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1. Introduction

This study reports on one-to-one LINE discussion forums involving three pairs of intermediate 
level learners of English. The focus is on the relationship between two dependent variables: 
hedges and nonverbal markers, and two independent variables: non-agreement and teaching, in 
the context of these one-to-one conversations.

The study is structured as follows. It begins with a review of previous research, considering 
how non-agreement and teaching influence hedge and emoji use. Next, it describes the study: 
research questions, participants, the one-to-one discussion forum, procedures, and data analysis. 
The study then goes on to consider findings relating to the research questions of this study. The 
study finishes with a discussion of the findings and a summary of the conclusions.

2. Literature

2.1. Non-agreement, instruction, and hedge use
Research on interactants’ disagreements in conversation, when speaking in ones’ nonnative 

language (Takahashi & Beebe, 1993) and when speaking in ones’ native language (Edstrom, 2004), 
found that interactants will mitigate their disagreements. These studies confirmed Leech’s Maxim of 
Agreement in his Politeness Principle (1983), which states that interactants have a tendency to choose 
agreement over disagreement, and mitigate disagreements when expressing them. This may be 
explained by preference structure, which describes the tendency for speakers to prefer certain types 
of actions in a conversation (Pomerantz, 1984). Researchers who expanded upon Leech’s Politeness 
Principle (Angouri & Locher, 2012; Spencer-Oatey, 2000), specify that this mitigation is required due 
to the face-threatening quality of disagreement. A disagreement is face-threatening because it 
effectively tells the other person that they are wrong, perhaps as a result of insufficient thought, study, 
or intelligence. Spencer-Oatey (2000), mentions that the face threatening acts within disagreement 
need to be treated appropriately in order to create or maintain relationships. All of this suggests 
that mitigating politeness strategies will occur less often in agreement than in non-agreement.

Regarding instruction, Bou-France and Garces-Conejos (2003, p. 19) point out that politeness 
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strategies may be taught using Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness in order to “help non-
native speakers to become aware of potential areas for negative pragmatic transfer and avoid 
pragmatic failure.” Several studies that noticed EFL learners’ inability to use politeness strategies 
in a similar way to native speakers of English (Economidou-Kogetsidis, 2015; Eelen, 2001; Linde, 

2009; Suh, 1999) emphasize the need for the teaching of politeness strategies. Commenting on 
the teaching of EFL learners, Economidou-Kogetsidis (2015, p. 9) proposes that “These L2 
learners need, as a first step, to have their pragmatic awareness raised through consciousness-
raising activities, which can help them become aware of the different politeness norms that might 
prevail in the target language environment.” Several studies that included the teaching of 
politeness strategies to EFL learners (Carrell & Konneker, 1981; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; 
LoCastro, 1997; Schepers, 2014; Tan & Farashaiyan, 2012) note the positive effects of instruction 
on learners’ ability to use politeness strategies and therefore increase their pragmatic competence. 
Schepers (2014, p. 28) concludes that “The teaching of pragmatics has proven to be effective in 
the context of the classroom, especially in an EFL one.”

2.2. Non-agreement, instruction, and emoji use
Preference structure describes the tendency for speakers to perform certain types of actions 

more often than others a conversation (Pomerantz, 1984). One feature of this phenomenon is that 
speakers will express agreement faster and more directly than disagreement because agreement 
is the preferred action. When expressing a dispreferred action, mitigation may occur. It has been 
argued that emoji often clarify and strengthen the intended meaning of a statement (Butterworth, 
Giuliano, White, Cantu, & Fraser, 2019; Lin, 2019). Since mitigation strategies would be preferred 
over strengtheners in non-agreement, because non-agreement is dispreferred compared to 
agreement, it was speculated that emoji would occur less in non-agreement.

While there are virtually no studies that have specifically investigated the effects of 
instruction on nonverbal marker use, some studies have investigated the positive effect of 
instruction on face-to-face nonverbal communication (Schwebel & Schwebel, 2002; Surkamp, 

2014). Surkamp (2014, p. 15) emphasizes the importance of teaching face-to-face nonverbal 
communication, particularly for communicative competence, by pointing out that “One of the main 
teaching objectives in the foreign language classroom is the development of communicative 
competence. As an essential part of communication is non-verbal, communicative competence 
cannot consist solely of the correct use of verbal language.”

