Sheffield
Hallam
University

S S S HWN&'&H

) $

S S S #NE&H " $ S S # $
n ) - " $



http://shura.shu.ac.uk/information.html




" # # $$ %&''&

- () o+ -

) ) ) ). -
) 1 2 / 1 + ) ) )
) 2 -) /
$$345 6/ 3 ,* + 7 ) . %

/
) ) . ) 8 -, x .. # 1 %. &)
"+ ' 9 $$3/
$$3/
) 2 ) 02)*
[l ;<



Aspects of Japanese Computer-Mediated Communication:

Linguistic and Socio-Cultural Perspectives

Yukiko Nishimura

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of
Sheffield Hallam University
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

!
ARG T

[ <3
W
&g;.. .
O %
Sl B ol

May 2008



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT ...ccviviiiiunnrerienecncaresenecasasassssssseens 1iiersesesnsnnsnsnssncnssscasesnons b
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT.....cocietttttteiaiererirsasecrcnresssersasesacsessssrsasessasnsanes xi
NOTES ON ROMANISATION....ccututeiieerrrrncacnreserssnssesssassssnsossssassssaseses Xii
NOTES ON ABBREVIATION......cccututieeiriiinierereraniorsesesrsrcrcecessssceresesnss xiii
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION....... deesteateassssatsstestestsnesatatsatestesassasenssnsents 1
1.1. ADOUL ThiS Chapter .....covvivervieveeeiriecrerieesreeertereeee e ssressresnessresssesnnessaesnessaesses 1

1.2, MOBIVALIONS ...uveeriereseereisieseesseesessessestessestesseessessassesssessesssessesssesssesssasssessnensaonses 1
1.2.1.CMC and BBS in Contrast With FTF ........cccccevveireeiecereeneecceeeeeseesiecnee 1

1.2.2. Japanese CMC as Non-English CMC......cccoeeeviivirmirrivinnieneneereneeeeeens 3

1.3. Three Key Issues: Language, Politeness and Community ........c.cceeeeevevcruecnnne 3
1.3.1. Language: Spoken versus Written versus CMC..........coocveevverrerienverrenne 3

1.3.2. Politeness and Impoliteness ..........ccevurevrurevcisrreininnn. e 4

1.3.3. Online COMMUNILY .....cceeriererrenrerreneriesesenisieieneessesresseeseesesnesssessessensessenne 5

1.4. Research QUESHIONS ...cvuicuiieieeiirerieeiieeneinreeseeeeeesseesaseseesneessnesssesssseseseeesseesasenne 6

1.5. Organisation Of the ThesSiS......ccccvvvreciinienieinenrennreneseseeee e eee s e e e saesnesveens 7

1.6. BaCKGIOUNAS....ccueeverieriirriierrretctere et ste e se s s e e s e esaesae e ens e s esnesneasenne 8
1.6.1. The Japanese Language.........ccvveuererevererieeerrenressenseceessesseessesessessssssessensens 8

1.6.1.1. Orthography ......cccoeceerererriniiiieirieneeresteseseses e sne e ese s eae e saaene 9

1.6.1.1.1. Four Scripts........cccceuvune. oottt re s e a e s e ae st ae e e anaans 9

1.6.1.1.2. Punctuation Marks and Other Notational Symbols.............. 12

1.6.1.2. Word Processing in Japanese..........ccccuereeererrenresressenersunssesessennnns 13

1.6.1.3. Brief Notes on Japanese Grammar .........cceeeeveevereneeerneeererenreennns 15

1.6.1.3.1. Parts of SPeech ........cooceveeerereniieeencieneceneneciesesene e 16

1.6.1.3.2. Auxiliaries and Particles .......cccoovvrvcrvrnienenenvenensreneeennennes 17

1.6.2. History and Characteristics of the Two BBS Websites ........c.ccoervereneeee. 18

1.6.2.1. Channel 2........cocevceeivinerinienenieeereennressessessessessesresseesssssessesssessens 18

1.6.2.2. Yahoo! Japan BBS .......cccccviviiiniirrecerterneerevreee e e sseeneenens 24

1.7. Wider Social Impacts of Technology .........ccceeveecuereserveceecreereeneeceeceeereenenes 27

1.8, SUMIMAIY ..ottt ettt se st e e s e sbe s s e s aa s va e nennenne 29

1



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW. ... 30

2.1. AbOUut This CRapPLer ....cccevviivrrerieerireerenrecte ettt esnesbesae e 30
2.2. Early Studies 0f CMC ..ottt ssessssssesens 31
2.3. CMC Research in LINGUISTICS ...ccvveerrerireerneernieiiiieeneeeniiesncenssnnesssseenssennns 33
2.3.1. First Wave of LinguisticC StUdI€S ......cccueruirrrreernnreirenrneneniensenseeseessssesssenees 34
2.3.2. CMC Research on Typography from a Techno-historical Perspective and
Visual Aspects 0f CMC....oouieviirieciiniicinreentiecrnieteeie et 43
2.3.3. The Second Wave of CMC Research.........cocceceevercrenneneccninniininnenniennes 47
2.4. Non-English CMC Studies, on Languages Other than English................... veeee 50
2.4.1. Non-English CMC Studies........cccevurrierrernrinereinensienessneseessessnesscssnessees 50
2.4.2. CMC Studies 0n/in Japanese.........oceeerverienireneeserierinecnenesenenseeesesnenenns 52
2.4.3. Works in Japanese Linguistics Contributing to Researching Online
Japanese.........cccocvveriinieninnnnen. essteesaeenressuessasssnrertessatsioneeaassansenntssestsresares 57
2.5. Politeness and Impoliteness Studies and CMC.........cccovevevvvenvencenreerecccnncenes 58
2.5.1. Politeness Studies in FTF Settings: Three Main Approaches ................. 58
2.5.2. Impoliteness in FTF Settings .......ccccveveverierrerieeieerrereesseesreseeseesseeeessees 61
2.5.3. Politeness and Impoliteness in CMC ......coccvvvrerrrnerrinnienrenenennesnsenennes 61
2.6. Linguistic Politeness/Impoliteness and Online Community Studies................ 67
2.6.1. An Overview on Online Community StUdies ........cecererrerrererrereerecrninrnenns 68
2.6.2. Case Studies on Online Communities: Baym (1993), Rheingold (1993),
and Studies on Channel 2 Community .........ccceveveervereereenresiinrenrreeeseesseeeenne 70
2.6.3. Research on Politeness/Impoliteness in Online Community .........cc.cee.. 73
2.7. Technological Impacts on Language and Communication in Society .............. 76
2.7.1. Hutchby (2001) and Impact of Technology on Communication............. 76
2.7.2. Technological Impact on Japanese Language and Culture ..........ccceeueeee 78
2.7.3. Impact of Technology on Language, Communication and Culture......... 79
2.8. Summary and CONCIUSION ......ciuviirieieiieiirereereeireeseeeesaneseesaessesssessaessssesssssessses 81
CHAPTER 3: DATA AND METHODOLOGY ....cccovucnversnssneresaesases (R 83
3.1. AbOut This Chapter .......cccceveeiiiiiniereenienirteneersereseesiessresesnsesseesssessassssesssssane 83
3.2, MEthOOIOZY ...veveeiieeiciirinirrte st ere et reeesre s creaesaesraeraeess e bsesseessressnasnnanes 83
3.2.1. Rationale for the Methodologies Employed .........cccccevevueneenneesiirnnennns 83
3.2.2. Ethical Considerations ...........cecvveerereeerusreeercnrensenesenienesesessessesseseesenses 85

111



3.2.3. Locating Methodologies in the Field of CMC........ccccooviiviienvineninnnn 87

3.2.4. Rationale for Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Methods ........... 90

3.3, DA ettt ettt sttt et esaesne e R e e aeasens 95
3.3.1. Data Selection CHLErIa ... .ccvvvvirerererereeriereieneeeeeeerereesseerasseessesesesesene 95
3.3.2. Data for Chapter 4.........cccvireriererreneneneeteenrenesesresneeeeseesessessessoussnens 97
3.3.2.1. CMC Data....ccuciiireirenenienteiessreseesesesnesseseessessessessessessessessessesses 97

3.3.2.2. SPOKEN data....cceeerreereereirierienrenenneessensessanssesssesssesnessesssessnosssnsessens 99

3.3.2.3. WIItten data....cccoeerermrirerienenienennseresiesecsneseseeseeseeseesnessessessenees 100

3.3.3. Data for CRAPLErs 5 and 6...........coeuveeveseeesreesesssseessssessssssssssssesssnesseans 103

- 3.3.3.1. Chapter 5 data......cccceveeveereenieninririreneereresieneesereseeeeeresnesreenes 103
3.3.3.2. Chapter 6 Data........cccvvevvirreenenreniesreneneecseeneeseeeeeseesesseessnessenns 104

3.4. Analytic Procedures for Each Chapter........ccccceevevverveeneenenveereenesnneneecsseeennes 107
3.4.1. Overall Analytic Procedures Used in Chapter 4 ..........cceceevevverervereerenens 107
3.4.1.1. Creation of the CMC, Spoken and Written Corpora .................. 108

3.4.1.2. ChaSen AppliCation .......ccceeevtirueeerriirerrersrieeeerreeeeerseseeseessessnenee 109

3.4.1.3. Statistical analysiS.......ccecrveeererrerecerereneeseereereesseeeeseeresseeeesensens 110

3.4.2. Analytic Procedures Used in Chapters 5 and 6.....ccccceeceevevreceervecnrnenee 111

3.5, SUMMATIY ..ot seeas e e snssaesressassasssesbessn e be e sessnessesssesueenses 113

CHAPTER 4: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS ON LINGUISTIC ASPECTS OF
JAPANESE BBS COMMUNICATION: SPOKEN-ORIENTED BUT

EDITED-WRITTEN.....ccceeussissesunsassessessasaasnsssssassasansassonsonsonssassassnsassssssasnese 114

4.1. Background and ObBJECLIVES ......c.cccevueevereemrenrenrinireenreresseeesressesseesesseensesenes 114
4.2, LItErature SUIVEY .....ceccvetreereererrerenersessessssssssssessessessessessessessesseseesessesesseesenns 116
4.3. Data and MethodOlOgY .......uecueceiirrenereeirereeceeeeeereseeeenesreeeeesesreeseeneensenens 119
4.3.1. Creation 0f the COIpOra........ccuvereeceruerenrrreserenreceeesenseesnesensessensessssenns 120
4.3.1.1. CMC COTPOTA ....erreerrirrerianririerrarasessseressasseessessessessessesserseesessenes 121
4.3.1.2. SPOKEN COIPOTaA ..cuveuerreiirrrirrerrenriseeereresseraeesessessesssesessessessesnens 122

4.3.1.3. WIItten COrpora .....cccoveevrecererereeseesnsrenieesenensssessesssssesessesseesses 123

4.3.2. ChaSen AP liCAtion.......c.cceeveerverierrereeceeeeereenreerreeseesseesessressresseessecssens 124
4.3.3. Statistical TeStS...ccevrerctirerririrerenirriesenieseresee e seesne s see s e e seesneessenns 125
4.3.4. The ChaSen Software and its Problems........cccccceeerveereeveeveevrereseesaennes 126

4.4, RESUIS ...eeutieiieeetetctcesesteseste e ste e s s e e ene e e e sreebeseesseebesssesessnesnesnersasssensens 130
4.4.1. Are Morphemes Used in CMC, Speech and Writing ALL Alike? ........ 131
4.4.2. Pair-wise COMPALISOM ...ccueeuevriveerrerrererereereiesiereesreseseessessessesseesessseenes 132



4.4.3. “Micro” Structural Difference: Particles and Auxiliaries .......ccccceeeeenne 134

4.4.3.1. PArtICIES cecvveirreeeeeerreeereeerstesienessrteeseesenneessnnessssesssseesosueesssnsesnns 134

4.4.3.2. AUXIHATIES...uteevereeereeneerrreneesnerreseessessenssseesosnsssesontessessoneessnesns 136

4.5. Discussion................7 ...................................................................................... 137
4.5.1. Overall COMPATISON ....c.evvruerrerererectrenrereeseeereenseneessessnesaesassrsresresseses 137
4.5.2. Comparison of Particles .........coceeverenrernienininiiiiniciinicinnceseseenens 139
4.5.3. Comparison of AUXILAIES .....cceeveevenericriinenrinieiiicircreren e 142
4.5.4. From the Perspective of Halliday’s (1978) Language Functions.......... 145

’ 4.5.5. Summing-up: Results and Implications ..........ccceceevevvenincnincnvcninnnnens 147
4.6. Concluding RemMarks........ccovvereeerinreniniieenerenneneeneeeneeesnestesesressessessessesesns 149
4.6.1. Brief SUMMATY ......ccoveveererrenrenneniesiesrssesssersessessseessesseessesseessesssesssasssnss 149
4.6.2. Potential Limitations and Weaknesses .......cvvevveereervenveesennnesnvenercnenaens 150
4.6.3. Questions Left Unanswered ..........ccocvvervvireenennreennneeseenseessneesseennnenns 151

