, and interact in a similar way to people who have a close relationship. 

II. Users on FoodBoard, on the contrary, identify themselves as food and restaurant appreciators, and manage their relationship by being indirect, which indicates that their relationship is more distanced and focus on information exchanging.
III. Exceptions of face-challenge takes place when group identity is threatened.

From these observations, one can see that relational management in disagreeing varies from one context to another. In addition, the discussion above also sheds some light on our understanding of the construction of face:
IV. Face is context sensitive and fluid.

What is considered face-threatening in one context may not be the case in another, and even within one interaction, the judgment may change. The use of direct disagreement in StupidClown is the best example. When directness becomes part of the expected or even the preferred way, the repliers are immune from losing face in directly disagree, and Jane can also save her face by claiming membership. This leads to the next point:
V. Face is constructed in continuous interactions.

This statement can be illustrated from two aspects. Firstly, face can be negotiated in the local interaction. In A Friend’s Story, one see how a potential face-damage is managed in cooperation. In Food Price, face is seen to be withdrawn from one if s/he is not worth of it. Secondly, the notion of face is established in the repeating social practice, and the practice reinforce the face criterion. For example, being direct on StupidClown is the norm. However, this norm is further strengthened by most people’s repetitive behaviour. The concept of the ideal image is similar. One’s self-projection is affected by the shared ideal image, and the reproductions of this image reinforce this preference. This effect can be even more salient in the online context than in oral conversation, because of the persistence of transcription. The previous messages are always there to be consulted for behavioural guidance. 
VI. Face is multi-layered, and the concept of the group is significantly important.

        Face is related to both one’s own identity in a community and one’s relationship with the interactant, as Spencer-Oatey (2007) argues. Brown and Levinson’s individual face restricts itself from explaining a highly context and group sensitive situation. In an anonymous medium where social features are usually unavailable to other interactants, such as BBS, community becomes an important guide of behaviour. 
Based on these observations, a possible diagram of the facework on a BBS post can be suggested
 as follows. 

[image: image1]
Diagram 1 Face Structure on BBS.
Each square represents a message, or a realisation of self-image, or face, as BBS is a purely text-based medium. The arrows represent a mutual effect of the social/ linguistic practice. Once a new reply is posted, it influences other faces that have been posted, as well as the concept of face in the group. Nevertheless, its production is also influenced by previous messages. Each individual post will affect, and be affected, by the norms and ideal image of the group. Face, therefore, is multi-layered and multi-directional concept constituted in interaction. 
6.0 Conclusion
On BBS, face, a combination of identity and relational management, is a dynamic and multi-faceted concept in interaction, as argued by Watts (2003) and Spencer-Oatey (2007). This conclusion is derived from the examination of disagreement strategies used on two BBS boards, FoodBoard and StupidClown on BBS. 
Strategy-wise, it is found that BBS members draw on various devices to disagree. I categorise these as mitigating devices, intensifying devices and paralinguistic markers. The previous two manage the illocutionary force of the act, while the last one works on compensating the lack of paralinguistic features in the online context. Considering board differences in strategy selection, people use more indirect strategies on FoodBoard, while on StupidClown many disagreements are rather direct. This difference, along with other observations of the boards, suggests that, on FoodBoard, people tend to be relatively distant and formal in their way of exchanging thoughts and information, whereas StupidClown encourages informal atmosphere and allows subjective opinions. The feature of community has an obvious impact on people’s choice of disagreement strategies. The enactment of the first pair-parts also influences the performance of disagreements. Challenges are sanctioned in responding to a post which fails to construct an ideal group identity. Thus, face is constructed through interaction, and can influence interaction.
My findings suggest that, in studying relational management online, many factors need to be taken into consideration. Specifically, the factors of the medium, such as anonymity and communication channels, and the sense of community, have a great influence on online interaction. The study of face cannot restrict itself to a static and flat concept, but should be open to a more dynamic and multi-aspect perspective.
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Appendix 1 Taking Photo
Appendix 1: BBS Articles & Replies

Food Board

Taking Photo

標題  [討論] 為什麼店家不給拍?

Topic: [Discussion] Why do some restaurants forbid photography?

作者: Alice (有圖才有真相)

Author: Alice (where there is a picture, there is the truth)

Time: Wed Jun 10 13:06:31 2009

─────────────────────────────────
話說吃了這麼多個年，可是在我的食記生涯只有短短半年

但沒想到這麼早夭，這麼快我就遇到了瓶頸

最近去一些大店，不是小店家，是很有名或是很高級的連鎖店歐，都會遇到服務生拒絕我的拍照

如果是不好吃怕網友攻擊，這我可以理解

那好吃又氣派，為什麼不肯給我們幫忙推薦宣傳?

這對店家不是也有益無害嗎????

昨天服務生還很緊張問我: 小姐 請問你拍這些要做什麼?? 我們的裝潢不給人拍的!

我有一種他想要求我刪掉照片的意圖，但又很為難不好開口

我願意配合，只是不了解why?

鴨姊一向秉持有圖有真相，我不想要只說"好吃，難吃"就蓋棺論定一家店

但這樣不近情理，又忍不住要在服務上扣了一點分數

怕別人模仿裝潢或是擺盤???有心人不就去看看一樣可以學了??

怕模仿菜色??? 口味也不是拍照就可以學習的

還是這跟智慧財產權有關??

網友們拍的照片怕人家轉載，這樣算來拍來的照片應該都是店家的權利囉

那涉及的法律層面又更複雜我又更不懂了

我需要有人講道理給我聽  而不是只發表情緒性的言論歐!

I’ve been visiting different restaurants for many years, but my life as a restaurant journalist has only been for half a year.  

But I didn’t expect it to end so soon and that I would encounter problems so early. Recently I went to some big restaurants, not those small ones, but some very famous or high-class chain stores, and I have been refused the right to take photos by waiters and waitresses. 

I can understand it if their food was dissatisfactory and they were worried about bad publicity over the Internet. 

But if (their food) is delicious and (the restaurant) is stylish, why would they not let us recommend or promote them?

Doesn’t this do good and no harm to the restaurants????

Yesterday a waiter even asked me very nervously: “Ma’am, what are you taking these photos for? Our interior design is not to be photographed!” 

I had a feeling that he had intended to ask me to delete my pictures, but he was too embarrassed and did not dare to ask.

I was willing to cooperate, but I just didn’t understand why?

Sister-Duck (the author) has always believed that “Where there is a picture, there is the truth”, I didn’t want to judge a restaurant simply by saying “good food” or “bad food” arbitrarily.

But I couldn’t help take points off on their services since they’re so insensible and cold. 

Were they worrying that some one else will imitate their decoration or food design??? Couldn’t those who really want to imitate them simply do it by visiting the restaurant and take a look??

Were they worried that some one else would imitate their way of cooking? The taste could not be copied simply from the photos. 

Or is it related to copy-right?