3. Method

3.1. Research questions
Previous research suggests that the two variables of non-agreement and the effect of teaching 

influence two variables: hedge use and emoji use. The current research is designed to evaluate 
this in a LINE online discussion forum via the following inquiry:

Research question 1: How does non-agreement and teaching affect hedge and emoji use in 
one-to-one conversations?
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It was noticed in a previous study on group discussion forums (Tu, 2020), that participants 
largely replied to topic statements posted by the teacher and that participants usually did not talk 
back-and-forth with each other about the same topic. Since the one-to-one conversations in this study 
allow us to observe participants’ behavior more closely, the study also investigated the following:

Research question 2: Is there back-and-forth conversations about the same topics in one-to-one 
conversations? What are the qualities of these conversations?

3.2. Participants
Three pairs of second-year students were selected, for whom the study assigned the aliases: 

“Nina”, “Haruka”, “Shinichi”, “Ryutaro”, “Yoko”, and “Mami”. All of the participants were second-
year students enrolled in the Department of English at their university and were taught by the 
main researcher. The first pair consisted of Nina and Haruka, who were both female students, and 
rated the relationship closeness towards each other as 1 (the highest rating of closeness). The 
second pair consisted of Shinichi and Ryutaro, who were both male students, and rated the 
relationship closeness towards each other as 1. The third pair consisted of Yoko and Mami, who 
were both female students. Mami rated her relationship closeness with Yoko as 2, while Yoko 
rated her relationship closeness with Mami as 3. Nina and Haruka had TOEIC scores of 845 and 

740 respectively. Shinichi and Ryutaro had TOEIC scores of 575 and 590 respectively. Yoko and 
Mami had TOEIC scores of 570 and 555 respectively.

3.3. One-to-one discussion forums
Participants created discussion-friendly topic statements such as “Smoking should be allowed 

Figure 1. Yoko’s expression of agreement towards a topic statement not written by either members of the discussion 
forum, and Mami’s expression of agreement towards Yoko’s opinion



─　　─78

on campus.” and these are posted in a student’s name by the teacher onto the discussion forum. 
In this study, each pair of participants are in their own separate discussion forum, with no other 
classmates present. If participants expressed an opinion towards a topic statement that was not 
created by either of them, this was not counted as agreement or non-agreement because the 
creator of the topic statement is not present. An example of this from Yoko and Mami’s discussion 
forum is shown in Figure 1.

Yoko’s expression of agreement towards the topic statement, “Parents should never hit their 
children.”, was not counted as agreement because the topic statement was not written by Yoko or 
Mami, therefore there was no one to agree with. However, Mami’s response was not only towards 
the topic statement, but also towards Yoko’s opinion, and therefore was counted as agreement.

3.4. Procedures
The study formed three one-to-one discussion forums that made up of two participants each, 

and the teacher as non-participating observer. The topic statements were those of controversial 
nature that participants and their classmates created prior to the discussion forum. The teacher 
posted an equal number of these topic statements in the discussion forums each week. Participants 
received instruction related to hedge use and emoji use at the beginning of class during the first 
and fourth week respectively. Participants reviewed what they had learned at the beginning of the 
following week’s class.

3.5. Data analysis
The study analyzed the three pairs’ one-to-one LINE discussion forums that were conducted 

for eleven weeks during the 2019 fall semester. There was a total of 60 messages, which contain 
a total of 4,770 words.

The identification of hedges followed a three step process: 1) Reading the entire response. 

2) Identifying the opinions that the response is attempting to convey. 3) Determining which words 
or phrases, if altered or removed, would leave the opinions more direct or imposing. These words 
and phrases were identified as hedges in the study.

When the data was analyzed, the rate of hedge and emoji use for each pair of participants 
was plotted chronologically message-by-message. Additionally, the study marks whether 
agreement or non-agreement is expressed in each message. These are participants’ expressions 
of agreement and non-agreement towards each other’s opinions or topic statements, and not 
answers to topic statements that were not created by them.

3.6. Informed consent
Permission to conduct the study was obtained from an ethics committee at the university. 

After receiving this permission, the study was explained to the students before they were given 
the option to participate. Students who provided consent were given the option to withdraw their 
consent, discontinue their participation in the discussion forum at any time, and remove all data 
collected from them.