CHAPTER 5: POLITENESS AND IMPOLITENESS IN JAPANESE BBS

COMMUNICATION cconuucnrmsmmssmrnssssssssssmmssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssses 152
5.1, INtrodUCHION ..coveruiriicirertereeteteete et sn e 152
5.2. Some Background to CMC and BBS ContexXts.........ccevvevverreresrenresreerersvernnnes 154
5.3. Review of Major Politeness Research .......ccoeeeververeenirvecieneennneneennenninennns 155

5.3.1. An overview on the definitions of politeness and approaches to

POLItENESS TESEATCH ....vevevierrierereriecerereereee ettt sre s ee s snesesaeenens 156

5.3.2. Three Major APProaches........cceceeveveeveeveeeinreeneeneereseesesreeeseesssesseennes 160
5.3.2.1. Brown & Levinson (1987).....ccceimevecnnennreneneneneresenseneeseenees 160

- 5.3.2.2.1de’s (1989) Wakimae APProach..........ccecevvvererrereseseenesnrresennens 165
5.3.2.3. The Discursive Approach by Locher & Watts (2005) ................. 169

5.3.3. Research in IMPOliteness.......eceveeriversioveeenenennensesrensesreseeeessessessesneenes 170
5.3.5. Research of Politeness in CIMC........cccocervreeenrerecreneereneeneesresesnensenne 172

5.4. ANALYSIS OF DAt ..c.veceeceeierieiecereecenecceecre e e ereesbeese s e e ssesreensenseenes 172
5.4.1. Linguistic POIItENESS ....ccvvvveieererriniirienreriineeeeesienesreessesseeessesseessenne 174
5.4.2. Behavioural Politeness Strategies ......ccccvevvenreerenieenreerienensieesiensessnenne 176

5.5, DISCUSSION 1.euvirverereiireereniitrrtnreesesrestestessessessessessesaesessessasssssessassessassessessenenes 180
5.6. Concluding Remarks......coccceeeiernriiiiniereniecterreteecre et 188



CHAPTER 6: JAPANESE BBS WEBSITES AS ONLINE COMMUNITIES......192

6.1, INtrodUCHION ..ceereveriiitiniceiietetcrcrcrr e 192

6.2. Characterisation of Online Community-hood........c..ccccorveenrereeveninrcniinnecnnen 195
6.2.1. Historical Description of “Community” .........cceereerrererernrnesreeeseescesennes 195

6.2.2. Online Communities versus Speech Community ..........cccecererceerennnene 196

6.2.3. Requirements of Online COMMUNItIES......corvererrreremrerreeereereesruesenseeranes 197

6.3 TWO APPIOACHES.....ciiiitiiiitiircrie e e 198

6.3.1. Ide's Wakimae for Code of Conduct..........ccccceevervvevernercnrneenrirnicsninnennes 198

6.3.2. Herring’s CMDA Approach for Sense of Community.........ccccovererenene. 200

6.4. Data and Method: Four Groups of BBSs .......cccocecevivenieeeneneneeencnenennenee 203

6.4.1. Choice of Four Groups 0f BBSS ....c.ccveeiiiviirciieereneccrereecreesevneseeennees 203

6.4.2. Morphological Analysis of Data Based on ChaSen Software............... 206

0.5, RESUILS ..ottt sr e saa b e sa e e e s e saesaesbesenssesaesanan 208

6.5.1. The Wakimae APProach ..........cceceevvereenievernineseeenneesesneesesseseesensens 208

6.5.1.1. Preliminary Results on Overall Parts-of-speech Morpheme

DiIStIIDULION ..eouvevienieieniinteceetrrrentee et rese e sa e saesseeeneeas 208

6.5.1.2. Polite Auxiliary Morphemes: desu and masu ...........ccceceeevveuennns 209

6.5.1.3. Sentence Final Particles.......cccccevuvvirvenenieneniniinenennncesreeenenen 210

6.5.1.4. Wakimae, or Discernment of Codes of Conduct........c.eeuverrrennneee. 211

6.5.2. The CMDA APPrOach ......cceeveviveereeririieerienieiseseeeereeeeeseesessesessessenees 213

6.5.2.1. Sense of Community: Discourse Behaviours Indicating Online

COMMUNITIES ..eueeeinererercneresereeneeseeeeseessessesssessessessessesnesnnas 213

6.5.2.2. Identity as BBS Community Member—Community-specific Uses

OFf LanGUAZE.....cceveiieirerieniirietrteree et eseses e s esaeseessessneneas 215

6.5.2.3. Sociability and Support Seen through Community Indicating

SPEECH ACES ...ttt aes 216

6.5.2.3.1. Thanks as Positively Perceived Speech Act ........ccocecevnnnene 217

6.5.2.3.2. Other Solidarity-enhancing Behaviours ..........cccccecvrennenee. 219

6.5.2.3.3. Adverse Behaviours for Online Community Harmony .....223

6.5.2.4. PartiCIPation......ccccvverveeereerireerverieesreesssesseesseessseesseesssssseeessseseesns 229

6.5.3. OVerall ReSUIS....cc.ceiririricreniirecreieceeess ettt re e ssesesenesenene 232

6.6, DISCUSSION ..uvuvierrrencerieieenieeesteseestsaenetsseresesesasseessesesessssnssesesesaesseseneesenessns 234

6.6.1. On Relative Positioning of the Four Communities...........cccceevvuerveennnnns 234
6.6.2. From the Perspective of Community of Practice and Speech Community

................................................................................................................... 235

6.6.3. Coexistence of Impoliteness and Sense of Community.........cccceeuenee. 236

vi



6.7. Summary and ConcluSiOn .........coecceverrerriseienninieee e 238

CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION.....ccecevsrusunrsesuensensasnsassasssssassasassssasassasssassasasassassansens 242
8 TR R (T LT o ) WP 242
7.2. Summary of Key Findings from Each Chapter................. erereeiresneresnneraentes 243
7.3, JUSHIICAION c.eeeeeieieieee ettt a et 254
7.4. Future Research DIreCtions.......covveieemererenieniinienencneenienennceesnessssessssnsnes 256
7.5. Concluding Remarks......ccouevueeeevenieinenienereecnisenienreseecsnecsssesscnesnsaenes 257
REFERENCES..... . . .................. 259
Data REfErNCES «.cveveeererriiecririeieteeeerere ettt ettt benes 285
Publication information of Written SOUICES.......cccevvverermierirririinisrinieiiiiier e 285
APPENDICES TO CHAPTER 1. sesssssssesssassnssnensnsntaneassasseananeres 286
Appendix 1.A: Excerpts from Channel 2 User Guidelines................... rereeerenaeenes 286
Appendix 1.B: Excerpts from Yahoo! Japan Community Guidelines ................... 289
Appendix 1.C: Excerpts from Yahoo! Community Guidelines...........cceeerervruenne 290
APPENDICES TO CHAPTER 4 .....cocevrrrieereisisnsansessosansasassassssassesassassassessesssssssessssase 291
Appendix 4.A: ChaSen Application Details..........cccovrvererrerrnvenrerienivenesreseesensnens 291
Appendix 4.B: Sample of sequenced morpheme list .........ccecceverververvueccrrierneerennnens 293
Appendix 4.C: Chi-square Test Tables.........coveeverireceirerrenreeinenrereeneeneserieeseeeeseees 294
Appendix 4.D: Top 30 Interjection Morphemes .....c.ccovcevereererevenenecrnenenenennene 306
APPENDICES TO CHAPTER 6.. tesssnsassnesnsnssssarssansntnsrnsntsassnsssssnsnsrnsrnenes 307
APPENAIX 6.A: APOIOZY .eevvererrreenrrrerrertrnresterreesseseessessesssesssessesssesasssesssassseensesans 307
Appendix 6. B: Repeated Mention of “annoying, ugly, geek girls” .......c...cceccn. 310
Appendix 6.C: Self-performance ........coeveverriennrerenrnieniennnsesensnsenenesseseereeeseenes 313
Appendix 6.D: Persuasion against Problem Maker ...........coeceevverveeveervrenvvenseenneenen 318
Appendix 6.E: An Inappropriate Behaviour.........ccecceveereveerenerneernennesreneeneecnesnnens 319

Vil



Appendix 6.F: Dead Community on Yahoo ..o 321

LIST OF TABLES
Table 3.1: Details of CMC data used in Chapter 4 .........ccccovvveevevrevnnevivnnvenennnne. 98
Table 3.2: Spoken data profile ........ccceevvccnenriniiimiiiic e 100
Table 3.3: Written data profile .........ceceevrreeevenenenrcccieciceenes 102
Table 3.4: Profile of BBS messages used in Chapter 5.......ccoocecevevcvnivinniciennnens 103
Table 3.5: Profile of messages used in Chapter 6 .........cocccovvveverenievnenensieennns 105
Table 4.1: General profile of the two CMC corpora........cooevveereveneinisneisicnnnnne 122
Table 4.2: Spoken data Profile .........cccevevenieeriininniniieeeere s 123
Table 4.3: Written data profile ........ccocvevvenverienenininninenreseseseeeseee s 124
Table 4.4: Overall POS distribution.......c.cecceveeivennicnnincnnininneinicenene 130
Table 4.5: Particle breakdoWns ......c.oceieeeiineecnrennininieieniiisiesneseesesneeenes 140
Table 4.6: Auxiliary breakdoWns ........cccceceeererreenenniriieneneneceenresesesesreseseenneses 142
Table 5.1: Two types of linguistiC POLItENESS ....ccveervrererrecersrerirteeeeeeneesrrerenenns 166
Table 5.2: Profile of the two BBS websites for Chapter 5.......ccccovveeerereniierennane. 173
Table 5.3: Use of polite morphemes in messages and clauses.........e.cevervevevrereennene 174
Table 5.4: Typical behaviours of face enhancement and threat .........ccocceeceeennnnene 179
Table 6.1: Discourse behaviors hypothesized to indicate virtual community........ 200

Table 6.2: Differences in characteristic settings between the two target websites 204

Table 6.3: Profile of messages from four BBS communities.......c.ccoceeereenecnninnens 205
Table 6.4: Distribution of parts of speech across four BBS communities ............. 208
Table 6.5: Distribution of polite auxiliaries in four communities........cceecerveernenens 209
Table 6.7: Distribution of sentence final particles, ne and Yo .......ccoceevvvervrvvrnnnns 210

LIST OF FIGURES AND GRAPHS

Figure 1.1: Image of the Japanese keyboard............ccoceverernermnccivineneninnienininnnens 14

viil



Figure 1.2:
Figure 1.3:

Figure 3.1:
Figure 3.2:
Figure 3.3:

Figure 4.1:
Figure 4.2:
Figure 4.3:
Figure 4.4:
Figure 4.5:
Figure 4.6:
Figure 4.7:

Figure 5.1:
Graph 5.1:
Graph 5.2:

Figure 6.1:
' Figure 6.2:

ChHOICES 0T SEN" ...eteeeeereeeeterreeeeeeeereeieseesssseerreeneesrerensrnreeerrreresseseressreses 15

Additional ChoICES TOr "SEN" ...vvvviiiriiiiieecririrreeeereereereeeerereserrsererereseeeesens 15

Organisation of data ﬁsed in Chapter 4 ...coocevveevinveeiiecreerieceneecienne 102
Organisation of data used in Chapter 5 .......cocevevveveeenerccrencnennenn 103
Organisation of data used in Chapter 6 ......c..cccoceevvnevinnnne R 105
Two-fold comparison diagram ........ccccccvevevvcevrrereernieenenneensneesenneeennnes 120
Organisation of the three Corpora ........cceevereeveererveesvennerreeneereesennes 121
ChaSen application image in two orthographies ........c.cccecceveneeennee 128
All MOIPHEIMES ...vevveiiieiereieerertrreeeeerestentestesenesne e sssessssssessaesanesnens 133
All morphemes excluding interjections ........ccoccevvervvecvenvuervenecseereeens 134
PartiCles ..o ...135
AUXIHATIES covoveeiririeiririerccneerenietetn ettt sa et sae et e saesens 136
Organisation of the data analysed in Chapter 5........ccccecevverererccnnen. 173
Distribution of plain, polite and mixed styles by message .................. 174
Distribution of polite and plain styles by clause..........ccoeecereeverernennn. 175
Organisation of data analysed in Chapter 6..........ccccceeveecenrerrnreninesnenn 205

OVETAIl TESUILS . uiiiiieiiiieceie ettt e ettt e e ssssbeeetteeessesosssmnaaesssseesessssmsnnne 232

Figure 7.1: All TNOIPREIMES. ...u.veveeecrerieeceieeeeeereee e eeseeseesssesesssesesssssessassessaseans 246
Figure 7.2: All morphemes excluding interjections ..........ocvvvevuerveruerrerenerreernereens 246
Figure 7.3: PartiCles .....cccuvvereevreririeeinincninieseesieeesesne e sesessseseessesaesaessessessassaseons 247
Figure 7.4: AUXIHAIIES...cvecveereririeiinreinriisresesessssessesesieessessessessssesssssesessensesessnssens 247
Figure 7.5: BasiC reSUILS....ueviiereerririerreeieree e estessreensreseeseraeeseesssssssesessnssssassnses 252
Figure Al: Image from ChaSen .........oievieenivieeneceieeseenreesreeeesseesesrnesesesenesees 291



ABSTRACT

This study discusses Japanese computer-mediated communication (CMC), specifically
focusing on messages sent to open-access bulletin board system (BBS) websites. It first compares
quantitatively CMC language with speech and writing and finds that interjections distinguish speech
from CMC and writing. CMC is distinguished from writing by uses of particles. Uses of auxiliary
verbs separate the two target websites, Channel 2 and Yahoo within CMC. Based on the linguistic
characterisation of the CMC language, the thesis further discusses qualitatively politeness and
impoliteness behaviours in the two target BBS websites with contrasting linguistic features.