Some people on the internet sometimes worry that their photos would be reposted by others. In this sense, shouldn’t all photos taken in restaurants belong to the restaurants? 

Things get even more complicated and hard for me to understand when it involves the law.

I need someone spell out the reason for me, and not just to present some emotional arguments! 

Replies:

1.推Lilly:可能怕你是同業來抄襲之類的吧 

1. R Lilly:  Maybe they were afraid that you’re in the same business and want to copy their ideas or something like that. 
2. 推Matilda:我還挺尊重店家的耶，的確有些店家的裝潢

Matilda:花了點心思，他會不希望你拍裝潢，但餐點

Matilda:OK，有些則是希望你都不要拍，既然不能拍

Matilda:就尊重店家，好好享受餐點嚕~~

Matilda:b) 另外，個人覺得，拍回去學跟看一眼，還是    

Matilda:不一樣~~

(2. R Matilda: I kind of respect the restaurant. Indeed, some restaurants have put some effort into their design and decoration, so they hope that you would not take pictures of their interior design, but it’s ok to photograph the food. Some hope that you wouldn’t take photos of either. Since you are not permitted to take photographs, you’d better just respect the restaurants owners and just enjoy the food. 
In addition, I personally think that taking a photo for imitation is still different from taking a look~~   
3. 推 wolfgang:因為有些人就算是你叫他別開閃燈,他還

→ wolfgang:是會開,不一定是故意但有的人就是連關

3. R Wolfgang: Because some people would still turn on their flash lights even if you tell them not to. They might not do it on purpose but some people just don’t

4. 推 Joan:原PO沒講到閃光燈阿= =                  

4. R. Joan: The Original Po
 did not mention the flas = =

5. → wolfgang:閃燈這麼基本的操作都不會,只會按快門

→ wolfgang:就是怕你可能會閃影響其他人用餐囉   

5. → Wolfgang: Some people don’t know how to do such simple a thing like 

switching off the flash; all they know is how to press the shutter button. (The restaurants were) just afraid that the flash from your camera would go off and affect other customers.  

6. → Joan:不過我覺得這跟服務沒什麼關係 有心想學  

(6. → Joan: But I think it has little to do with the service, how far can those who want to imitate go.
7. 推 Matilda:嗯嗯，印象中有些餐廳是希望客人有隱私權 

7. R Matilda:En en, in my impression, some restaurants hope that customers can have some privacy.

8. →Joan:的自己去看能學多久= =還是尊重店家吧  

(8. →Joan: by taking a look  = = (you’d better) still respect the restaurant owners BA. 

9. → Matilda:因為可能拍照會讓其他客人受到干擾       

9.→ Matilda: Probably because taking photos may disrupt other customers.

10.→ Joan:反而就是比較高級的才會介意別人拍照吧  

→ Joan:而且老闆有自己的主張 怎麼會是不盡情理

→ Joan:不喜歡可以給負評 但店家有自己權利 不

→ Joan:是一定有那義務要接受   

(10.→ Joan: On the contrary, it is the more fancy ones that will mind people taking pictures BA. And the owners have their own ideas, how can it be non-sensible and cool. You can give a negative review if you dislike it, but the owners have their own rights, they are not obliged to accept (your request).

11. 推 Simon:一般都是大餐廳 不給拍照吧 

→ Simon:或許是基於禮儀的層面    

→ Simon:很多精品店LV Gucci等也是不給你在店內拍

→ Simon:畢竟裝潢花了他們上百上千萬的心血

(11. R Simon: Generally it is those big restaurants that would reject photographing BA. Maybe it is for the sake of politeness. Many boutiques, such as LV and Gucci, would not allow you to take photographs in their stores. After all, the decoration has cost them millions or billions in effort.

12. 推 Edith:拍照當然會影響其他消費者的權益           

(12. R Edith: Taking photos will of course affect other customers.

13. 推 Candy:我是之前去貴族世家被要求不能拍照..店家 

→ Candy:說是有商標權，不給拍..

13. R Candy: I went to “The Royal Family”
 and was asked not to take photos. The owners said that their logo is protected by patent, and is not to be photographed.

14. 推 Lucy: 聽朋友說過..裝潢好像也是智慧財範圍..    

14. R Lucy: According to a friend, internal decorations seem to be part of intellectual property rights.

15. 推 Andy:如果跟服務生說誰理你我偏要拍呢?XD    

→ Andy:說不給拍就不要收我的錢          

15. 推 Andy: What if I tell the waiter I don’t give a damn and I will do what I want? XD. Say that if you do not allow me to take pictures, don’t dream about taking my money. 

16. 推 Arthur:有的人拿了相機就以為是老大  

→ Arthur所以店家不喜歡吧  上面好像有人PO過?            

16. R Arthur: Some people think that they are the boss when they have their cameras in their hands.

That’s the reason why the owners do not like it BA. Someone seems to have posted something about it before.

17. 推 Norby :互相尊重一下  不要當奧客為難人家               

(17. R Norby :( Respect each other a little, don’t be a lousy customer and make it difficult for others.

18. 推 Joan:就像你找人家拍照 人家一定要給你拍嗎?  

(18. R Joan: It’s just like if you ask somebody to take a picture with you, do they definitely have to allow you to take photo of them?

19. 推 Leslie: Andy的方法很不好                        

(19. R Leslie: Andy’s idea is very bad. 

20. 推 Nancy:你覺得好吃又氣派　但也許他就被攻擊過難吃  

→ Nancy:再者　有滿多拍照的人根本不懂基本禮儀

→ Nancy:店家怎麼知道妳拍了要宣傳還是說壞話呢?      

→ Nancy:有些不只拍裝潢還要偷拍服務人員之類的　囧  

(20. R Nancy: You think the restaurants serve delicious food and are stylish, but maybe they have received bad criticism. Furthermore many people who take pictures do not understand basic etiquette at all. How do they know whether you’re taking pictures to promote them or to criticize them NE?  Some not only take pictures of the decorations, but also secretly photograph the waiters/waitresses 囧

21. 推 Hagan: Andy就是澳洲來的 別學那種       

(21. R Hagan: Andy is from Australia
, don’t learn his style.         

22. → Nancy:所以為了簡單化　店家可能就會直接禁止拍照  

→ Nancy:遇到這種店　我只會覺得很可惜沒有圖做紀念  

→ Nancy:畢竟店家想禁止的理由太多了　可以同理心

22. → Nancy: So in order to simplify matters, the owners may directly prohibit photographing in all instances. When encountering such circumstances, I would only think that it is a great pity not to have some photos for memory’s sake. After all, there are way too many reasons why the restaurants would want to ban photography, so I can sympathize with them.         

23. 推 Sarah:有圖也不一定是真相 我上次去吃冰 

→ Sarah:也是因為別人食記照片很漂亮 結果根本

→ Sarah:都不一樣 吃了超火的

(23. R Sarah: Pictures don’t necessarily tell the truth. Last time I went for some ice-cream because of the beautiful pictures on someone else’s journal. But it turned out to be the opposite. I was really pissed off after eating it. 