─　　─79

Japanese L2 English Learners’ Use of Hedges and Emoji in One-to-one LINE Discussion Forums

4. Results

This section begins with findings relating to each pair of participants: effect of non-agreement 
and instruction on hedge use, effect of non-agreement and instruction on emoji use, and back-
and-forth conversation. In the tables and graphs, “A” represents the expression of agreement 
towards the other person, while “N” represents the expression of non-agreement towards the 
other person. Blanks represent messages that expressed opinions towards topic statements that 
were not created by either member of the discussion forum.

4.1. Nina and Haruka

Effect of non-agreement and instruction on hedge use
The data in Table 1 and Figure 2 show the rate of hedge use for each message sent between 

Nina and Haruka. The presence of agreement or non-agreement is also indicated. In Figure 2, gray 
sections of the graph denote messages that were sent after receiving instruction on hedge use.

Table 1. Hedges per 100 words in each message sent between Nina and Haruka

Message # Agreement or Non-agreement Nina Haruka
1 - 6.383 -
2 - - 1.099
3 - - 1.887
4 - 0 -
5 - - 0
6 - 0 -
7 - 4.598 -
8 - - 1.198
9 - - 1.709
10 - 5.505 -
11 - 0 -
12 - - 0.952
13 - 1.010 -
14 - - 2.459
15 - - 1.205
16 A 3.636 -
17 - - 0.847
18 N 2.419 -
19 - 3.788 -
20 A - 1.143
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Figure 2. Hedges per 100 words in each message sent between Nina and Haruka
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There were so few incidents of actual agreement or non-agreement that the study could not 
analyze its effect on hedge use. Nina and Haruka employ varying rates of hedges even when they 
are not responding to each other. From this message-to-message analysis, the effect of instruction 
could not be seen. The use of hedges varies considerably message-to-message.

Effect of non-agreement and instruction on emoji use
The data in Table 2 and Figure 3 show the rate of emoji use for each message sent between 

Nina and Haruka. The presence of agreement or non-agreement is also indicated. In Figure 3, gray 
sections of the graph denote messages that were sent after receiving instruction on emoji use.

Table 2. Emoji per 100 words in each message sent between Nina and Haruka

Message # Agreement or Non-agreement Nina Haruka

1 - 0 -
2 - - 0
3 - - 0
4 - 0 -
5 - - 0
6 - 0 -
7 - 0 -
8 - - 0
9 - - 0
10 - 0 -
11 - 3.448 -
12 - - 3.810
13 - 6.061 -
14 - - 6.557
15 - - 9.036
16 A 3.030 -
17 - - 9.322
18 N 4.839 -
19 - 3.788 -
20 A - 5.143
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Figure 3. Emoji per 100 words in each message sent between Nina and Haruka
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Nina and Haruka began to employ emoji after they received instruction. As the discussion 
forum neared the end, both participants began to employ a lower rate of emoji. Actual discussion, 
in terms of expressing agreement or non-agreement towards the other person’s opinion, does not 
occur until the end of the discussion forum. Due to the small number of messages that expressed 
agreement and non-agreement towards the other person, it was not possible to determine the 
relationship between non-agreement and emoji use.

Back-and-forth conversation
Message 18 was the first incidence of non-agreement. Until message 18, participants would 

not reply to the same topic statements and kept switching topics. An example of this is shown in 
Figure 4. Both participants had already received hedge instruction when these messages were 
sent. Hedges are highlighted in gray.

Figure 4. Example of Haruka switching topics and avoiding non-agreement with Nina’s opinion

The first incident of non-agreement that occurred from message 18 is shown in Figure 5. 
Both participants had already received hedge and nonverbal instruction when these messages 
were sent.

Figure 5 shows an example of Nina expressing an opinion about the same topic Haruka was 
talking about immediately after Haruka expressed her opinion. Haruka did not respond to this 
and instead waited for Nina to express an opinion on another topic. After Nina expressed an 
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opinion on another topic in message 19, Haruka expressed agreement towards that opinion in 
message 20. This is shown in Figure 6.

Haruka expresses agreement with Nina’s opinion. Both participants had already received 
hedge and nonverbal instruction when these messages were sent. These were the last two 
messages sent in their discussion forum.

4.2. Shinichi and Ryutaro

Effect of non-agreement and instruction on hedge use
The data in Table 3 and Figure 7 show the rate of hedge use for each message sent between 

Shinichi and Ryutaro. The presence of agreement or non-agreement is also indicated. In Figure 

7, gray sections of the graph denote messages that were sent after receiving instruction on hedge 
use.