This study points out that one theory of politeness proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987)
can explain impolite behaviour in Channel 2, but not politeness in Yahoo, and that another theory
proposed by Ide (1989) can explain polite behaviour in Yahoo, but not impoliteness in Channel 2. A
third theory from a discursive approach proposed by Locher and Watts (2005) is shown to be capable
of synthesising the two contrasting situations.

In the following chapters, concepts of online community are employed to discuss politeness
issues in conjunction with the sense of community. Here differences in discussion topics are found to
be relevant to both the sense of community and linguistic choices of polite/impolite language, across
the two target websites. Seemingly impolite behaviour in Channel 2, where users have a strong sense
of community can be explained by the concept of contextual appropriateness by Watts. Underlying
the topics specifically addressed in the thesis, this study also identifies the greater role played by
technology in Japanese CMC than in English CMC. It fills a research gap in linguistic study on CMC
language in Japanese, politeness and impoliteness research in online context as well as online
community studies in Japanese cultural contexts. It is expected to contribute to understanding
Japanese CMC linguistically and socio-culturally, as well as politeness and impoliteness and online
community research in general.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

I must express my appreciation to a number of people who have helped me before and
during the writing of this dissertation. I would like to thank, first of all, my supervisory team
at Sheffield Hallam University. My deepest gratitude goes to Simeon Yates, whose works
originally inspired me to compare CMC with speech and writing, and who also made the
dissertation project possible as director of my studies. I cannot express more fully how much
I own him for his support, input and generous sharing of time despite the distance between
the UK and Japan, throughout the entire PhD process. Then I must thank Karen Grainger for
her valuable and detailed comments and suggestions on the manuscripts from a
sociolinguist’s perspective. During my visits to Sheffield, she also generously shared time
and offered encouragement. Furthermore, my thanks go to Sara Mills for her helpful
suggestions and insightful comments on politeness issues, which contributed to improving
the quality of the thesis. I would also like to thank Masayoshi Hirose at International
Christian University in Tokyo, who offered me support and encouragement as my local
supervisor. Without their support and guidance, the dissertation would not have taken this
shape. I also thank administrative support at Sheffield Hallam University for their assistance.
My second home when I was at Sheffield was provided by Judith and Brian Rossiter, whose
generosity and kindness is gratefully acknowledged.

Among linguists who I have referred in the thesis are scholars who deserve special
thanks, including Patricia M. Clancy for her long-standing friendship and encouragement
from Berkeley to Tokyo to Santa Barbara, Mary Bucholtz for her vision, insight and
support, Sachiko Ide for her encouragement since I was an undergraduate, and Susan
Herring and Brenda Danet for providing with an initial opportunity to research Japanese
CMC.

My gratitude also goes to my colleagues, both academic and administrative staff, at
Toyo Gakuen University. I would like to express my heartfelt thanks not only for their
understanding of my undertaking of this project but also their moral support, encouragement
and friendship. I cannot name them all here, but I especially benefited from Noriyuki
Yasumatsu, who offered input on ethical and legal matters of CMC research, and Sarah
Louisa Birchley and Andrew Boon, who read an earlier version of the manuscript and
provided helpful comments. Also, this entire project has greatly been benefited from
efficient and conscientious assistance from staff members of the Library and the Media
Centre at Toyo Gakuen University.

In addition, I’'m grateful to Patrick William Galbraith, who generously spent his time
editing and proofreading the manuscript and Naomi Hosojima for her assistance in the
preparation of the thesis.

My special thanks go to my daughters, Keiko and Eiko, who initially opened the door
for me to the world of Japanese CMC, which has fascinated me to the point of the present
thesis. Finally I would like to dedicate this thesis to my husband, Kiyohiko, who has shared
the realities with me, despite his busy schedule, offering wisdom, patience, generosity and
love all the time. Thank you.

xi



NOTES ON ROMANISATION

Romanisation used for transliterating linguistic examples, personal names in in-text
citations and references and the titles of works written in Japanese basically employs the
Hepburn System modified by Chio Kaizu (2004) (see her website at
<http://www.halcat.com/roomazi/kaizu-siki/index.html>). Since Japanese BBS users
discussed in the thesis challenge standard Japanese orthography and employ creative,
unconventional writing in their messages, the Romanisation used in this thesis is expected to
reflect the practices of these users, when their messages appear as examples. The
modification of the Hepburn System of Romanisation proposed by Kaizu, which is used in
the thesis, employs a principle based on how to represent in hiragana syllabary, not based
on how expressions are pronounced, except for the grammatical particles, wa (1) and e
(~), which are transliterated as “wa” and “e” respectively, though these scripts are
pronounced as [ha] and [he] when used as part of lexical words (e.g. £59 (I729)
“hanasu” meaning ‘to talk’, 35 (V") “hei” meaning ‘wall’). Below are some examples of
the Romanisation used in the thesis.

178 (ZHE9)koudou' “behaviour’

EHZ douzo, EBF doozo ¥ —F dodzo® ‘please’
A a—4F (ZATH7) konpyuuta ‘computer’

A a—F— (ZATRHT2d) konpyuutaa®

! Though this word can be pronounced as[ko:do:], the Romanisation does not take koodoo because the hiragana
representation has u (9 ) instead of o ().

? ¥—% isanunconventional orthography, while & 5% is the standard way of writing. It is also possible touse &
3%, which is also an unconventional representation. To represent the unconventional use of the vowel lengthening bar in
E—% , adiacritic is added on top of the Roman script for the vowel. This representation distinguishes the other
unconventional writing of &35, as can be seen in its Romanisation of doozo, which follows the basic principle for
Romanisation for transliterating Airagana syllabary to Roman alphabet.

? There are variations on katakana representations of some loan words regarding the use of lengthening bar. In =/ E'=
— 4% —, the word-final lengthening bar may or may not be used, while the first bar is the standard. Kaizu provides
hiragana representation for words normally written in katakana, to show how they can be pronounced, and following her
system, the lengthening bar in katakana is represented by repeating the vowel script in Romanisation, as the hiragana
representation in the parentheses shows.
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NOTES ON ABBREVIATIONS

In the linguistic examples used in the thesis, Japanese scripts appear in the first line, its
Romanisation in the second line, a word-for-word or morpheme-for-morpheme gloss in the third line.
Their free translation is given below these representations. Japanese scripts appear in the examples,
because they are considered helpful to understand the practices of the BBS users discussed in the
thesis, as they do not always follow the standard Japanese orthography. The following abbreviations

are used in the examples:

Cop Copular

Gerund Gerundive form
IMP Imperative form
NEG Negative marker
Nom Nominaliser
OBJ/OM Object marker
PAST Past tense
PL/PLN Plain style

POL Polite style

oM Question marker
QUO/Quote Quotative marker
SFP - Sentence final particle
SM/SUB Subject marker
TM/TOPIC topic marker

xiii



Chapter 1:

Introduction

1.1. About This Chapter

This thesis reports research on Japanese computer-mediated communication (CMC),
inspired by studies on English CMC. In this introduction, the chapter first presents
motivations for CMC research by clarifying the nature of CMC in contrast with
face-to-face (FTF) communication. Also motivations for the CMC study on the Japanese
language and culture as non-English CMC are explained. From these accounts on the
motivations, the chapter identifies three key issues, namely language, politeness and
community, in exploring Japanese CMC. Then the research questions to be addressed in
th¢ thesis are presented, followed by a brief description of the thesis organisation. The
latter séctions of this chapter provide backgrounds to the Japanese language and the two

Japanese websites to be studied, to facilitate understanding of Japanese CMC.

1.2. Motivations
1.2.1. CMC and BBS in Contrast with FTF

CMC is defined as “communication that takes place between human beings via the
instrumentality of computers” (Herring 1996a: p.1). Most typically CMC users create
textual messages by typing on the computer keyboard to send their messages to
individuals. Examples of CMC systems include email communication and Bulletin Board
System (BBS) communication to discussion boards. Users read or respond to messages
during a shared time, most typically in synchronous chat communicatibn, or at a later
convenient time in asynchronous email and BBS communications (see Herring (2001) for
more details on sub-types of CMC). It enables people to interact in cyberspace who

would otherwise never encounter one another in the physical world, particularly in the
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case of BBS communication.

How then does CMC (or BBS as representing CMC) differ from FTF
communication? To answer this question is the first motivation of the study within this
thesis. An encounter “online” in CMC, as opposed to an “offline” FTF encounter in the
physical world, allows people to converse in cyberspace with people unknown to one
another. CMC has given birth to entirely different communication phenomena by
expanding possibilities of conversation opportunities with strangers.

In conversations that take place in the physical world, many clues are available for
participants about the “who they are” of their interactants throﬁgh sound, sight, smell and
touch (if applicable). Most importantly, conversations in such a world are synchronous;
participants should physically be present at a certain period of time in a certain place,
which greatly reduces uncertainty about who they are talking to.

This is not necessarily the case in CMC. In many cases, participants in CMC
conversation, especially in open-access BBS communication, are total strangers except
that they find the same conversation site of interest and that they log in to the site where
their conversation counterparts’ messages are posted. Conversation is essentially
asynchronous, in the sense that one utterance in the form of a message posting may be
responded to after a considerable time or at any later convenient time of the respondent.
Alternatively, it can occasionally become close to synchronous when the flow of message
postings takes place very rapidly. In the physical world, no conversation can be continued
in such an asynchronous setting.

Simultaneous utterances, such as interruptions and backchannels are possible in
FTF conversation, but not in CMC (see Chapter 4 for discussion of this phenomenon).
This is the norm and not an exception in CMC conversation. This salient characteristic of
CMC interaction has attracted considerable attention of researchers in many disciplines

including linguistics (see Chapter 2 for a brief history on CMC studies).



1.2.2. Japanese CMC as Non-English CMC

Most of the previous linguistic and sociolinguistic studies of CMC have
concentrated on English and in the context of Western cultures, as exemplified by Crystal
(2001, 2006). This is rather unsatisfactory, since CMC has expanded its scope to various
non-Western cultures. The vast expansion of the Internet in recent years leads to
flourishing non-English and non-Western Internet communication (see Danet and Herring
eds. 2007).

The second motivation of this thesis is to expand the scope of linguistic and
socio-cultural CMC research to non-English/non-Western environments, that is, CMC
studies in the Japanese language and culture. In fact, this non-English perspective is
shown to clarify otherwise unnoticed aspects of CMC in linguistic and socio-cultural
dofnains, which are discussed in the following section on the three key issues (Section
1.2). |

Findings from previous studies conducted on English CMC (see Chapter 2) and
methodologies (see Chapter 3) have greatly contributed to the undertaking of this present
study. Since previous research on Japanese CMC is far too limited (Nishimura 2003a, b),
compared with the vast body of research on English CMC, this thésis is designed to fill
this gap between Japanese CMC (one example of non-English CMC) and English CMC
research.

The preceding account of general features of CMC in the Japanese language has
enabled the thesis to identify three key issues to be explored, which include language,
politeness behaviour and community. These three key issues are explained below in

Section 1.3, beginning with language.

1.3. Three Key Issues: Language, Politeness and Community
1.3.1. Language: Spoken versus Written versus CMC
The first question is how language used in CMC differs from, or is similar to, FTF

spoken conversation when CMC users converse in cyberspace. CMC can also be viewed



as one kind of written communication, in that CMC users engage in an act of writing

when producing messages by entering words and symbols on the keyboard. We can also

ask whether or not the language in CMC may be close to written language. The first key

issue is that of exploring in what way the language of CMC resembles or differs from
speech and writing in order to characterise CMC.