24推 Young:你去小七看他給不給拍.....設計也是要錢的

(24推 Young: You go to little seven (a convenient store)
 and see if they would let you take photos… Interior design costs too.

25推 Yogurt :不想當背景  尤其有人拍來寫食記那種 

(25 R Yogurt : I don’t want to be part of the background. Especially not in a photo used for journaling. 

26推 cookie:之前想用全家便利商店的鏡子和朋友   

→ cookie:拍合照也被突然出現的店員說不能拍 

26 R cookie: My friend and I were told by a clerk that emerged out of nowhere that we were not allowed to take a photo using the mirror in Family convenient store.
27推 Helga: 今天如果有人抄襲他們的菜色裝潢什麼的

→ Helga:你能負責嗎? 能負擔對方金錢或名譽的損失?  

(27 R Helga: If there was indeed someone who copied their cooking or design or stuff like that, can you take the responsibility? Can you be responsible for their loss of money or reputation?

28推 Andy:我的作法是用餐前會詢問是否可拍，若不給拍

→ Andy:的確掃興，不過我仍會消費，不過這種店不會      

→ Andy:去第2次，這種餐廳對於我這個食記blogger而      

→ Andy:言，我比較偏好大方讓我拍讓我寫的餐廳          

28 R Andy: The way I do it is that I will ask if I can take photo before the meal. If not, though it will spoil the game, I’ll still stay. But I will not return to that restaurant for a second time. This kind of restaurant, for me, as a restaurant blogger, I prefer the ones that are generous enough to allow me to take photo and write about them.  

29推 Fanny:我倒想問問為何店家應該讓你拍？   

(29 R Fanny: I, on the other hand, want to ask you why the restaurants should allow you take a photograph?        

30推 Gusto:說真的大方拍的人根本不會有什麼心機~         

→ Gusto:另有所圖的人要偷拍相信也不是難事           

→ Gusto :我覺得就只是形式上的禮儀而已              

(30 R Gusto:( Actually, those who take photos publicly would not have any ulterior motives~ and it is not hard for those who do have ulterior motives to take photos secretly. I think it is just a formality only.  

31推 Walton: Andy這種就是典型的奧客 只是不能拍照咧    

→ Walton:竟然就不去第二次 你是在介紹好吃還是照片   

→ Walton:我看你是在強化自己的部落格人氣而已        

(31R Walton: People like Andy are typical lousy customers. The restaurants just prohibit you from taking a picture and you even don’t go for the second time. Are you introducing delicious food or the picture itself? I think you’re just trying to increase the popularity of your own blog. 

32推 Andy:不去第二次就是奧客，那餐廳不好吃不去第二      

→ Andy:次的人都是奧客囉？再者，拍照寫食記強化人    

→ Andy:氣有何不對？照片食記寫一篇下來也花很多時      

→ Andy:間，不懂這就是奧客?   

(32 R Andy: If refusing to return for a second time means that I’m a lousy customer, then aren’t people who do not go back to the restaurant because the food is not good enough all lousy customers? Further, what’s wrong with trying to increase the popularity of my blog by having pictures? It also takes a lot of time to write a blog journal. I don’t understand why this makes a lousy customer?                        

33推 Simon:你到底是愛美食還是愛照片...本末倒置了    

(33 R Simon: Ultimately is it the food that you love or the photographs…You’re putting the cart before the horse.

34推 Timmy:看完一連串的文~~想給妳拍拍~~大部分支持    

→ Timmy:妳的想法~~                                

34 R Timmy: After finishing the series of posts~~ I want to applaud you~ I’m with you for the most part.

Appendix 2 Food Price
Food Board
Food Price
標題  [討論] 貴得合理嗎?

Topic: [Discussion] Is It Reasonably Expensive?

作者: Eric (Chang)

Author: Eric (Chang)

Time:  Wed Jun 10 13:06:31 2009

從以前就想問這幾樣菜貴的合理嗎?

美濃餐廳的肥腸$120

羊肉爐的蔥爆羊肉不到100g一碟$100, 大骨湯$50

是真的很好吃沒錯,店家也開了很久了,而且每間店的價格還都是這樣....

可是一般民眾也可自行以低成本做出來對吧??

或是,這是貴在經驗跟技術呢?

板眾覺得這幾樣菜真的有這樣的價值嗎?

I’ve always wanted to ask if it’s reasonable for these dishes to be so expensive?

The fried intestines in Maynon restaurant is 120 dollars.

Fried lamb with spring onion, weighing less than 100g, costs 100 dollars and the lamb-bone soup is 50 dollars. 

These dishes are indeed delicious, these restaurants have opened for a long time, and the prices have remained the same……
But the normal public can also make these dishes on a low budget, right??

Or are these dishes expensive for the experience and skill of the restaurants?

Do board members (the audiences) think that these dishes are really worth the price?

Replies:

1. 推 Isaac:有沒有價值有差嗎?        

(1. R  Isaac: Does it make any difference whether it is worth it or not? 

2. 推 Gillian:人家不用店租、不用請員工、不用付電費啊 

(2. R Gillisn: Don’t the restaurants need to pay for the rent, don’t they have to pay the staff, don’t they have to pay the bills? 

3. 推 Ellen:不爽不要吃 人家開店不用支出成本嗎?     

→ Ellen 還是你要開一間都成本價的餐廳 我去捧場  

(3. R Ellen:  Don’t go if you’re not happy about it. Don’t they have to pay capital?

Unless you want to open a restaurant that offers cheap food. I’ll go and eat there.

4. → Gillian:那你也用低成本做出來低價賣吧            

(4. → Gillian: In that case, you also cook these dishes with low budget and offer them for a lower price BA.

5. →Eric: 如果這幾位大大可以具體指出貴在"哪裡"

小弟願意欣然道歉^^"

可是店租,員工,電費很難說服他人吧

不爽不要吃

不__不要__

唉 這種文有意義嗎?

(5. → Eric: If these big brothers above can pin point “what” makes this food so expensive, little brother (the author) will be happy to apologize. But it is hard to convince others with rent, staff salary and electronic bill in consideration BA.

“If you’re not happy with it, don’t eat it.’
“If…not…., don’t …”
 Sigh, is a post like that meaningful?

6. 推 Roxanne:店租員工水電瓦斯費可以輕易說服我  

(6. R推 Roxanne: Rent, staff, and bills, these reasons can convince me easily.   

7. 推 Abby:觀光景點囉 有時候東西貴是吃氣氛的 

7. R Abby: Tourist spot. Sometimes people go to expensive restaurants just for the atmosphere. 

8. → Roxanne:王品食材成本不到五百吧 賣一千三是怎樣  

8. → Roxanne: The base cost of the ingredients used at Wang-Pin steak house is lower than 500 dollars BA. How come the food sells for 1300 dollars. 