Although instruction seemed to have a positive effect on Ryutaro’s rate of hedge use, it did 
not increase Shinichi’s rate of hedge use, as he employed a lower rate of hedge use by the end of 
the discussion forum. With only one incidence of non-agreement, its relationship with hedge use 
could not be discerned. Although agreement occurs sporadically throughout the discussion 
forum, a single incidence of non-agreement does not occur until the very end of the discussion 
forum. The rate of hedge use message-by-message varied significantly.

Figure 5. Non-agreement from Nina
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Figure 6. Nina expressing an opinion about a different topic after Haruka did not reply

Table 3. Hedges per 100 words in each message sent between Shinichi and Ryutaro

Message # Agreement or Non-agreement Shinichi Ryutaro
1 - - 0
2 - 3.636 -
3 - - 1.786
4 - - 3.846
5 A 5.660 -
6 A 1.961 -
7 - 1.667 -
8 - 4.878 -
9 A - 2.041
10 A - 2.381
11 - 4.651 -
12 A - 5
13 - 2.222 -
14 - 3.175 -
15 - - 2.941
16 - - 4.167
17 - 2.174 -
18 - 1.220 -
19 A - 4.167
20 - 0.813 -
21 N - 2.597
22 - 1.242 -
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Effect of non-agreement and instruction on emoji use
The data in Table 4 and Figure 8 show the rate of emoji use for each message sent between 

Shinichi and Ryutaro. The presence of agreement or non-agreement is also indicated. In Figure 

8, gray sections of the graph denote messages that were sent after receiving instruction on emoji 
use.

Table 4. Emoji per 100 words in each message sent between Shinichi and Ryutaro

Message # Agreement or Non-agreement Shinichi Ryutaro
1 - - 0
2 - 0 -
3 - - 0
4 - - 0
5 A 0 -
6 A 0 -
7 - 0 -
8 - 0 -
9 A - 0
10 A - 0
11 - 0 -
12 A - 0
13 - 0 -
14 - 4.762 -
15 - - 4.412
16 - - 6.25
17 - 0 -
18 - 1.220 -
19 A - 6.25
20 - 1.626 -
21 N - 5.195
22 - 1.242 -

Shinichi and Ryutaro began to employ emoji after receiving instruction, with Ryutaro’s rate 
of emoji use being higher. No conclusions regarding any relationship between non-agreement and 
emoji use could be drawn.

Back and forth conversations 
When looking at the conversations closely, it was noted that Shinichi and Ryutaro would also 
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generally avoid expressing opinions towards the same topic statements. This is what Nina and 
Haruka would do in their conversations. When Shinichi and Ryutaro would occasionally express 
opinions towards the same topic statements, they would always agree with each other’s opinions. 
This is shown in Figure 9.

It is important to note that when participants are saying “I disagree”, this is disagreement 
towards the topic statement, not each other. Since both participants expressed disagreement 
towards the same topic statement, they were agreeing with each other. Shinichi and Ryutaro 
would rotate between avoiding talking about the same topic and agreeing with each other until 
very late in the discussion. At message 21, Ryutaro finally expressed non-agreement towards 
Shinichi’s opinion in message 20. Shinichi responds by switching to a different topic in message 

22. This is shown in Figure 10.

4.3. Yoko and Mami

Effect of non-agreement and instruction on hedge use
The data in Table 5 and Figure 11 show the rate of hedge use for each message sent between 

Yoko and Mami. The presence of agreement or non-agreement is also indicated. In Figure 11, gray 
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Figure 9. Example of Ryutaro expressing agreement towards Shinichi’s opinion
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sections of the graph denote messages that were sent after receiving instruction on hedge use.
Due to the sporadic nature of the data, the effect of instruction could not be discerned. A 

higher rate of hedges seemed to be employed in messages that expressed non-agreement. This 
was the most visible in Yoko’s use of hedges, where she visibly employed a higher rate of hedges 
when expressing non-agreement. Mami sent much fewer messages than Yoko. Although still a 
small number, Yoko and Mami expressed non-agreement more than the other pairs of participants.

Effect of non-agreement and instruction on emoji use
The data in Table 6 and Figure 12 show the rate of emoji use for each message sent between 

Figure 10. Ryutaro expressing non-agreement towards Shinichi’s opinion and Shinichi switching topics as a 
response. These were the last messages of this discussion forum
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Yoko and Mami. The presence of agreement or non-agreement is also indicated. In Figure 12, gray 
sections of the graph denote messages that were sent after receiving instruction on emoji use.