Since the subject matter of the thesis is Japanese CMC, the Japanese language is
obviously a central focus and is analysed throughout the thesis. Insight from the research
on Japanese CMC in contrast with spoken and written Japanese may be compared with
what has been known about these media differences in English language use. Such a
comparison may shed light on the nature of language in CMC in general. This issue of

language in CMC in comparison with speech and writing is fully discussed in Chapter 4.

1.3.2. Politeness and Impoliteness

With regard to politeness there are two initial points to be explored. The first
concerns specific linguistic and cultural characteristics of the Japanese language, in which
the modal system of the language encodes features of politeness, known as honorifics (Ide
& Yoshida 1999). With these devices, Japanese speakers are (obliged) to choose an
appropriate level of politeness when communicating with others. The choice is expected
to be appropriate to the context that can often involve hierarchical interpersonal relations.
This can be achieved in FTF, where conversation participants have full access to a
number of visible clues. They are able to determine an appropriate level of politeness with
these cues, which include age, gender and other personal traits.

However, as the preceding account on the CMC environment indicates, information
leading to determining an appropriate level of politeness is not available in BBS
communication. It would be of interest to see how Japanese BBS users do or do not
differentiate level of politeness in CMC, where clues that help CMC users decide
politeness levels are very limited. The use or non-use of politeness features, which can

lead to the indication of impoliteness in interaction, can be related to a lack of participant
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information or some other factors. This also needs to be accounted fdr, in order to gain a
better understanding of this particular kind of interaction.

The second point on politeness is concerned with how theories of politeness and
impoliteness developed in FTF interactions can explain politeness and impoliteness in
CMC, especially in the case of a language with the particular honorific system. As noted
in the above description of CMC environment, very limited information about
conversation participants can be shared among them. The interpersonal relations among
these participants can be created and maintained only through message exchanges. The
topic of the conversation is the only element that ties participants of presumably diverse
backgrounds.

This thesis chooses two “representative” Japanese BBS websites and contrasts them
to explain how the participants of these two BBS sites exhibit politeness and impoliteness
for keeping the conversation going. This involves the managing of “face” (see reviews
on face in Chapters 2 and 5), which is claimed to be a universal in human interaction
according to one major theory of politeness (Brown & Levinson 1987). Alternatives to
this theory are contrasted and examined in terms of applicability to online contexts in

Chapter 5.

1.3.3. Online Community

The third key issue is concerned with the concept of online community, which can
be considered as an online space where interactions among conversation participants take
place. In particular, the topic of “community,” though sometimes loosely defined, has
been one of the major CMC research concerns. Specifically, in what ways do such
Internet interactions lead to a formation of an “online community” of shared values and a
code of conduct, that is, what are conditions or criteria for community-hood? If such
online communities exist, in what ways are they similar to or different from one another
and from existing communities in the physical world?

These questions are all the more important in linguistic enquiry into Internet
5



communication, since language has been and still is the dominant means of Internet
interaction, although new multi-media means of interaction such as those found in Second
Life and YouTube have emerged. To pose the above questions from a linguistic
perspective, we may ask: What are linguistic conditions for online community-hood?
How different are online communities from one another and from offline communities?
Various measures identifying online community-hood have been proposed and discussed
from a sociolinguistic perspective, such as reciprocity and solidarity (Herring 2004a).
There have been analyses of the online community of English email discussion groups.
One study has explored impoliteness due to the breach of community norms (Graham
2007). It has also been pointed out that in some communities politeness behaviours make
the group successful in maintaining community-hood or a sense of community, in the
sense that i)articipants are satisfied (Harrison 2000). This implies politeness may be
among the most important determinants of a “successful community.” -

Taking account of this observation, the thesis seeks to understand how conversation
participants build online community-hood through interactions that reflect features of not
only politeness but also impoliteness. It will be of interest to explore how politeness and
impoliteness in the message exchanges are related to online community-hood in the two
target BBS websites, which may exhibit different features of politeness and impoliteness.
Such linguistic characterisation of online communities is expected to contribute to

community research.

1.4. Research Questions

As has been identified from the preceding discussion on the three key issues of
language, politeness and community, the present thesis has specific objectives as

expressed by the four research questions below:

1) How are the messages in BBS communication linguistically similar to or

 different from spoken offline conversation and written language? Do
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2)

3)

4)

The thesis is expected to contribute to clarifying linguistic characterisation of

The remainder of this introductory chapter supplies background material: In

these messages exhibit features of both?

What are the linguistic differences and similarities in messages between
the two representative BBS websites? In other words, how can the
variation in the language of BBS communication between the two
different websites be described?

How can theories of politeness and impoliteness developed from
sociolinguistic study of offline, FTF interactions explain the politeness
and impoliteness phenomena observable through message exchanges on
the two different websites?

Viewing the BBS websites as online communities, how can the polite and
impolite behaviours revealed in messages be explained in relation to
online community-hood criteria, using the two approaches of
computer-mediated discourse analysis (CMDA) and the theory of

discernment, or wakimae?

Japanese BBS communication and understanding socio-cultural dimensions of politeness
and impoliteness interactions in Japanese BBS communities, by means of explanations

grounded by theoretical discussions.

1.5. Organisation of the Thesis

- Section 1.6.1, description on the background to the Japanese language is presented, with
respect to the orthography and word-processing, which are crucial in communication
conducted through the instrumentality of the computer. Brief notes on Japanese grammar
are also supplied. Then in Section 1.6.2, the two target Japanese BBS websites are
introduced and explained in some detail.

Following this Introduction chapter, Chapter 2 presents a review of literature
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relevant to the pursuit of the research questions described above. Beginning with early
CMC studies in social psychology, Chapter 2 discusses CMC research in linguistics, on
English and non-English languages, works on politeness and impoliteness both online and
offline, and studies of online communities including case studies of the BBS sites to be
studied. The final section is devoted to discussion of the technological impact on language,
communication and culture. This issue is not specifically linked to particular discussions,
but rather ties into the whole thesis underlying various discussions throughout.

Chapter 3 then describes in detail the tools, methods and data utilised in the thesis.
This chapter also gives an account of the combined methodologies of quantitative and
qualitative approaches, and the corpora consisting of CMC, speech and writing.

Chapter 4 directly addresses the first research question of the linguistic
characterisation of Japanese CMC, speech and writing. It also discusses the second
research question on the differences between the two Japanese BBS websites under study.

Chapter 5 explores politeness and impoliteness issues, as indicated in the third
research question. Chapter 6 addresses the last research question on online
community-hood in relation to politeness and impoliteness behaviours. Concluding
remarks will be given in Chapter 7. The thesis thus explores linguistic aspects of Japanese

BBS communication, leading to socio-cultural dimensions of the phenomena.

1.6. Backgrounds

This section first provides background to the Japanese language (Section 1.6.1)
regarding its orthography (Section 1.6.1.1), word-processing (Section 1.6.1.2) and a brief
note on its grammar is to follow in Section 1.6.1.3. It also gives descriptions on the two

websites under study regarding the history and characteristic features in Section 1.6.2.

1.6.1. The Japanese Language
The introduction of the Japanese language below includes orthography and

word-processing, which are directly relevant to Japanese CMC. The sections on
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orthography (1.6.1.1) and word-processing (1.6.1.2) have appeared in Nishimura (2003b).
Also it explains briefly about its grammar and morphology, as they are needed for the

subsequent chapters.

1.6.1.1. Orthography

Anyone who wishes to study Japanese as foreign language will face a number of
obstacles, such as a wide gap between spoken and written styles, a lengthy list of kanji
characters to remember in reading and writing, and complicated systems of honorific uses,
which are integrated into the grammar (Clancy, 1982). Kanji and honorifics even trouble
native Japanese speakers. I begin by describing how Japanese speakers write their
language typically using four different scripts, namely, hiragana, katakana, roomaji, and
kanji. In addition to the description of the four scripts, punctuation marks and other

symbols are explained, as they are creatively utilised by CMC users.

1.6.1.1.1. Four Scripts

The four scripts used in standard Japanese orthography have the following
characteristics. Both hiragana and katakana are kana or syllabary scripts, which use
written symbols to represent the sounds of each syllable. Each Airagana symbol (e.g., 2>
for ka) has its corresponding katakana (e.g., 77 for ka); though the syllable is
pronounced the same, its shape is different in the two syllabaries. This is because
hiragana and katakana were created in different ways. Hiragana was originally a
simplified form of kawji (Chinese characters) in a cursive form, while some of the
katakana symbols were formed b}'; taking some elements of a kanji character (e.g., the
radical of 7 from kanji, A for ka) in an angular form.

Another difference between the two syllabaries lies in their respective functions:
hiragana is used to represent inflectional endings such as the past and passive. It is also
used to write the postpositional particles that show grammatical relations such as the

subject and the object of a sentence. It can also be used to write sentence-final particles,
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which indicate the speaker/writer's attitude toward the content or the speech situation (this
will be discussed in greater detail later). Another use of hiragana is to represent native
Japanese ideas and objects for which kanji characters do not exist. Katakana, on the other
hand,. is uséd mainly for writing foreign names, loan words, certain adverbs imitating
natural sounds (e.g., V>V wan wan 'bow wow' for dog barking), and so on. Stanlaw
(2002) regards katakana as a kind of italic script, used to represent words that are "unique
and special" (p. 549), including loan words mostly from Western languages and
onomatopoeic expressions.

Because kana syllabary indicate the sound, it is used to supplement how kanji (see
below) is intended to be read, in the form of hurigana, which are kana symbols printed or
written in smaller font size at the ;ide or on top of kanji characters. When filling out
governmental forms, for example, it is customarily requested that important items like
names have phonetic transcriptions in kana written at the side. Also kanji supplied with
hurigana is often seen in books for young children.

Roomaji is the use of the Roman alphabet. One major function of roomaji is to
transliterate personal and place names and other Japanese words. There are three systems
of Romanization: the Kunrei, Japanese, and Hepburn. In this thesis, Japanese
transliteration is given in modified Hepburn system, which is a closer representation of
phonetic orthography than the other two systems (see Notes on Romanisation on page xii
of this thesis).

The use of the Roman alphabet is not limited to transliteration: it is used as eimoyi,
English words in Japanese writing, especially in the form of acronyms. For example, CD
for compact disk, VIR for video tape recorder, and so on, appear abundantly, even in
vertical writing, in Japanese newspapers and the like. Though these are originally English
words, they are nativized and felt to be part of Japanese vocabulary. Some of them are
often used in combination with other Japanese words, such as “OA #2%” ooei kiki
‘o(ffice) a(utomation) machinery and tools’ in which 7j‘7/{?§ ofisu ‘office’ and A—hFA

—Ia¥ ootomeesyon ‘automation’ are already part of the Japanese vocabulary of loan
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words. The preference for English acronyms over katakana representation in Japanese
writing, it seems, is due to linguistic economy.

Kanji characters were originally borrowed from Chinese, and each character
represents a particular meaning. For example, the native word for ‘river’ is normally
expressed by the character JI|. However, this character can be pronounced in at least two
completely different ways: the Japanese reading is kawa, and the other reading, modified
Chinese reading, is sen. The modified Chinese reading is normally applied to Chinese
compound words, e.g., {f] ka + JI| sen = {fIJIl kasen ‘rivers’. When the character
JII is used in isolation, it is normal practice to assign the Japanese pronunciations, which
have a single unambiguous meaning. The Chinese reading, in contrast, has many
homophones; for example, sen can have a number of different meanings in more than 50
words of Chinese origin, e.g, T ‘thousand, #R 'line, & 'battle, fiy 'ship'
'selection’, and so on, which are all pronounced sen.

In writing verbs, Japanese orthography typically uses a combination of a kawji
character for the verb stem and hiragana for the inflectional ending. For example, in the
Japanese verb warau ‘to laugh’, the stem, wara is written with the kanji, 2%, which
means ‘laugh’ and the root-form ending, -u is given in hiragana, ©. To form the past
tense waratta &7z, the past ending -fta, o7, is expressed by hiragana of two
different sizes. The smaller symbol, -, is used to indicate that the consonant is long, and
the normal-size symbol, 7z, represents the past tense ta. Normally the long consonant is
phonetically realised by holding the consonant for a moment.

As for the smaller symbols, there are four that are conventionally used, as follows
(their katakana equivalents are in parentheses). Examples of how each symbol (bolded
and underlined here for clarity) is used in an English loan word are given in (1) through
(4) below:

(1) » () tsu asin b7 toppu in transliteration, which means ‘top’
(2) ® (Y)yaasin FxA chyansu ‘chance’

(3) @ (=)yuasin I=—v7 myuuzikku ‘music’
11



4) X (@) yoasin av” shoppu ‘shop’

Recent innovations in katakana representation that are widely accepted include
small 4 iasin »X—74 or paateyi ‘party’. The smaller symbol innovations are mainly
found in loan words in katakana representation, as described by Stanlaw (2002). Japanese
online users, however, use these smaller symbols in hiragana innovatively in native
words to represent a certain prosodic quality.