9. 推 Isaac:如果你覺得不合理 你也說了可以自己做得   

(9. R Isaac: If you think it’s unreasonable, as you have said, you may make it yourself.

10. → Abby:要說貴 市區應該也都隨便100up吧            

(10. → Abby: Talking about expensive, a dish can easily cost more than 100 dollars in down town BA.

11. → Isaac:出來 那就自己做阿   

(11. → Isaac: Then do it yourself.                    

12. 推 Mark:店租~人事~水電~瓦斯~硬體~都不用錢阿?   

→ Mark:你以為羊養大會自動變成蔥爆羊肉???     

(12 R Mark: Rent~ staff~ bills ~ gas~ hardware, doesn’t that all cost money? You think a lamb will grow up and automatically turn into a fried lamb dish by itself?

13. → Natalie :我想吃的 但我不會做出來 我就覺值得   

(13. → Natalie If it is something that I want to eat, but I don’t know how to make it, I would consider that to be worthy. 
14. → Mark:或許成本很便宜沒錯~但請原PO早起宰羊    

→ Mark:或去市場買肉買蔥只為了一盤蔥爆羊肉~   

→ Mark:時間就是金錢阿~你以為羊是自動跑去店   

→ Mark:裡變成蔥爆羊肉阿??         

(14. → Mark: Maybe it’s true that the cost of the ingredients is pretty cheap~ but the original post please get up early to slaughter the lamb, or go to the market to buy meat and onions just for a dish of fried lamb with spring onion~. Time is money~ do you think that the lamb will go to the restaurant and become a dish of fried lamb on its own??            

15. 推 Nike :在哪裡啊?很便宜啊好吃嗎?..我想去吃..    

15. R. Nike : Where is the restaurant? It’s cheap and is it good? I want to go eat…
16. 推Vivy:你可以自己花錢去買材料做 只是花的成本更多  

(16. R Vivy: You can buy the ingredients and make it on your own. It’s just that you will end up paying more. 

17. 推 Simon:精品貴在哪?同理...發文章前可以多想兩秒    

17. R Simon: Why are goods in boutiques so expensive? It’s for the same reason…. You can think for two more seconds before posting. 

18. 推 Vivy:精品貴在 品牌價值 就像蛋糕的材料成本低     

18. R. Vivy: Those goods are expensive for the value of their brand. It’s just like a cake is made with low budget. 

19. → Spencer:肥腸要做的好吃 光減掉肥油 洗去髒污就要  

→ Spencer:花多久時間?加上人力成本 店租 很合理吧?    

(19. → Spencer: To make good fried intestines, how long would it take to wash it and get rid of the extra fat? Plus staff budget and rent, it’s very reasonable, right?

20. 推 Sean:你肯花時間處理 有技術去炒 那就不需  

→ Sean:要買店家的阿 沒有什麼合不合理 不合理也不至於用這個價格賣到現在對吧

(20. R Sean: If you’re willing to spend time to prepare it and also have the skill to fry it, then you don’t need to go to the restaurant. It’s not to do with whether it’s reasonable or not. If it’s unreasonable, they wouldn’t be able to sell it at this price up to now, right?

21. → Spencer:我寧願花一百二也不願意為了吃個肥腸忙了    

→ Spencer 了整個上午     

(21. → Spencer: I’d rather spend 120 dollars than spending the whole morning just on a dish of intestines.                          

22. → Sean:價格跟口味是千錘百鍊磨出來的 既然你

→ Sean:也承認店家經營頗久 應該也能理解吧 

22. → Sean:  The price and taste have been tested again and again. Since you have admitted that the restaurants have operated for a long time, you should be able understand BA.

23. 推 Lara:炒羊肉除非少到很可憐 不然大多是100左右     

→ Lara:去吃羊肉爐 看到生肉端出來一小碟400才想哭    

(23. R Lara: For fried lamb, unless that the dish is pathetically small, it will usually cost about 100 dollars. It is when I saw a small dish of raw lamb that cost me 400 dollars that I wanted to cry. 

24. 推 Albert:真的像你說得那麼好賺，你可以自己去開店     

(24. R Albert: If it is indeed so easy to earn money like you said, you open a restaurant on yourself. 

25. 推Leo:當然不合理 但食材處裡麻煩               

→ Leo:再貴也會有人買                        

→ Leo:要便宜划算就不會上館子之吃了      

(25. R Leo: Of course it is not reasonable, but it is troublesome to prepare the ingredients. So no matter how expensive it is, people will buy it. 

If people want something cheap and worthy, they won’t go to the restaurants.       

26. 推 Iris:餐廳應該是賣口味的 不是賣食材的...         

→ Iris:讓客人願意掏錢出來買口味才是餐廳的利基吧   

(26. R Iris: A restaurant should be selling the flavour they produce, not their ingredients. It is the flavour that attracts the customers to spend money on it, and that is the real foundation of a restaurant’s profit BA. 

27. → Cherry:羊肉大骨湯自己熬不出那個味道耶,炒羊肉也是

→ Cherry:店家的醬料才是我去買炒羊肉的主因           

→ Cherry:沒有那個火候跟醬料,炒不出好吃的羊肉,好吃店  

→ Cherry:家值這個價          

(27. → Cherry:  You can’t recreate the flavour of authentic bone-soup on your own. Neither can you make the same fried lamb. 

The sauce produced by the restaurant is the reason that I buy fried lamb,

You can’t make good fried lamb without right the stove and sauce. A good restaurant is worth of its selling price.                         

28. 推 Oscar:我只想說...拜託大大開店的時候告訴我, 感謝  

(28. R Oscar: I just want to say… please let me know when big brother (the original post) opens a restaurant, thank you.

29. 推 Lily:我記得一個水電工的故事                    

→ Lily:換螺絲要100元 一顆螺絲只要10元            

→ Lily:但知道要換螺絲和會換螺絲90元              

→ Lily:每個行業都是一種專業                     

→ Lily:如果你覺得不合理 你選擇他 是你的問題呀    

→ Lily:若真不值得 市場機制也不會讓他持續下去     

(29. R Lily: I recall a story about a janitor. 

It costs 100 dollars to change a screw. A screw itself only cost 10 dollars. 

But knowing when and how to change a screw costs 90 dollars.

Every business is a profession. 

If you think it’s unreasonable and you still choose it, it is your problem. 

If the dishes are really not worth it, the market won’t have allowed them to maintain the present price.

30. 推 Whiney:你這種文章才沒有意義                     

(30. R. Whiney: It is a post like yours that is meaningless. 

31. 推 Henry: 100....好便宜，這篇文章的意義在哪裡? 

(31. R Henry :(100.. It’s so cheap…. What’s the meaning of this article?    

32. 推 Darlie:....不能噓還真可惜....         