Yoko and Mami began to employ emoji after they received instruction. Although Mami’s rate 
of emoji use was the highest in the final message, where she expressed non-agreement, this was 
data from a single message. Yoko, who expressed non-agreement twice, did not seem to change 
her rate of emoji use when expressing non-agreement.

Back-and-forth conversation
The first expression of non-agreement was done by Yoko in message 15. This expression of 

non-agreement was towards Mami’s opinion from message four at the beginning of the discussion 

Table 5. Hedges per 100 words in each message sent between Yoko and Mami

Message # Agreement or Non-agreement Yoko Mami

1 - 3.636 -
2 - 4.545 -
3 - 4.348 -
4 - - 6
5 - 2.479 -
6 - 1.786 -
7 - 2.817 -
8 A - 4.615
9 - 4.396 -
10 - 2.985 -
11 - - 3.659
12 A 0 -
13 - 3.614 -
14 A 0 -
15 N 6.25 -
16 N - 4.878
17 N 9.677 -
18 - 2.899 -
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Figure 11. Hedges per 100 words in each message sent between Yoko and Mami
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forum. Although rarely occurring, participants could respond to opinions from very early on in 
the discussion forum because they were able to view the entire message history. This is shown 
in Figure 13.

Instead of responding to this non-agreement, Mami expressed non-agreement in message 16 
towards a different opinion expressed by Yoko from message 13. Yoko responded to this in 
message 17 by also expressing non-agreement towards this non-agreement. This was the only 
time, among all the messages analyzed in this study, where non-agreement was expressed towards 
the other person’s expression of non-agreement. This is shown in Figure 14.

Table 6. Emoji per 100 words in each message sent between Yoko and Mami

Message # Agreement or Non-agreement Yoko Mami

1 - 0 -
2 - 0 -
3 - 0 -
4 - - 0
5 - 0 -
6 - 0 -
7 - 8.451 -
8 A - 6.154
9 - 5.495 -
10 - 5.970 -
11 - - 10.976
12 A 7.407 -
13 - 4.819 -
14 A 3.704 -
15 N 6.25 -
16 N - 14.634
17 N 6.452 -
18 - 7.246 -
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5. Discussion

5.1. Effect of non-agreement and instruction on hedge and emoji use
There were few instances of non-agreement in any of the three discussion forums. The case 

Figure 13. Yoko expressing non-agreement towards Mami’s opinion from message four

Figure 14. Mami expressing non-agreement in message 16 towards a Yoko’s opinion in message 13 and Yoko 
responding by expressing non-agreement in message 17 towards this non-agreement
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studies are already limited in the amount of data they are able to collect and drawn conclusions 
from and the situation was further aggravated by the fact that many participants simply did not 
interact with each other consistently. Due to participants in all discussion forums primary only 
responding to topic statements posted by the teacher, and not proceeding to actually exchange 
opinions, there was very few incidents of agreement and non-agreement. As a result, conclusions 
about the effect of non-agreement on hedge and emoji use were unable to be drawn.

Perhaps due to the fact that our data was based on a message-to-message analysis, the data 
was quite sporadic, particularly when analyzing the effect of instruction on hedge use. Although 
the study could not determine a consistent effect of instruction on hedge use, it was noted that 
participants began to employ emoji after receiving instruction. This use of emoji was most likely 
due to the fact that participants were ensured that emoji were appropriate to be used in the 
discussion forum after they underwent instruction.