Smith and Schmidt (1996) identify eimoji and kigou in addition to the four scripts
in Japanese. Eimoji refers to English words, and kigou are symbols such as ¥¢ and J.
These two additional types appear frequently in comic books (manga) and magazines for
young readers, and advertisements and signboards of various kinds. Japanese CMC

messages also have these additional words and symbols.

1.6.1.1.2. Punctuation Marks and Other Notational Symbols
In addition to 'orthography, it is important to understand the standard punctuation

system of written Japanese. Japanese standard punctuation marks that have English
equivalents are as follows:

the period ,

the comma |

the question mark ?

the exclamation mark !

single quotation marks [ |

double quotation marks [ J

parentheses ( )

the dash —

brackets [ ]

angle brackets ( )

12



ellipsis dots -~ -
Though mentioned briefly earlier, it should be noted here that both horizontal and
vertical writing are possible. In addition to these shared punctuation marks, there are

unshared marks and symbols. Below are those used only in Japanese:

2\
I
emphasis dots or commas, such as \*in vertical writing and horizontally

NN
& N\ kirei ‘pretty’ (Not available in text-only online messages)

middle dots, °, often used to separate items in a list, such as A *7K+&
getsu *sui *kin ‘Mon, Wed, Fri’,

the repetition symbol to form a plural, 4, used to represent the same
kanji that precedes the symbol, as in L% yamayama ‘mountains’ (cf.
il yama ‘mountain’)

lengthening symbol,—, mainly used in katakana to represent loan words

that have long vowels, such as 5 —2%, deeta, ‘data’

In addition to these shared and unshared marks and symbols, Japanese online users
creatively use other symbols and signs that are provided by Japanese word processing

software.

1.6.1.2. Word Processing in Japanese
To write in Japanese on the computer, users must use roomaji-kana-kanji
conversion software such as Microsoft IME or Justsytem’s ATOK, and follow these steps.

An image of a Japanese keyboard is provided in Figure 1.1 below.

13



Figure 1.1: Image of the Japanese keyboard

a) First, the user enters Japanese words, based on their pronunciation, in roomaji
in the Japanese input mode.

b) Second, the conversion software automatically changes the roomagji into the
hiragana syllabary, if the combination of roomaji letters has corresponding
hiragana. (If a single consonant letter, such as “t” or “s”, is entered, it is not
changed to hiragana, because most of the symbols in the syllabary represent
one syllable consisting of a consonant and a vowel, 7> for "ka"). When the
desired word is in hfragana, the user presses “enter” to finalize.

c) In order to convert hiragana to katakana, the user can press the “katakana key”
and then presses “enter” to finalize. Or katakana can be chosen in step (¢) below,
where the list of choices includes katakana.

d) In order to use kawji, the user presses the “conversion key” (which is often the
space key), so that the system will automatically show his or her most recently
used kawji corresponding to the hiragana.

e) When the most recently used kanmji is not the intended character, the user
presses the “conversion” (or space) key again to get a list of all the other kanji
characters as well as other symbols and characters that have the same

pronunciation of the hiragana. The user then chooses the desired character or

symbol and presses “enter” to finalise.

Figures 1.2 and 1.3 below show lists of kanji candidates that have the sound, sen.
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There are 58 choices in all, and all the choices cannot be shown in one frame. In Figure 2,
the user has selected the character for "thousand," and the symbol chosen in Figure 3 is

used in a place name in Hokkaido, meaning "stringed bead."
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Figure 1.2: Choices for "sen"
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Figure 1.3: Additional choices for "sen"

In creating texts through the conversion software, the script choices available to
users are not restricted to those given by the roomaji-kana-kanji conversion system. For
example, the ATOK conversion software also provides moji paretto (a “letter palette”)
from which users can select various kinds of symbols, marks and letters, such as scientific
and mathematical symbols, the Greek and Russian alphabets, phonetic symbols and so on.
The software also includes a system that lets users register their handmade scripts and
frequently used expressions, and create a personalised dictionary. With these features,
Japanese users have a wide selection of scripts and symbols and can enter even

complicated symbols very quickly.

1.6.1.3. Brief Notes on Japanese Grammar

The following description on Japanese grammar is limited to the areas that are
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relevant to discussing the language used in BBS messaging. There are two such areas: one
concerns major parts of speech classification of the grammar, the other the particular uses
of auxiliaries and particles among the parts of speech relevant to discussions in later
chapters. The following description is based on Tsukishima (1964), who summarises

several views in traditional Japanese linguistics.

1.6.1.3.1. Parts of Speech

Parts of speech, or word class can be divided broadly into two: independent words
(B 3LFE jiritsugo), which can also be unbound or free forms with internal meaning, and
ancillary words ({T/8&% fuzokugo), which are bound forms used in conjunction with
independent words.

Independent words divide into a conjugable (EFFE katsuyougo) class containing
verbs (B doushi), i-type adjectives (FEZ557 keiyoushi), and na-type adjectives (B2
W&  keiyoudoushi). A non-conjugable (JE{E F5EF hikatsuyougo or fE1%5 F 55
mukatsuyougo) class contaiﬁs nouns (44 %A meishi), pronouns (X4 5@ daimeishi),
adverbs (BEF hukushi), conjunctions (BEf5taa setsuzokushi), interjections (FXENEA
kandoushi) and prenominals GE{&E rentaishi).

Ancillary words also divide into a non-conjugable class, containing particles (B
joshi) and counter words (B13XFd josuushi), and a conjugable class consisting of
auxiliary verbs (BhENEA jodoushi). There is not wide agreement among linguists as to the
English translations of the above terms.

The parts of speech classification is relevant to the thesis in that the linguistic
analyses conducted in Chapter 4 utilises this classification of the Japanese grammar.
Specifically, when conducting quantitative, corpus-based analysis to the three kinds of
language, CMC, speech, and writing, it is necessary to have some kind of measures that
can equally be applied to the three different kinds of language as primary linguistic
sources. The software used for such analysis can assign parts of speech, and it is

necessary to identify what parts of speech the Japanese language has.
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Also, the above general description indicates that there are two classes of
vocabulary, which are dependent and independent. From this fact, the basic unit used for
the parts of speech analysis conducted on English or other languages, namely, the word, is
difficult to use in the case of the Japanese language, due to a number of dependent, bound
classes of vocabulary. Therefore, the parts of speech analyses need to be conducted not on
the word level but on the level of the morpheme, which is the smallest unit that bears
meaning. The software utilised for the part of speech assignment works on the morpheme
level.

This morpheme-level analysis is necessary in view of another convention in written
Japanese, which is not to place a blank space between words or morphemes. Japanese
sentences are written without blank spaces, which also make it difficult to analyse the

language purely on the word level. These details will be explained in Chapters 3 and 4.

1.6.1.3.2. Auxiliaries and Particles

It is also necessary to understand how auxiliary verbs work in the Japanese
grammar, because the grammar requires the use of certain modality-bearing forms, and
the auxiliaries, the most typical devices that designate modality, include those that show
levels of politeness. In other words, levels of politeness are encoded most typically by
auxiliary verbs at the end of a sentence. All auxiliary verbs are attached to a verbal or
adjectival stem form and conjugate as verbs. The auxiliaries include those that designate
the level of politeness, reliased by masu for verbs and desu for nouns (nominals) and
adjectives. Other auxiliaries include those indicating the tense, passive, causative and
negative.

Another class of morphemes relevant to the discussion of the thesis is particles,
which include case particles that designate grammatical relations of nouns in a sentence,
(e.g. ga for subject, o for object) and sentence final particles (e.g. ne for confirmation of
agreement) that reveal the speaker’s attitude toward the communicative event. Particles in

Japanese are postpositional—they immediately follow the modified component. Other
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particles include those that show the topic (wa), locative (ni), addiditve (mo0), coordinating

(t0), and quotative (f0).

1.6.2. History and Characteristics of the Two BBS Websites
This section introduces the two BBS websites under study here, which are Channel
2 and Yahoo! Japan BBS. The background description includes how each BBS website
came to be, and several specific features such as user guidelines found on the two sites are
explained. Information below is expected to help readers understand the history and

characteristic features of the two websites.

1.6.2.1. Channel 2

I'will first describe Channel 2. Channel 2 was created in May 1999 by an individual
named Hiroyuki Nishimura (born in 1976, often addressed as Hiroyuki). According to an
interview with him by Inoue (2001), Hiroyuki was an active contributor to an antecedent
website called Amezou. This site experienced difficulty, and Hiroyuki, an exchange
student at the University of Central Arkansas voluntarily set up a new website that
eventually took over the former site. Hiroyuki attempted to provide a virtual space for
users to share interesting stories, jokes, and tﬁe like. He expected that if there was such a
space for entertainment on the Internet, enjoyable messages would be posted on his site
without his collecting them (Inoue 2001). In her recent interview with Hiroyuki,
Kitayama (2008) reports that the BBS website Hiroyuki created had nothing
extraordinary about the technology, but what made the BBS site innovative was its

openness. Kitayama (2008) writes:

On 2 channel, anyone can start a thread and anyone can post — there’s no need to
register or log in and no Web handles. There are no censors, no filters, no age
verification, no voting systems that boost one thread or comment over another. I
created a free space, and what people did with it was up to them,” he says. “No
major corporations were offering anything like that, so I had to.”

18



The people of Japan who pass each other wordlessly on the way to work each day

suddenly realized they had a lot to talk about. They could argue, berate, complain,

insult, opine, free-associate, joke around, and revel in their ability to entertain one
other as a completely anonymous collective.

Hiroyuki makes clear in his message to new site users that senders are encouraged
to post interesting stories, whether true or fictitious, in view of the vast number of users
who enjoy reading them. One famous TV newscaster once referred to the péstings on
Channel 2 as “(public) restroom graffiti” (Chikushi 1999). Although BBS is generally
associated with exchange of useful or practical information and can be similar to
discussion forums where serious message exchange takes place (e.g. Collot & Belmore
1996), this website is primarily intended for the opposite.

Channel 2 is a very popular BBS website. It alone attracts almost two thirds of all
BBS users nationwide, according to a survey by Web Advertising Bureau (2005). This
survey shows that over 14 million users accessed BBS sites including Channel 2 and
Yahoo! BBS in September 2005. Some 9.89 million, or over 67 percent of all BBS users
accessed Channel 2. Its internal content pages show the number of posts by board on a
daily basis, its ranking and parts per million ratio (<http://stats.2ch.net/suzume.cgi?yes/>).
At 03:31:45 on 18 August, for example, the number of total posts in just three hours
reached 2,696,815, and the board ranked No 1, (Newsboard) had some 330,000 posts.
Boards are ranked from No 1 to N0.1785, which is the current number of boards. The
number of posts can be seen by day, week and month in each respective graph
(<http://pv.40.kg/suzume/>). These figures include access by mobile phones.

One reason for attracting such a large number of people lies in dividing the website
into numerous boards depending on topic area. Each board is even further subcategorized
by specific small-scale threads that users create. Each board has on average over a
thousand topic threads, so almost anyone can find a section that is of interest to him or her.
The thread that is accessed most recently is placed at the top in the link list with the

number of total posts indicated, a system called “thread floating system,” and some users
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compete over which thread comes to the top.

Another reason for Channel 2’s popularity is the fact that almost complete
anonymity is maintained when contributors send their messages. No email address, ID
number or registration password is necessary. Contributors can remain anonymous or use
whatever pseudonym they like when sending messages. When they choose to remain
anonymous, the sender’s name normally appears as nanashi san (% ELZA) “Mr./Ms.
Nameless,” but there are a number of variations depending on the thread and board. For
example, if a message is sent to a thread on the Linguistics board, the sender’s name

usually appears as:

AL B BB UFE R

Nanashi zou wa hana ga unagi da
Nameless elephant TM nose SM eel COPPL'

This literally means “the nameless elephant has an eel nose,” which is a mixed and
parodied version of two of the most famous examples in Japanese linguistics: zoo wa
hana ga nagai (B35 H3E\Y) “As for the elephant the nose is long” and boku wa unagi
da (BE1XDVTX7) “As for me, it’s eel.” To understand the counterpart of Mr./Ms.
Nameless on Math board requires some mathematical knowledge. It is Ayaku sanjuu ni
banme no sosuu san (132 & B DFEEIA) or “Mr./Ms. 132nd Prime Number.” The
answer for the 132nd prime number is 743, and this number can be read via rebus reading
as “nana shi san,” which has the same pronunciation for “Mr./Ms.. Nameless.”

Matsumura et al (2005) quantitatively show that this kind of anonymity, which they
call “nameless anonymity,” positively enhances light casual chitchat, while it negatively
affects rather serious, solid discussion. Some users who contribute regularly prefer to use
set nicknames or “handles”; such people are referred to as “kote han,” which means users
with “fixed handle names.” There are also systems that prevent other users from abusing

these handles.