(32. R Darlie ( …It’s a great shame that one cannot boo here…              

33. 推 Newman:你覺得不合理你不要吃阿！  

(33. R Newman: You think it’s unreasonable then don’t eat it!               

34. 推 Steven:這篇文章有PO出來的價值嗎？                

(→ Steven:你炒得出來嗎？炒出來有人會買嗎？ 

34. R Steven: Is this article worth posting? Can you make a dish like theirs? Will anyone buy your dish? 

Appendix 3 A Friend’s Story
StupidClown 

A friend’s story

作者  Jane 

Author Jane                                   

標題  之前朋友發生的事情

Topic: A Friend’s old story

Time:  Fri May 22 09:23:57 2009

──────────────────────────────────

因為朋友他很正 所以常常在陸上會被搭訕

上星期 朋友他去長庚醫院附近吃飯 要回宿舍的時候 路過一家路邊攤

這家路邊攤賣的是包包 朋友他當然不放過這個好機會

就停下來看路邊攤的包包 挑來挑去 挑中了一個粉紅色的艾瑪士包

但是因為要850 實在是太貴了

朋友他當然就殺價了 但是老闆很硬 只答應殺到800元

朋友還是覺得很貴 所以拼命撒嬌

那個老闆是個中年男子 大約35歲

而我朋友現在唸大四 也才22歲 朋友他又上過表特 長得非常正

只見中年男子已經快淪陷了 但是薑還是老的辣

中年男子像是想到什麼似地說 "你沒錢 不會叫你男朋友來付賬阿"

聽到此話 我朋友愣住了 因為他的確是有男友的 如果承認自己有男友

這樣不就被破梗了嗎? 好不容易快要殺價成功 豈不是功虧一匱

結果 我朋友不慌不忙地說"我沒有男朋友阿 我好可憐喔 自己養自己"

說時遲那時快 中年男子馬上說"那你把你電話給我 我請你看電影 這個包包就送你"

"這個包包就送你~~"

"這個包包就送你~~"

"這個包包就送你~~"

本來想說中年男子應該是亂講的 沒想到真的還開車送包包去朋友的宿舍

因為中年男子跟他朋友合股一起賣包包 他朋友當天也有再賣包包的現場

所以不好意思直接當面把包包送我朋友

只能等下班之後 偷偷開車送包包到我朋友的宿舍 叫我朋友下去拿

而且 我朋友還真的跟他一起去看電影 還看"回到十七歲"

所有的開銷都是中年男子出的錢 因為中年男子說要請客 我朋友當然就去了

結束之後 因為中年男子說要開車載我朋友回宿舍

我朋友覺得這樣似乎很危險 再加上中年男子先前也傳簡訊表示希望我朋友去他家陪他

我朋友基於女人的第六感 覺得有危機 便急忙地說"不用了 我要回宿舍了"

就趕快從西門町樂聲戲院 跑到西門捷運站

因為我朋友國小的時候曾經參加過馬拉松比賽 還得過第三名

所以跑步也是他的強項 而且中年男子年紀又大了 當然追不上我朋友

只見中年男子氣喘噓噓地邊跑邊追地說........

"小姐 小姐 你叫什麼名字阿 你別跑阿~~~~~"

但是我朋友還是頭都不回 一直往捷運站方向跑

終於 我朋友他成功了!!!

到了捷運站 發現中年男子沒有追過來 真的是好險阿

沒想到拿起手機一看 靠邀!!! 21通未接來電 也太驚人了吧

這樣還不算什麼 打開簡訊夾一看~!!!! 7封未閱讀簡訊

第一封內容為"你怎麼了 怎麼不接我電話"

第二封內容為"你幹麻跑這麼快 是不是覺得感覺很差"

第三封內容為"我想再約你出來 可以嗎?"

因為我朋友都沒有回應 所以最後一封簡訊 也就是第七封簡訊 內容如下

"不知道你為什麼不理我 是不是覺得不對味 我覺得你好無情喔"

"我覺得你好無情喔~~~~"

我覺得你好無情喔~~~~"

"我覺得你好無情喔~~~~"

靠邀 真的很恐怖@@

我朋友只是想說認識一下新朋友 但是有必要追成這樣子嗎? 真的是耍笨了

所以 我朋友從今以後有個新封號 叫做"中年男子殺手"!!!!!!!

其實我朋友好像自己也笨了~~~~~

Because my friend is very hot, she is frequently chatted up in the streets.

Last week, my friend went to dinner near ChangGung hospital. On her way back to the dorm, she passed by a vendor.

That vendor sold some bags. Of course my friend would not let go of the opportunity.

So she stopped to check out the bags. In the end, she chose a pink Emas bag. 

But it cost 850 dollars, it was way too expensive.  

Of course my friend tried to bargain, but the boss was tough. He only agreed on 800 dollars. 

My friend thought it was still too expensive, so she did her best to act cute.

That boss was a middle-aged man, around 35 years old.

And my friend was a Senior in university, only 22 years old. She has been publicly discussed on a Beauty board. She was very hot.

That middle-aged man was about to give in. But he was experienced after all.

That middle-aged man seemed to suddenly realize something, and said: “ Since you don’t have money, why don’t you call your boyfriend to pay for you.”
Upon hearing that, my friend stopped and didn’t know what to say, because she did have a boyfriend. If she admitted that she had a boyfriend, then her story would fail. She was about to get her deal, so wouldn’t that be a wasted attempt?
So my friend said naturally: “I don’t have a boyfriend. I’m so pitiful, I’m all on my own.”
At that moment, the middle-aged man said immediately: “You give me your number, and I will take you to a movie. Then you can have this bag for free.”
Then you can have this bag for free.             

Then you can have this bag for free.

Then you can have this bag for free.

We thought that the middle-aged man was just joking. To our great surprise, he drove to my friend’s dorm and gave her the bag,

That middle-aged man was selling bags with his friend, and that friend was there when they were selling the bag. 

So he was not able to give the bag to my friend then.

He could only drive to my friend’s dorm after work and he asked her to come and get it downstairs. 

And my friend really went to a movie with him. They saw “17 Again”. 

That middle-aged man paid all the fees. And because that middle-aged man said he would pay for her, my friend went with him

After that, because the middle-aged man said that he would drive her back to her dorm. My friend thought it seemed really dangerous. In addition to this, the middle-aged man had texted her to say that he hoped she could go to his place to keep him company.

My friend sensed danger through some woman’s intuition, so she told him in haste: “Don’t bother, I’ll go back to my dorm.”
And she ran from the cinema to XiMen Underground station.

Because my friend attended marathon races in primary school and she won third place, running is also what she was good at. Also, the middle-aged man was kind of old, so of course he couldn’t catch my friend.

That middle-aged man shouted and ran whilst trying to catch his breath: “Miss, miss, what’ s your name. Don’t run~~~”
But my friend didn’t even turn her head. She just kept running toward the station.

And finally, my friend made it!!!