5.2. Back-and-forth conversation
The low rate of interaction in the discussion forums may have been due to participants 

avoiding non-agreement. Throughout the majority of every discussion forum, the participants 
would primary give their opinions towards different topic statements, while usually not 
commenting on the other person’s opinion. When they did comment on the other person’s 
opinion, it was always an expression of agreement. This behavior would continue until the very 
end of the discussion forums until one person finally “breaks the peace” and actually expresses 
non-agreement towards the other person’s opinion. Once this happened, none of the receivers of 
non-agreement would defend their opinion and initiate a discussion, but instead would continue 
to avoid non-agreement. In the case of Nina and Haruka, Haruka did not respond to Nina’s 
expression of non-agreement and waited for Nina to send a message on a different topic. Once 
Nina sent a message that was about another topic, Haruka immediately agreed with Nina’s “new” 
opinion. It is unwise to draw conclusions based on isolated instances, but Haruka seemed to not 
know how to respond to Nina’s expression of non-agreement and instead, waited for her to change 
topics. Once Nina expressed an opinion about a new topic, Haruka sent a message that expressed 
agreement towards her opinion, which she may have been more comfortable doing. In the case 
of Shinichi and Ryutaro, Shinichi completely ignored Ryutaro’s expression of non-agreement and 
switched to talking about a different topic. Shinichi seemed not to be interested in initiating 
discussion and decided to not even acknowledge Ryutaro’s expression of non-agreement 
completely by switching topics. Whether these actions or non-actions were deliberate can only be 
a matter of conjecture. In the case of Yoko and Mami, Mami also failed to respond to Yoko’s 
expression of non-agreement and switched topics. When Yoko, again, expressed non-agreement 
with Mami’s opinion towards a new topic, Mami did not respond again, and the discussion forum 
ended. Even though Yoko seemed to actively try to initiate discussion, Mami’s switching of topics 
and complete silence after the second incident of non-agreement may be interpreted as actions 
that deliberately stifled any possibility of discussion. The reasons for participants’ avoidance of non-
agreement towards each other’s opinions may be due its’ face-threatening quality, which could harm 
their relationships. Particularly in a one-to-one environment, where face-threat could only occur 
between two people, participants may feel increased vulnerability and heighten their efforts to avoid 
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non-agreement. The strategy of switching topics in order to avoid non-agreement may have been 
particularly favorable for participants because they may have felt more freedom to express opinions 
towards topic statements that were made by people who were not present in the discussion forum. 
Since these people were not present in the discussion forum, there was no possibility of face-threat.

6. Conclusion

This study set out to investigate individual participants’ use of hedges and emoji in their 
online discussions with one other classmate. Although our analysis of one-to-one discussion 
forums did not reveal much new data about hedge and emoji use, it revealed to us the tendency 
for participants to avoid non-agreement by switching topics or by not responding. This consistent 
avoidance stifled interaction throughout all of the discussion forums, resulting in very little actual 
discussion involving agreement or non-agreement towards the other person’s opinions. Compared 
to those who participated in group discussions forums (Tu, 2020), participants in this study had 
much more freedom to “participate without interacting”. This entailed the giving of opinions 
towards topic statements, but rarely ever commenting on the other person’s opinions.

The greatest limitation in this study, was the fact that students were given topic statements 
to discuss that were not written by them. As a result, if one person responded to these topic 
statements, it did not count as expressing an opinion towards the other person in the discussion 
forum, because the other person did not write the topic statements. This was the main reason for 
the low rate of interaction, because it only allowed us to count participants’ responses to the other 
person’s opinion as agreement or non-agreement. Another limitation related to the topic statements, 
was the surplus of topic statements available for participants to discuss. The surplus of topics did 
not encourage participants to discuss the same topic and actually interact with each other, but 
instead allowed them to simply reply to multiple topics as if they were submitting homework without 
actually responding to the other person’s messages. Furthermore, the surplus of topic statements 
allowed participants to avoid non-agreement in a way that does not exist typically in a conversation. 
Instead of having to employ hedges in order to mitigate the face-threat caused by non-agreement, 
participants were able to just simply switch topics or wait for the other person to talk about a 
different topic in order to avoid non-agreement. These methods of avoiding non-agreement, 
suddenly switch topics or going silent until the other person speaks again, are not typical of actual 
conversations. The combined effect of topic statements that were not written by the participants and 
having too many topic statements to discuss resulted in data that was not discussion-like. This 
problem could be mitigated by making participants discuss one topic that they created themselves. 
In this way, there would be no responses towards topics that are not created by the members of the 
discussion forums, nor would there be an option to just switch topics to avoid non-agreement.

The fact that many of participants’ messages looked like “submissions to homework”, makes 
us speculate that the participants perceived the discussion forum to be a form of homework rather 
than chatting on a familiar social media platform with a friend. The lack of interaction in particular, 
suggests that the discussion forum was not discussion-like. With such a low rate of discussion, it 
is also questionable whether the discussion forum allowed participants to practice and improve 
their ability to express their opinion. Furthermore, our attempts at promoting discussion as 
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possible by posting topic statements for students might have been seen as excessive involvement 
from the teacher. This may have caused participants to feel as if the discussion forums were just 
a required activity that was part of an English course, rather than an actual unsupervised 
discussion forum where they could practice expressing their opinion.
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