! For the abbreviations used in the linguistic examples, see Notes on Abbreviations on page xiii of the thesis.
% See Suzuki (2003) for a number of board-specific variations of “nameless” poster representations. Also an

affiliate website to Channel 2 lists all the variations of nameless representations (<http://logo.s3.xrea.com/_nanasi.xhtm/
>).

20


http://logo.s3.xrea.com/_nanasi.xhtm/

There are several ways in which interactions among users take place. The most
popular way is to refer directly to the individual message number attached to each post.
Thus, another participant, or even the same sender, can post his or her response to the
message by referring to the author’s message number using an angle bracket (>). Such
interactions occur in any thread on any board, unless the topic is so limited or outdated
that it attracts few people.

Another form of interaction is found in open discussion of message deletions,
carried out on the Message Deletion Board. As senders can remain anonymous, the
content of messages is not always appropriate for the Internet such as the disclosure of
personal information. There are general and board-specific, local guidelines in order to
protect individual privacy and maintain ethical standards. Based on such guidelines,
certain kinds of messages are subject to deletion. One can submit a request for message
deletion accompanied by the reason for the deletion and, if the request is considered to be
fair, the message is deleted. However, the deletion of messages is carried out by voluntary
users called message-deletion executors appointed by the website creator, and there is
much room to debate the validity of decisions on the deletion. There also is a time lapse
between filing and aﬁtual deletion. Inappropriate messages can remain on the Internet for
some time. Then there arise sophisticated (for so young an organization, anyway) debates
on what should and shouldn’t be deleted. To keep a message or delete it thus concerns the
maintenance of the website, and participants actively engage with one another to refine
and internalize the discourse. (The issue of user guidelines and website maintenance will
be discussed in comparison with Yahoo! Japan BBS later in this section.)

Yet because of this anonymity, there arise situations in which Hiroyuki is sued for
the negligence of not deleting messages that cause damage to victims. Also there are posts
that could constitute crimes, such as announcing planned bombings. To prepare for these
situations, Hiroyuki began to collect IP addresses of message senders in 2003, to submit
to police authorities (Channel 2 Official Gu.ide 2006). Strictly speaking in this sense,

Channel 2 is not an anonymous site, as the poster can be identified through IP addresses
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in crime-related situations. For ordinary users, however, these IP addresses are not shown,
and it remains a virtually anonymous site. Prior to posting, senders are expected to view
and grasp what has already been discussed on the particular thread in which he or she
would like to participate. Such considerations force writers to find appropriate outlets and
truly consider the audience. If a message is sent to a wrong kthread, it is sometimes
relocated to its suitable thread or sometimes subject to deletion. To make the flow of
message pdsting as smooth as possible, voluntary message-deletion executors remove or
relocate not only meséages with inappropriate content, but also these misplaced messages.

Anyone can ostensibly become one of the volunteer helpers if they can get the
endorsement of the creator, Hiroyuki. A candidate sends in a short statement of purpose
and is handpicked by him at his sole discretion (there is no overseer except for him).
Before an ordinary user can function on the website in this capacity, he or she must have a
detailed knowledge of the threads, boards and the structure of the website. There are
about 250 'message-deletion executors, according to Shibukawa (2007). This highly
groomed elite is more experienced in the website and can be considered Channel 2’s core
members.

Technical limitations of the website’s overworked server hold the number of
messages in one thread to 1,000, after which no more posts are allowed. The retired
thread is moved to storage and eventually archived in so-called “data files.” If interest in
the topic does not wane, users always have the recourse of starting a new thread with the
same title and topic as a continuation. When the number of messages approaches 1,000 in
certain popular threads, the message sender who happens to have the message number,
950, for example, is regarded as granted to begin its continuation thread’. Also one
witnesses competition among users who seek to obtain the coveted final message. In fact,
even round numbers such as 100 and 200 are so popular that some dialogues concern the
topic of who “bagged” what message number.

The initial message determines what is going to be discussed in that thread.

? This number varies, depending on local rules of threads.
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Sometimes this original message sender will remain to administer the course of the thread
and be senior to subsequent members who read and/or write about it. If this initial
message sender posts a confrontational message, then the remaining messages may bear a
similar tone.

Channel 2 users’ activities are not limited to online; they also get together offline.
Some really help others, such as offering voluntary help during the Niigata Earthquake in
2004, while others just act for fun such as pretending to be Neo from the film Marrix and
marching with 100 men around Tokyo.

As to the public image of Channel 2, Kaigo & Watanabe (2007) state:

Indeed, with all its dysfunctional aspects, Channel 2 [sic] a well-known synonym
for "Internet pandemonium" in Japan. Risqué or taboo subjects that are usually not
discussed in normal face-to-face communication in Japan are popular topics in
Channel 2. Another characteristic of the Channel 2 forum is the frequency of direct
confrontation among users, in a culture where verbal conflict is considered
antisocial and is characteristically avoided in face-to-face communication. Channel
2 has also been a center for venting hatred and discrimination towards others, and it
has been associated with illegal and criminal activities. The free access and
anonymity of the users shelters the identities of those who post entries; as a
consequence, the content of Channel 2 often appears to reflect some of the worst
examples of human communication behavior.

It is true that the public image of Channel 2 is rather unfavourable. However, there
~ are other aspects of the website that show a somewhat different picture. A popular love
story, Densha Otoko, or The Train Man, is said to have started around 2004 as a thread on
the single men’s board on Channel 2 and seemed to change the image. Though there is
controversy as to whether the story is based on a real posting or not, this story was later
transformed into various forms of entertainment such as novels, theatre, TV drama, film,
and comics. Densha Otoko is a story about a young man who happened to save a young
woman from being molested by drunkard on the train. Since he didn't know what to do
after he got a gift from her, he asked for advice from his online friends on Channel 2.

Those online comrades sent various helpful hints and encouragement, with which he won
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the girl. He was the hope of single men. This story diminished the negative public image
of Channel 2, as newer users who had not been interested in Channel 2 knew about the
site in a positive way.

The commercial success of 7he Train Man and the growing number of the site
users contributed to stable advertisement income for Hiroyuki, (who took the copyright)
who can now use over 80 rental servers in California (Channel 2 Official Guide 2006;
p-198) to smoothly run his website that has grown so gigantic. Before this in 2001, the
load on the servers was too heavy and he might have had to close the site. Some Channel
2 users or Channel 2 “dwellers” (many of them like to call themselves residents of XX
boards as well as ni-channeraa on Unix Board, volunteered to reduce the server load up
to one sixteenth in order to help keep their website (Shibukawa 2007; p.205). They thus
showed cooperation and support to save their community. Channel 2 now has a system of
collecting a small amount of money (US $33) from individual users to purchase Channel
2-specific browser software, which enables buyers to view archived data files. This
contributes to keeping the site financially stable as well as establishing a sense of
ownership and responsibility among users. This system has not been employed by
previous BBS site managers, and such a way of managing with maximum user
participation contributes to keeping such an enormous anonymous site active over nine

years.

1.6.2.2. Yahoo! Japan BBS

Now let us turn to Yahoo! Japan BBS, paying attention to differences from Channel
2. The page about the history on their website, <http:/pr.yahoo.co.jp/history.html>, first
explains about Yahoo! David Filo and Jerry Yang, when they were Stanford graduate
students, developed original software to efficiently search and evaluate information on the
Internet and established Yahoo Incorporated in 1995. In order to provide the same
services of Yahoo! in Japanese to Japanese users, Yahoo! Japan was established in

January 1996, in conjunction with SOFTBANK CORP. Yahoo! Japan BBS was created in
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July 1998 as a community site for users to exchange their opinions. How this BBS
website was created differs greatly from Channel 2. The latter was founded by a
charismatic individual while the former by an institution. This seems to have an effect on
the management of the website.

When posting a message, users are required to obtain a Yahoo ID, which appears
when posting his or her message. The organisers set rules ar_;d guidelines and those
messages that do not meet the guidelines are subject to deletion. The organisers are part of
Yahoo! Japan management and users or message senders are not part of the governing
body of message management. Yahoo management also determines areas in which new
threads may be established and those that they do not allow. This feature is also different
from Channel 2, on which a thread can be established by anyone on any topic, unless
there is an overlap in topics. Users do not need an ID, and users themselves determine
local rules and guidelines for the thread.

Yahoo! Japan BBS is a lafge-scale, general BBS website with 17 main categories.
Each category, which is roughly equivalent to a “board” in the terminology of Channel 2,
is further subdivided into numerous “topics,” which are equivalent to “threads” on
Channel 2. The topics remain online as long as there are postings, and some of them date
back a few years. When one topic does not receive postings for a certain period of time,
the whole topic gets deleted. I made an enquiry into the period necessary for deletion, but
Yahoo! Japan management refused to disclose the number of days, for reasons that such
disclosure might encourage a dead thread to be kept alive by just sending an empty
message. (This will be discussed in Chapter 6.) Since Yahoo! Japan BBS does not have a
system for archiving “topics,” a topic that gets 1500 messages, for example, could be
deleted if new messages are not posted for about two weeks. This is different from
Channel 2, and researchers need to create an archive on their own if certain “topics” are
judged as suitable for study.

One obvious difference is the user representation between the two sites. Based on

Yahoo user IDs and content analysis of messages, Matsumura’s (2005) study on Yahoo!
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Japan BBS identifies four groups of users: leaders, mavens, coordinators, and followers.
Hw further found that there are three communication patterns: leader-initiative,
leader/follower coordinating, and follower-initiative. Eight out of 15 categories of
discussion topics on which no specific knowledge is needed fall on the leader-initiative
pattern; five categories with some knowledge needed belong to the second type,
leader/follower coordinating; and two categories such as news are follower-initiative, as
information seeking by followers constitute many of the posts. It is of interest to see the
relationship between the nature of discussion topics and communication patterns. This
kind of relation has not been identified on Channel 2, as communication partners are not
ascertained.

One other area in which there are marked differences between the two websites
concerns user guidelines found on the websites. (Excerpts of user guidelines from
Channel 2, Yahoo! Japan and Yahoo! Community services are given in Appendices to
Chapter 1.) On Yahoo! Japan BBS, guidelines called “community guidelines” state that
users are not exempt from legal responsibilities when content is found to violate civil law.
Though basically Channel 2 has the same standard, the difference lies in who determines
whether content violates legal responsibilities or not. On Yahoo! Japan as well as Yahoo!,
the management determines the legality, while on Channel 2 voluntary users functioning
as message-deletion executors perform this task. Message deletion takes place after a
petition is filed by whoever witnesses the violation, and the need for deletion is discussed
on the public Deletion Board. Thus, Yahoo! Japan can be more regulated and there is not
much room for users to take part in management. On the contrary, Channel 2 is
self-regulatory and governing.

It would be intriguing to find, between these two target BBS websites, whether
there are linguistic and interactional differences, and if so, how can the differences be
ascribed. Before going to discussion of linguistic description and interactional
characterisation, let us consider what impacts technology, or computer technology and

word processing technology in particular, might have on contemporary society.
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1.7. Wider Social Impacts of Technology

As the descriptions of the two BBS websites in Section 1.6.2 indicate, BBS sites
cannot exist without contemporary computer technology in general. In addition to this, on
Channel 2, the computer-technology and word-processing technology specifically
developed for the Japanese users allow room to play with the language due to
sound-based Romanisation input. In interactions Channel 2 users maximally utilise the
message creation mechanism enabled by the Japanese word-processing technology to
enhance cultural and group identities.

This study thus fits in a larger body of work in CMC studies on issues of language
and technology and the social impact of technology. These background issues operate as
an underlying theme throughout the thesis. What distinguishes the current BBS
technology from previous technology for communication such as the telephone is it
enables strangers to communicate and interact; no previous interpersonal relationships are
necessary. As stated earlier in this chapter, by looking at how such technology affects or
shapes communication and interaction, the thesis seeks to explore how BBS technology is
actually used for connecting people, which has not previously been fully understood.

In his book Conversation and Technology, Hutchby (2001) discusses at great length
how technology impacts interactions, especially spoken interaction, as the constituent
word of the title conversation implies. Despite his lack of emphasis on the impact of
technology on written communication, the author as a conversation analyst holds a view
that “there are discoverable rules, procedures and conventions which underlie the orderly
production of talk in interactional circumstances” (2001: p.4). It would be of great interest
to see how Hutchby would find systems underlying conversations conducted over newer
technology such as mobile phones. Specifically, it would be intriguing to see how
Hutchby would discuss in what way not only portability but also personalized use of
mobile phones would affect underlying interactional patterns. It is also of interest to see

whether conversations in the form of BBS message exchanges would have underlying
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rules of interactions. Though to find such patters is beyond the scope of the present thesis,
Hutchby's work is an insightful study that helps reflect on the relationship between
technology and conversation/communication.