When she arrived at the station, the middle-aged man didn’t come after her. That was really very close.

But when she looked at her cellphone. Fuck!!! 21 missed calls. That’s way too shocking.

But that was nothing. When she opened her message inbox~!!!! 7 unread messages. 

The first message: “What’s wrong? Why didn’t you pick up my call.”
The second message: “Why did you run away so fast? Did you feel uncomfortable?”
The third message” “I want to ask you out again, is that alright?”
.....................................
Because my friend didn’t reply at all, so in the seventh and the last message, he wrote: “I don’t understand why you won’t reply me at all. Did you feel that we’re wrongly matched? I think you’re really cold.”                 

I think you’re really cold.”
" I think you’re really cold.”                                    

I think you’re really cold.”
Fuck  It’s really terrifying @@

My friend just thought she might as well make a new friend. But did he have to be so persistent? It’s really stupid.
So after that, my friend had a new nick name called “the killer of the middle-aged men!!!!!!”
Actually my friend seems to be little bit stupid, too.

Replies

1. 推 X-man:看第一句就要先推圖勒    

1.  R X-Man: When I saw the first sentence I want to ask where the photo (of the friend).                                 

2. 推 Judah:這當然是要圖啊                                  

2.  R Judah: Of course you should provide a picture.          

3. → Nigel:....不是笨 是貪便宜....   

(3.  → Nigel…It’s not stupid, it’s greedy…                          

4. 推 Macy:她差點把自己給賣了耶 ＝﹍＝

4.   R Macy: She almost sold herself out =…=                                                               

5. → Dracula :關鍵字出來就得依照版歸六行事                          

→ Dracula:                    規.......我去泡杯咖啡好了= ="     

5.  → Dracula: Since you have mentioned the key word (hottie), you have to obey board rale no. 6 (to give a picture)…. “rule”…. I’d better get myself a cup of coffee = =”  

6. → Nicky:你朋友都上過表特  還不附圖  不然也把表特第幾篇說一下  

6.  → Nicky: You’re friend has been discussed in Beauty board, why didn’t you give a picture of her? Or at least mention which post has mentioned her.

7. 推 Hadson:常常陸上被搭訕  那水裡面勒    

7.  R Hadson: Your friend often got chatted up on land
, then what about when she’s in water?                

8. → Ann:  常常陸上被搭訕  那飛在天上勒   

8.  → Ann: Your friend often got chatted up on land, what about when she is in the air?                     

9. → Yuki:貪小便宜 :(     

(9. → Yuki: Greedy :(                                      

10. 推 Poky:中年男：不喜歡就不喜歡，嘩一聲的跑掉是什麼意思阿...Q Q  

10. R  Poky: Middle-aged man: If you don’t like me, that’s fine. What do you mean by running away with a scream. Q Q

11. 推 Niles :跟人討的總是要還的...切莫忘記免錢的最貴這句             

11. R Niles: You have to pay back for what you have taken… Don’t forget that what is free actually costs you the most.    

12. → Ivy:不好意思,我覺得妳朋友是自己做得來的,怨不得人 

(12. → Ivy: I’m sorry…I think what your friend got was from what she did, she can’t complain.      

13. → Carl:你朋友的行為相當不好                                

(13. → Carl: Your friend’s behaviour was very bad.   

14. → Helga :.............           

(14. → Helga :…………..                                

15. → Ivy:不想給推,自己貪心又說謊騙人,這種行為真的不可取      

→ Ivy:正妹又怎樣?這種行為比窮追不捨的大叔還過分!!!        

(15. → Ivy: I don’t want to recommend it. She was being greedy and she lied. This kind of behaviour is really not worth following. She’s a hottie, so what? This kind of behaviour is even worse than that uncle who kept running after her!!!

16. 推 Poky:自己要告訴他手機號碼和住處，基本上就是有一定交情。      

(16. 推 Poky: She herself was willing to give him her number and disclose where she lived. So basically they have a certain relationship.                             

17. 噓 Berry:雖然我喜歡正妹，不過這行為很令人討厭...             

(17.  B Berry: Although I like hotties, but this kind of behaviour is very resentful…
18. → Chelsea:純粹利用人咩= = 雖然大叔的心態也太.....     

18. → Chelsea: She was just using him = = Although the uncle’s intention was also too…           

19. 推 Poky:1.騙人家沒有男朋友                                    

→ Poky:2.給手機地址                                             

→ Poky:3.看玩電影想送你朋友回去                                 

→ Poky:5.拿了包包，吃了大餐，看了電影，跑掉。                  

→ Poky:結論：你朋友跟我在o2 看到騙錢的女生共同點還蠻多的....

19. R Poky:1 Lie about not having a boyfriend. 

 2. Giving out mobile phone number and address.

 3. The guy wants to take your friend home.

 4. She went right away after getting the bag, finishing the meal and the movie.

 Conclusion: You friend has so many in common with those cheater girls I met on O2 board,

20. 噓 Marcus:兩邊的行為都好爛  這社會怎麼了...           

(20.  B Marcus: Both of their behaviours are lousy. What’s wrong with society…          

21. 噓 Nick:只有女生爛吧?中年男也沒拐他~女生自願爽完偷跑....

(21.  B Nick: Only the girl is lousy BA? That middle-age man didn’t cheat her~ The girl volunteered to enjoy the treatment and ran away afterwards…      

22. 推 Poky:不過有可能男子態度很讓人作噁，只是你沒形容出來。        

(22. R Poky: But probably that the man’s attitude was very disgusting; it’s just that you didn’t describe it.

23. 噓 Kimmy:愛佔便宜活該啊                                       

(23. B Kimmy: She’s greedy, she deserves it.  

24. → Nick:正妹這行為也讓人作噁

(24. → Nick:The behaviour of the hottie is also disgusting.                                   

25. 噓 Herbert:正妹就可以隨便跟中年男子出去，那跟援交妹有啥不同? 

(25 B Herbert: A hottie who can go out with a middle-aged man, what’s the difference between her and a prostitute?    

26. 噓 Nick:再噓一下...中年男子好可憐                           

(26. B Nick: I’ll boo again a bit… that middle-aged man is so unfortunate.    

27. → Jane:跟中年男出去就是一般朋友 也沒特別意思               

→ Jane:是殺價的時候中年男說要電話 朋友就給他了            

→ Jane:當初會騙他沒男友 也是想要殺價 誰知道中年男窮追不捨   

→ Jane:我覺得一般認識朋友給電話或是MSN 都還好吧         

28. (27. → Jane: They were just normal friends when she went out with that middle-aged man, it didn’t have any special meaning It was that the middle-aged man asked for her number when they were bargaining, so my friend just gave him. She lied to him that she didn’t have a boyfriend also because she wanted to bargain with him, who knew that the middle-aged man would be so persistent. I think it’s quite ok to give someone your number or MSN when you are making friends BA. 

29. 噓 Nick:還不是貪心...