Technological impacts on written interactions are covered in Gottlieb's (2000)
account of how the Japanese language can be created and read in digitized format. It
seems the r;:)le played by technology cannot be underestimated in the case of Japanese due
to the complexity of its orthographic system, compared with Western, Roman-based
languages. Gottlieb describes the impact of word-processing technology not only on the
level of national script policy, but also on individual users’ writing activities such as letter
writing. It is instructive to reflect on how professional writers and educators reacted to the
emergence of the word-processors in the 1980s; today's users, especially younger ones,
take it for granted that these machines are available at school, work and many of their
homes. Considering the time whén this book was written, it has documented well the
impact of the word processing technology on Japanese culture and life. Nowadays,
however, the impact goes beyond what Gottlieb described, in that word-processed
documents and hand-written ones have separate functions and roles in Japanese society.
The technological impact of word-processors, therefore, can best be described in
historical terms, as many contemporary users may not fully appreciate. From the
perspectiv¢ of the thesis, however, unique uses of the word-processing technology assist
some BBS users in forming cultural group identity (Nishimura 2003a). In this respect, the
impact of technology should fully be recognised.

Though it seems technology has a profound effect on language and culture, at least
in the case of Japan, there are aspects of language that are unaffected by technology.
Halliday's (1978) functional view on language helps untangle this relationship. In his
functional views, language can be tool of a tool for communication and also tool for
thinking. What technology can have impact on seemé to be language as a tool for
communication, and not as a tool for thinking. What is meant by “language” in the thesis

is more specifically language for users to communicate, and this distinction can be
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brought by Halliday's view. See Section 2.7 for fuller explorations on these matters,
drawing on Hutchby (2001) on technologies for conversation and, Gottlieb (2000) for
culture-specific impact on Japanese writers, and Halliday (1978) for general issues on the

relationship between technology and language.

1.8. Summary

This Chapter has laid out the motivations of the present study. After identifying the
three key issues, the four research questions were also explained. . These questions are
summarised as how CMC language can be characterised in comparison with speech and
writing, how theories of politeness can explain interactional behaviours of BBS users, and
how online communities can be described. In Chapter 2, I offer a réview of literature
covering the areas of language, politeness and community and the impact of technology
on the Japanese language and culture. Chapter 3 describes the methods, tools and the data
employed in my analysis. Chapter 4 addresses the first two research questions on CMC
language contrasting with speech and writing. Chapters 5 and 6 address the research
questions on politeness and online community, respectively. In this way the thesis.

explores Japanese CMC from linguistic to socio-cultural issues.
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Chapter 2:

Literature Review

2.1. About This Chapter
With a focus on linguistic and socio-cultural dimensions of Japanese CMC, this

chapter provides a review of literature in six areas:

(1) CMC studies in social psychology in the 1980°s
(2) Key interests in CMC among linguists and sociolinguists
(3) Research on non-English CMC, specifically Japanese CMC
(4) Politeness theories developed from FTF communication

- (5) Politeness and impoliteness in CMC and online community
(6) Technological impact on language, communication and culture

This chapter offers a theoretical background and foundation for each of the topics
discussed in the thesis. The chapter therefore locates the present study in some 20 years of
previous studies, to which this thesis is indebted.

Section 2.2 reviews literature fundamental to an understanding of CMC, by
exploring what has been identified in early models mostly in social psychology (e.g.
Kiesler, et al 1984). It discusses how the findings from these studies have helped in
approaching the target BBS communication under study. Then in Section 2.3 issues and
approaches from linguistics including sociolinguistics and pragmatics are reviewed, with
an account of how interests have grown and expanded among scholars in these fields (e.g.
Herring ed. 1996, Crystal 2001, -2006). In contrast to accumulated research on English
CMC, Section 2.4 presents a review of research on non-English CMC with a focus on
Japanese CMC (e.g. Nishimura 2003b). Then, to begin extending linguistic research of
CMC to socio-cultural dimensions, Section 2.5 reviews politeness and impoliteness
theories based on FTF interactions. It then discusses how they can explain online

interactions. Section 2.6 further reviews research on online community from
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sociolinguistic perspectives and shows how linguistic and socio—culﬁlral approaches to
politeness phenomena can contribute to online community research. The final section, 2.7
reviews works on how communications technologies, including word-processing
technology, affect language use, communication and culture in general and in the
Japanese cultural setting in particular.

The topics discussed in this chapter are selected, as there are two major areas of
enquiry—linguistic and socio-cultural. The chapter begins with linguistic aspects and then
moves on to socio-cultural areas, because this order of presentation seems most natural in
the exploration of my research questions. This flow of topics also reflects the organisation
of chapters in the dissertation as well. Within each topic reviews will be made from the
perspective of how relevant each work is, or more specifically, in what way the
undertaking of the present study is benefited from each of the previous studies and how
this project is needed and justified in the light of these works. The final section is not
linked to a specific reseafch question addressed in this thesis. Rather, this section explains
the issues that originally inspired the entire study of CMC. Throughout the thesis, one key
question I have returned to at various points is whether the discussions have bearings on

CMC in general or on phenomena specific to CMC in the Japanese language and culture.

2.2. Early Studies of CMC

CMC has attracted scholars in behavioural sciences such as sociology,
communication studies and social psychology. Business and organisation researchers as
well as composition scholars have also explored the possibilities of practical applications
in their respective fields expanded by CMC (Herring 1996a: p. 2-3).

One of the key early studies of CMC was conducted in social psychology in the
early 1980s by Kiesler et al (1984). Their work can now be regarded as one of the classics
in the not so long history of CMC research. The authors begin with a brief overview on
how computer technologies had entered our lives since the early days of limited use by
military and scientific/academic communities. Their interests are more on group

31



processes involving decision-making rather than on individual effects of CMC, as their
research seems to have been motivated by how computers can enhance work efficiency in
organisations such as corporations and government rather than optimization of individual
utility.

In their series of experiments, Kiesler and her co-researchers focus on
communication efficiency, participation, and interpersonal behaviour among other areas
of enquiry in CMC, and compare this with FTF communication. They find CMC groups
are as task oriented as FTF groups and more uninhibited than FTF groups with respect to

hostile comments. They discuss these findings in terms of three factors:

1) difficulty in coordination from lack of informational feedback
2) absence of social cues
3) depersonalization from lack of nonverbal cues

This frequently cited study is an important work in that it has excited a number of
subsequent studies in the area, and this and those later studies have greatly clarified
interactional behaviour and the nature of CMC. These early studies on CMC have
expanded and deepened our understanding on how CMC differs from FTF
communication (e.g. Spears & Lea 1992, Walther 1996, Katou et al 2007).

Their approaches are mostly experimental, (see Chapter 3 for methodological
reviews), and some of their findings may not be applicable to what is actually happening
in naturally occurring CMC contexts, where people might behave differently from
experimental settings. However, they certainly give frames of reference on which later
projects can be and were built. For example, the authors point out depersonalization. It is
true that CMC lacks paralinguistic cues such as facial expressions and personal features
that can influence FTF communication. But later research (e.g. Rezabek & Cochenour
1995, Walther & D'Addario 2001, Derks et al 2007) identifies emoticons and other
devices that can partially supplement some of what is lacking in CMC.

On reduced social cues, our knowledge of conversation partners has a tremendous

effect on how and what we communicate in FTF communication. However, limited
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knowledge of social backgrounds of CMC interlocutors may not necessarily be a factor
that severely causes adverse effects in CMC (Christopherson 2007). Rather it can be
non-essential knowledge. It seems as time has passed, general perceptions of CMC may
have changed and users of CMC are more aware of these characteristics. They seem to
know what they can expect out of CMC at a more mature stage of CMC use now than in
the early 1980s. Building on pioneering studies by Kiesler et al and scholars after them,
researchers today have better understanding on what is happening in CMC. In this sense
the present study draws on Kiesler et al, who provide us with frames of reference on the
nature of CMC and what to look for in CMC. The thesis agrees with their concluding
remark that “studies of behavioural and social process in CMC will be carried out best as
an interdisciplinary effort” (p.1132). This study is an effort from the disciplines of
linguistics and socio-cultural linguistics, whose motivations and perspectives are different
from those of social psychology, and looks at linguistic and socio-cultural aspects to
which social psychologists have not paid specific attention in the complex phenomena of

CMC.

2.3. CMC Research in Linguistics

How have researchers in linguistics and its related fields looked at CMC? Despite
Aitchison & Lewis’ (2003: p.1) claim that “relatively few have investigated the language
of the media in any depth,” there surely has been substantial research accumulated for the
past 20 or so years on CMC. Androutsopoulos (2006: p.420) broadly classifies linguistic
research of CMC into two stages: in the first stage, which he calls the first “wave,”
linguists paid attention to structural or linguistic[features of the language use uniquely
found on the Internet in the 1990s. These studies examined abbreviations, emoticons, and
characteristic hybrid styles of spoken and written language. Then in the second stage, or
“wave” (Androutsopoulos 2006), methods and concepts developed in FTF
sociolinguistics and pragmatics have been employed to investigate phenomena in CMC.
The topics explored include gender, politeness, cultural differences and variation studies.
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It is quite useful to describe the history of CMC research in terms of these two
“waves,” but this distinction may not be applicable to every study conducted in past years.
How research developed in reality is more complicated and his category may not really
work when looking at individual projects. For example, Yates’ (1996) study (to be
reviewed later) discusses the language of CMC in comparison with speech and writing. If
the “wave” is determined solely by topical differences, in linguistic features of CMC
versus sociolinguistic characterisation of CMC, it is rather difficult to determine in which
“wave” to include Yates (1996), who discusses CMC language. quantitatively within a
theoretical framework of Halliday’s (1978) functional linguistics, and his work goes
beyond simple linguistic descriptions of isolated characteristic properties of CMC. In the
narroWest sense of the first “wave” in Androutsopoulos’ (2006) classification, it is
possible that Yates’ (1996) work can be in the first wave, but at the same time it is
sociolinguistically motivated by interests that belong to the second wave. The following
section discusses early works in CMC research that can reasonably be considered to
belong to the first “wave” of research, such as Crystal (2001), and explores how the
present study can be contextualised in these earlier works. The second “wave” will be

discussed in Section 2.3.3.

2.3.1. First Wave of Linguistic Studies

One of the earliest studies on CMC that appeared in an academic journal is by
Ferrara et al (1991). The authors argue that a concept of “register,” a language variety
according to use, helps to account for systematic and stylistic features of CMC. As a
pioneering work that investigated language uses in CMC when CMC was spreading into
the larger population, this study should be credited with influencing later works, including
the present study, as it provided an initial perspective on how CMC studies can be
undertaken.

Ferrara and her colleagues conducted experiments with 23 subjects who were
computer professionals and their spouses experienced in the use of computers and typing

34



on the keyboard. Their task was to make travel arrangements, such as asking for
information and booking flights, by sending such messages to the “Wizard” as travel
agent, who responded to their enquiries. The communication was dyadic and synchronous.
The subjects’ message logs were analysed to reveal characteristic linguistic features of
what the researchers call “Interactive Written Discourse (IWD).” They identified
omissions of subject pronouns, copula and articles among other features compared with
standard written practices, and suggested this discourse showing hybrid characteristics of
written and spoken language should be regarded as one emergent register of English. The
claim about register had, in fact, been presented much earlier by Baron (1984).

Ferrara et al observed individual differences among the subjects who adhered to
conventional grammar, spelling and capitalisation and those who did not do so but
employed a number of reductions and omissions. The results were not discussed in terms
of social variables such as subjects’ age, which ranged from 26 to 56. It would be possible
that younger subjects’ logs showed more variations from Standard English writing
practices than subjects who were older in age. Such results have the possibility of
weakening their claim on IWD as an emergent register.

It is also interesting to note that, from their Figure 1: Frequency of types of
Reductions in IWD (p.21), about 35 percent of subjects used article reductions. The rest
of the reduction types, such as copula, subject pronoun and contraction/abbreviation did
not reach 30 percent. This means the majority of subjects did not use reductions. It was
more important for the researchers to show that the reductions appeared rather than the
actual percentage of the subjects who employed reductions. One reason for lower
percentage of reduction uses may be related to the language used by the Wizard. His
messages Were excluded from acalysis, but in communicating, it is likely that the
interlocutor’s or hearer’s speech style could influence the speaker’s, or the message
sender’s (Bell 1984) when exchanging messages. Yet despite Standard English
presumably used by the Wizard, this study was able to elicit and collect reductions and
other features. IWD as a register is a plausible claim, even though those features were not
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used by the majority of the subjects.

Also it seems Ferrara et al must have limited their discussion to standard linguistic
features. Non-linguistic features often found in CMC such as emoticons were not
mentioned. The use or non-use of emoticons may have something to do with the topic of
the discourse and the participants’ willingness or resistance to use them. The message
exchange was not private in nature and needed to take into consideration interpersonal
relationship with the Wizard/travel agent. Rather the purposé was to obtain certain
specific results on travel arrangements based on factual information. Because of the
goal-oriented nature of the topic, it seems the use of emoticons to add emotional flavour
to the message did not have room to appear or was not simply necessary, regardless of
whether or not the subjects were familiar with them.