(28. B Nick: Wasn’t that still greedy….                                         

30. 噓 Kimmy:免費的包包還不是收了   

(29. B Kimmy: Didn’t she accept the free bag                                

31. 噓 Hugo :瞞著男朋友去和中年男子看電影...                   

(30  B Hugo: She went to the movie with the middle-aged man without telling her boyfriend…  

32. 噓 Kristi:為了800可以出賣自己                                 

(31. B Kristi: She can sell herself for 800 dollars.     

33. 噓 Hanna:拿完包包看完電影就跑

(32. B Hanna She ran away after getting the bag and the movie.                                    

34. → Jane:是啦 應該也算貪心 二個人都有笨點                    

33. → Jane:Yeah, it could also be counted as greedy. They both have stupid points
.

35.   噓 Herbert:有男朋友的"正妹"會隨便給中年男子電話???           

(34. B Herbert: A “hottie” with a boyfriend will give a middle-aged man her telephone number so casually???

Appendix 4 Jesus Refunded a Book
StupidClown 

Jesus refunded a book

作者  Terry                   

Author: Terry 

標題  [無言] 耶穌來退書

Topic  [Speechless] Jesus came to refund a book

Time: Tue Jun 16 00:25:43 2009

1. 案發時間：6/15日 PM：5點左右

案發事由：

下午的時候有個矮矮胖胖的捲髮女客人來，

手上拿著我們店的發票還有一本去印度玩的旅遊書，

她一來就跟站櫃台的店長說：小姐，我要換書

店長：不好意思，小姐，我們的書除了破損或缺頁才接受退換

女客人此時低頭不語似乎有點生氣

店長：嗯...小姐，請問你是什麼原因要退這本書呢？

女客人：耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書耶穌說我不能看這本書

當時櫃台旁還有兩個女客人跟一個男客人，整個櫃台突然有種說不出來的

詭異氣氛，

因為大家都想笑！！

但是又不想褻瀆耶穌，更不想得罪客人！！！

店長聽到客人連耶穌都抬出來了，所以就請客人去選她要換的書

（第一次聽到客人要換書用這種夭壽的理由，都不怕有報應...）

後來，櫃台旁的女客人過來櫃台問說：上帝不准她買的書可以借我看一下嗎？

一看書名<印度旅遊>

大家終於忍不住的笑出來了，哎唷，忍得好辛苦阿！！

我說：哪有耶穌不讓人看書的道理，叫耶穌來跟我說，為什麼不讓她看書！！

店長：她都拿耶穌出來了！早知道我剛剛就跟她說媽祖突然顯靈叫我不能換書給耶穌

呵呵呵，我聽了真的覺得很好笑！！

更好笑的在後面

客人從二樓選好書來櫃台付錢，因為要換的書比較貴要補差額，客人說她要去拿錢，我心裡想說，叫耶穌立刻拿錢給你阿，你這麼愛耶穌，耶穌也愛你！！哈哈

客人突然跟一個在櫃台旁看雜誌的客人說話：老公，我缺30元，你有嗎？

ㄜ....什麼！！！！這個男客人是女客人的老公！！！！

那....我剛剛跟店長的那一段對話不就被她老公聽見了

難怪剛剛大家在櫃台大笑的時候他一句話都沒說...

店長： 囧rz

我： 囧rz

Time: 15 June, PM: around 5

Process: A short and chubby lady with curly hair went to our store in the afternoon. She had a receipt and an Indian travel book in her hand. As soon as she came in, she said to the store manager: Ma’am, I would like to exchange this book for another.

Manager: I’m sorry Ma’am, our books are not refundable unless they are flawed or short of page.

The customer looked to the ground silently and seemed a little upset.

Manager: Um… Ma’am, why do you want to refund this book?

Customer: Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

Jesus said that I should not read this book. Jesus said that I should not read this book.

There were two female customers and a male customer around the cashier. Suddenly there was a kind of weird atmosphere surrounding the cashier.

Because every one wanted to laugh!

But no body wanted to blaspheme against God, not to mention offending the customer!!!

Since the customer has mentioned Jesus, the manager let her go choose the book she want to exchange for.

(This is the first time I have heard an offensive excuse like this… she wasn’t even afraid of retribution…) 

Later, another female customer came to the cashier and asked: “Can I take a look at the book that God has forbidden her to read?”
We saw the book title <Traveling in India>

Finally we could not help laughing out loud: Ah! It was just too hard to bear it

I said: What kind of reason is that? Let Jesus talk to me, why won’t he allow her to read this!!

Manager: She even talked about Jesus! I should have told her that Ma-Zuh
 suddenly showed herself to me and tell me not to exchange the book for Jesus.

He he he, I think it’s really funny.

What followed was even funnier:

That customer came down from the second floor to the cashier to pay. Since the one she wanted to exchange it for was more expensive, thus she needed to pay more. The customer said that she had to go get the money. 

I murmured silently: Ask Jesus to give you the money right now. You love Jesus so much, and Jesus loves you too!! Haha

The customer suddenly turned to speak to another customer who was reading a magazine beside the cashier: “Darling, I’m 30 dollars short, do you have some coins?”
Uh… What!!!! This male customer is the husband of that female customer!!!!

Then… her husband must have heard the dialogue between the manager and I.

No wonder that he didn’t say a word while everybody was laughing loudly besides the cashier…
The Manager: 囧rz

I: 囧rz

Replies:

1. 推 U:            歡      喜       就      好                   

1. R U: As long as everybody is happy.

2. 推 Dodson:佛祖叫我推的!!!!                                          

2. R. Dodson:  Buddha asked me to recommend this!!!

3. 推 Chris:笑出來了我                                             

3. R  Chris: I’m laughing out loud.

4. 推 Aberdeen:　查理快跟我出來　見上帝                               

4. R Aberdeen: Charlie hurry and come out to see God with me.

5. 推 Quinny:我笑了XD                                           

5. R Quinny: I laughed XD

6. 推 Dodson:                          以下開放神明顯靈               

6. R. Dodson: The following section welcomes gods to reveal themselves. 

7. 推 Eaton:佛約：不可說   （就說不可說了 因為老公在旁邊阿）          

7. R Eaton: Buddha says: “It shall not be said out loud.” (I told you not to say it out loud, because her husband is nearby )

8. 推 Hans: XD 也許他是默默支持你們                                 

8. R Hans: XD Maybe he was supporting you silently.

9. 推 Gareth:佛祖顯靈:你覺得這本大悲咒怎麼樣?(推銷中)                

9. R Gareth: Buddha’s apparition: How do you like The Great Darahni? (promoting the book)

10. → Terry :娘子快跟牛魔王出來看上帝                              

10. → Terry :Honey, come quickly to see God with Bull Demon King
. 

11. 推 Kenny:大笑                                                     

11. R Kenny: Laugh out loud.

12. 推 Ian:幹~笑翻XDDDDDDD                                        

12. R Ian: Fuck~ I’m laughing out loud.

13. 推 Craig:夠好笑XD                                                

13. R Craig: It’s really funny enough XD.

14. 推 Natashia:XDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD                  

14. R Natashia: XDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD

15. 推 Valerie:有發票應該都可以退                                    

(15. R. Valerie: All purchase should be refundable with the receipt.

16. 推 Vicky:笨版經典!!!!要爆!!!                                    

16. R. Vicky: Classic!!!! Make it explode!!!

17. → Willson:         還   蠻   屌   的                            

17. → Willson: Kind of cool.

18. 推 Elison:呵~真冏~                                               

18. R Elison: He~ it’s really 囧 (meaning something so awkward that people don’t know how to react.)

19. 推 Judy:還好呀@@                                             

(19. R Judy: It’s just ok @@

20. 推 Green:耶穌:有這種事!!                                    

20. R Green: Jesus: What!!

21. 推 Oban:哈哈好好玩的經驗                                          

21. R  Oban: Haha, what a funny experience.

22. 推 Burkin:所以囉~~不要得罪耶穌 哈哈                             

22. R. Burkin: So~ don’t offend Jesus, Haha.
23. 推 Chun:這好笑XDDDDD                                        
23. R Chun: This is funny XDDDDD

24. 推 Cheng:這是耶穌的新技能?                                   

24. R Cheng: Is this Jesus’ new skill?

25. 推 Judith:...上帝推一個~但是我覺得很瞎= =                        

25. R Judith:…I recommend for God’s sake~ But I think it’s blind
 (meaning ridiculous).

26. 推 Ida:印度人哪裡得罪耶穌                                     

26. R Ida: What have the Hindi done to offend Jesus

27. 推 Ace:蜜絲佛陀叫我不准上西斯                                 

27. R. Ace: Maxfactor prohibited me from viewing Sex board.

28. 推 Hillary :那男客人一定是耶穌派來的XD                         

28. R Hillary: That male customer must has been sent by Jesus XD 

29. 推 Christopher:        耶穌在你背後，他背著十字架，他現在很火           

29. Christopher: Jesus is right behind you, he has a cross on his back, he is very angry now.

30. 噓 Saul:對不起 我覺得做服務業 就算當下很好笑 也不該在其他客人    

→ saul:談論其他客人的事  很沒有道德      

(30. B Saul: Sorry, I think as a clerk, you should not talk about a customer in front of other customers. It’s very impolite. 

31. 推 Frank: why so serious                                            

31. R  Frank: Why so serious

32. 推 Micky:      關公   叫我推的                                   

32. Micky: Duke Guan Yu
 told me to recommend this. 

33. → Charles:沒錯 以服務業來講這樣的確很不妥當                       

(33. → Charles: That’s right. It’s indeed very inappropriate from a service point of view.

34. → Laurens:他只是討論該不該給他換而已                              

(34. → Laurens: He (the first post) was just discussing whether they should let her exchange her purchase.
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� This reply (Jesus Refunded a Book, reply 328) is not included in the corpus. However, it provides a clue about the concept of territory and responsibility of BBS article. That it, a poster has his/ her own post as a territory and is responsible for whatever happened in that post. If anything inappropriate happens in the post, the poster is expected to edit it, otherwise that post will be deleted, even though the post itself is not inappropriate.. 


� I use audience to refer to the ideal reader a poster has in mind, and readers to refer to those who actually read it. 


� Exception of the third pair -part is possible. For instance, see Muntigl & Turnbull 1998.  


� Here I rephrase Graham’s (2007) terms to make it more explicit and coherent to my content. The original terms are “perception of impolite intent”, “justification of impoliteness” and “managing rapport”, respectively. 


� Note that where the divisions do not add up to 100%, I round of to the first decimal place.


�  In this post, there are some disagreements are against the initial post Alice, and some against one of the repliers Andy. I name the argument after these two people. Since those against Andy have formed a separate argument, I will separate their data from now on. The total amount of disagreement against Alice is thus 14, and 6 are against Andy. The percentage of replies involved are calculated in this number.


� It is a pun. The pronunciation of Australia in Mandarin is similar to the word “lousy” in Taiwanese, so people sometimes call lousy customers “customers from Australia.” 





� This statement is found on the StupidClown board rule, 20 September 2006. Accessed 14 August 2009.


� This is a “laugh out loud” symbol. The X represents the eyes and D the widely open mouse of a laughing person.


� The percentage of emoticons in Taking photo and Food Price are 8.8% and 0%. 


� Reply 6 & 8 are one reply interjected by reply 9. Since they both have whole sentence, I count them separately.  


� Reply 32 is Andy’s defence and disagreement against others’ criticism. Since this reply itself does not enact other disagreement, I count it just as one of the disagreements in this argument. 


� This column counts the percentage of disagreements involving this device. If the number of reply engaged differs from the number of the device, it will be noted in bracket.  


� Because the imperative in 9&11 is distributed across the two lines, I count it as one imperative and one reply involved. Therefore, there are only 6 instances of imperatives and 6 replies involving imperative.


� I owe Dr. H. Hewitt for the realisation of this diagram. 


� 原po yuen po, meaning the person who post the article in discussion. This is a widely used in-group term on BBS. 


� It is a chain-stores steak house. 


� 囧 is an in-group word used among BBS users. The character itself looks like a person’s face with his eyebrows frowning and mouth open.  


� It is a pun. The pronunciation of Australia in Mandarin is similar to the word “lousy” in Taiwanese, so people sometimes call lousy customers “customers from Australia.” 


� “Little seven” is the nick name of the largest chain grocery store 7-11 in Taiwan, just like Tesco in Britain.  


� Jane made a typo in the first sentence, which changes the sentence “my friend… often got chatted up on the street” to “often got chatted up on land”. 


� Double Qs represent a pair of tearful eyes.


� “Stupid point” is an in-group term of BBS users, which is similar to “punching line”.


� Ma-Zuh is a Taiwanese Goddess of ocean.


� Bull Demon King is a character in Chinese traditional fiction A Journey to the West, also known as Monkey King.


� When an article on BBS receives more than 100 recommendation reply, it will be marked as “explode”. 


� The skill here refers specifically to the special skill a character has in computer game. This usage is  widely used among online game players.


� Using “blind” to refer to something ridiculous is also a relatively new usage that is likely spread out on the internet.


� This is a sarcastic parody. The Chinese translation of Maxifactor is蜜斯佛陀, meaning “honey Buddha”, and the word 西斯 is an in-group euphemism of “Sex”. The replier here imitates the reason the female customer gave for refunding in a distorted way to mock its ridiculousness.     


� This phrase is yet another shared repertoire among BBS users. The original sentence pattern is “X is behind you, (s)he is very angry”. This sentence can be seen repeated  on many different board, with little information function. 


� Duke Guan Yu is a god of war in Chinese history.
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