Their experimental situation was similar to a one-to-one chat session due to the
synchronicity, but differs from what users do in non-experimental, real chat sessions in
that users join chat for more personal, interactional reasons. Here in the experiment, the
subjects would perform what they were asked to do, and on this point, experimental
research might miss what can be found from observing interactions in existing CMC
settings. This study by Ferrara et al did qualitatively provide discourse characteristics of
CMC and was virtually the first linguistic study on CMC language (except for foresight
by Baron), and contributed to clarifying aspects of spoken/written hybrid nature of
English CMC discourse.

A more productive approach to the study of CMC language is to explore existing
CMC interactions rather than limiting observations to experimental settings. Werry’s
(1996) study does this and starts to supplement what experimental work might have
missed. This study identifies four major linguistic and interactional properties in Internet

Relay Chat (IRC), a type of synchronous CMC, which are:

1) addressivity

2) abbreviation

3) paralinguistic and prosodic cues
4) actions and gestures
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“Addressivity” is necessary in order to clarify whom the message sender wants to
“talk” to by providing the intended addressee’s name (or nick name) at the top of each
message (p.52). “Abbreviation” is inevitably employed in order to keep up with the rapid
flow of talk. This takes the forms of syntactic and lexical clipping and use of acronyms
and symbols in messages, each of which consists of as short as 6 words on the average (p.
53). Werry regards orthographic ingenuities as the most interesting and characteristic
features of the language used on IRC. They are intended to reproduce such “paralinguistic
and prosodic” qualities of FTF conversation as voice, gesture and tone through creative
uses of capitalization, spelling and punctuation (p.57). For the last category of “actions
and gestures,” participants employ codes and conventions to symbolize gestural qualitieé
of FTF communication, such as ‘hug’ and ‘kiss.” Adding explicit codes for physical
actions to verbal messages makes the IRC language more than simply speech-like (p. 61).

Werry thus finds that participants employ a number of innovative linguistic
strategies to compensate for and adapt to the constraints imposed on this mode of
communication in order to reproduce the style of FTF spoken language in IRC. One of
the key contributions this study provides is the methodological frame of reference for
analysing what speakers of other languages, such as Japanese, do in online
communication. Especially the sets of orthographic means are completely different in
Japanese and IRC is also different from BBS. The insight gained from this article has
been usefully applied in analysing Japanese BBS interactions. In fact many of the general
features of structural properties are shown to be shared between English and Japanese
CMC (Nishimura 2003b).

The issue of CMC language having both spoken and written qualities is discussed
quantitatively by two other studies, Collot & Belmore (1996) and Yates (1996), with each
study taking a different approach. The Collot & Belmore study is reviewed first.

Collot & Belmore (1996) discuss the language used on BBS, an asynchronous

subtype of CMC, specifically focusing on how CMC discourse, which they call
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Electronic Language (EL), differs from spoken or written varieties of English. For a
descriptive framework, Biber’s (1988) multidimensional-multi-feature (MD-MF)
approach is employed. This model utilises explanatory factor analysis and identifies six
dimensions, each of which is associated with linguistic functions. For example, the first
dimension is “involved versus informational production” and a text that has relatively
more private verbs such as “believe” is likely to come to the “involved” end of the scale.
Along with other linguistic features, the score of 25 genres (such as academic prose,
adventure fiction, and so on) on each dimension can be compared. There are overlaps
between speech and writing and simple dichotomy is not used in this model but relations
between communicative functions and linguistic features are shown in continuum.

The Elec&onic Language corpus (ELC) consisting of more than a million words
from BBS websites is created in Collot & Belmore’s study. They find that EL occupies
positions relatively closer to interviews and personal and professional letters in Biber’s

continuum. Collot & Belmore identify three factors for their results:

1) degree of common knowledge and interest

2) purpose of communication

3) three-party roles played by participants, which are the sender, recipient and the
audience

Collot & Belmore’s study is comparable in part to this present study, as both
inveétigate BBS messages. As has been pointed out in an earlier work (Nishimura 2003a),
the purpose of BBS communication is not always to request information. The act of
sending messages itself can be a purpose, and sucﬁ difference in burposes would impact
the language use, as commented on in the above discussions of Ferrara et al’s and Werry’s
studies.

The other quantitative study by Yates (1996) compares CMC discourse with speech
and writing, but not from an existing methodological framework. Rather, it is based on
the theoretical foundation of Halliday’s (1978) language functions (see Section 2.7.3 of

this chapter). The textuality of CMC genres is contrasted with speech and writing. Since
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Chapter 4 of the present study draws heavily on Yates’ methodological and analytical
approach due to its applicability to Japanese, this work has greatly contributed to the
undertaking of the present study. The basic motivation in employing this framework is to
enable a comparison among speech, writing and CMC from a corpus-based quantitative
approach to Japanese. For more detailed review, see Chapters 3 and 4.

All the above three works after Ferrara et al (1991) are included in one volume
(Herring ed 1996). This is an important collection of articles, which can be seen as a
milestone in linguistic research of CMC. Reflecting the then state-of-the-art scholarship,
Herring foresees the emergence of the second wave of linguistic research. Herring argues
in the introduction, “scholarly inquiry into CMC is expanding simultaneously in multiple
directions” (1996a: p.3). In addition to the three works reviewed here, the volume
includes articles that belong to the second wave, such as cross-cultural aspects of CMC
and community formation in online environments. This chapter has limited discussions of
those works that have direct bearings on the linguistic aspects of CMC study.

Somewhat more recently, Lewis (2005) conducts a corpus-based analysis of
messages sent to open-access discussion boards. Lewis examines online discussion fora,
where contributors post their views on political issues on English and French
newspaper-affiliated websites. Rather than taking CMC as online conversation or
interactive written discourse, Lewis considers it more useful to characterise the language
and interaction in terms of dynamic shifts from monologic to dialogic, as this distinction
between the two is more salient than the written/spoken distinction.

Lewis observes the nature of messages originally meant to address the large,
general readership of the fora (to many readers) changes from mo.nologic to dialogic after
receiving responses and exchanging further responses among participants. These
interactions in turn become something similar to two-party dialogic “conversation” at a
later stage. Lewis notes this is evidenced by more uses of personal pronouns and modal
auxiliaries as revealed by Yates’ (1996) study.

This article by Lewis provides at least the following four points to consider:

39



1) the topic of non-personal (political discussion in this case) and personal
(hobbies in the case of Channel 2) as variable influencing interactions

2) at what stage disagreement is communicated in position statements, that is, the
monologic stage or dialogic stage; in addition to concessive remarks, whether
there is any politeness consideration in stating disagreement and subsequent
interactions at the dialogic stage

3) techno]ogidal and institutional settings of the fora determined by the host
4) how contrastive online discourse across two different languages can be
achieved '

Though the last point is not conducted in the present study, this is certainly future topic to
explore.

Last but not least in the first wave of linguistic CMC research, Crystal’s (2001)
Language and the Internet should be reviewed. Its second edition was published in 2006,
only 5 years after the first edition appeared. During these five years the pace of changes in
the Internet environments were so tremendous that a new chapter, “New varieties” is
added before the final Chapter 9, “Linguistic Future of the Internet.” Other changes and
revisions are also made to the first edition (Ranger 2007). Crystal himself foresees the
need for an updated edition of the book in his first edition (p. 14). How Crystal treats
language in general versus particular languages needs to be commented on from the
perspective of the present study.

Given the focus of the thesis oh non-English CMC, I have concerns with Crystal’s
approach to the subject matter, language. Though he clearly states the aim of the book is
“to explore the ways in which the nature of the electronic medium...is having an effect on
language in general, and on individual languages in particular” (p. 5), it seems that he
relies so heavily on English language examples that he misses fascinating phenomena
arising from technologically mediated interaction in non-English CMC. One neglected
area that should be pointed out is word-processing technology, which is almost
transparent and does not need to be mentioned in English CMC. This, however, plays a
crucial role in the case of Japanese CMC.

An example of what English CMC research might overlook is given here. In a

rather recent discussion of emoticons in English CMC, happy smiley face, ©, can appear
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in several word-processing and mobile phone devices by typing a colon, hyphen and
closing parenthesis (Krohn 2004: p. 323). It seems this and the unhappy face (®),
copyright symbol (©) and registered trade mark symbol (®) are the only four examples in |
English word processing, in which what is typed on the keyboard produces different
representations, at least in the Window’s Word file, though more of this kind of
conversion appears in recent text messaging pla’cforms.1

In Japanese CMC this kind of conversion phenomena takes place on a far greater
scale whenever Japanese language scripts are produced on the computer, as introduced in
Word-Processing in Japanese in Chapter 1. What is typed is a temporary, intermediate
representation until it is finalised by pressing the enter key, to bring a final representation
different from what are actually entered on the keyboard.

For example, when someone needs to write on the computer a well-known
Japanese thanking expression, arigatou in the Japanese orthography, #V723%9, s/he first
needs to have the Japanese input mode of the conversion soﬂWme available. Then in
order to enter the word phonetically, the user needs to type Roman alphabet scripts
corresponding to the Japanese sound. Thus to obtain the first script, &, s/he types “a.”
Then the display will show &, which is an intermediate stage shown by the dotted
underline before reaching the finalised form &. The user can either finalise the script here
or until the whole expression or even a sentence is entered. To enter the next script, ¥, “r”

33
1

and “i” are entered, and what the display shows will be “¥),” In a similar manner, when

then can choose intended script out of four possibilities, which are: all in hiragana, (Y
23L3), all in katakana (7Y R), combination of hiragana and kanji (A VEED or

A H#E5), with different degrees of kanji use. By pressing the enter key the choice can be

' I owe this observation to Sarah Louisa Birchley.
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selected and finalised (see Smith & Schmidt (1996) for sociolinguistic discussion of
different script choices in Japanese orthography).

Thus when any meaningful and sociolinguistically acceptable Japanese expression
needs to be created on the computer, word conversion systems need to be employed and
widely used ones allow input by Romanization, which is based on roughly how the
expressions are phonetically pronounced.’

Furthermore, the use of Chinese characters makes the situation even more
complicated, due to a large number of homophones. The word processing technology
converts what is typed into various options, and users need to choose the intended ones.
Remember there are over 50 choices for the kanji pronounced as “sen,” as described in
Word-processing in Japanese in Chapter 1. Here what is of interest from sociolinguistic
perspective will be that basic word-processing technology affords Japanese CMC users
room to use the technology for word play based on punning (see Nishimura 2003a). Final
forms that are not conventionally recognised as acceptable or joking representations can
be produced by the technology, and they are linked to certain group identities. These can
provide a basis for sociolinguistically and pragmatically meaningful interpretations. In
discussing language and the Internet, observations of such technologically related
socio-cultural phenomena are essential in understanding Japanese CMC (see review of
Gottlieb (2000) in Section 2.7.2), and there may be similar phenomena in other
non-alphabet-based languages.

Following the above discussion it may be better to see Crystal’s overview as being
of “English and the Internet,” rather than “language and the Internet.” As a non-native
speaker of English, I have several mixed interpretations/reactions. On the one hand
readers who are not native English speakers can get to understand detailed aspects of

English CMC. I have also found a number of shared features between English and

2 1t is possible to directly enter Japanese syllabaries, but it is not a preferred way of input for many users. Where
one hiragara script is assigned to the QWERTY keyboard needs to be remembered, if hiragana direct input is to be
employed (see Figure 1 for an image of the Japanese keyboard, where each key has a hiragana script below the letter of
the alphabet). It is an extra burden on memory in word-processing to remember which key has what hiragana. Input by
Romanization is the most efficient method of entering Japanese for many Japanese writers.
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Japanese CMC (Nishimura 2003b). On the other hand a number of interesting phenomena
in non-English or non-alphabet-based CMC cannot be found.

Crystal’s work, therefore, reinforces the need for research iﬁ non-English CMC,
Japanese CMC in particular, in order to fill a large research gap in CMC studies in
languages other than English. Such studies will illuminate aspects of CMC that have not
been fully recognised by looking at English CMC alone. Most noticeably the role of
technology that allows not just converting scripts but is linked to word play and to the
issue of cultural group identity can be clarified (see Chapter 6 on online group identity).

Discussions so far have covered mostly the history of CMC studies in social
psychology and the first “wave” of CMC research in linguistic, though with some
reservations in using the term as presented at the beginning of Section 2.3 before Section
2.3.1. There is another history concerned with the thesis, which is the history of
technology and writing practices. Before looking at Androutsopoulos’ (2006) second
“wave” of CMC research, two recent books, Baron (2000) and Danet (2001a) are
reviewed as they take a historical review of language, typography, and technology
specific to writing and visual aspects of CMC. Some of the discussions are useful in
contextualising the topics covered in the latter sections of this chapter, e.g. on how

Japanese CMC research came to be.

2.3.2. CMC Research | on Typography from a Techno-historical
Perspective and Visual Aspects of CMC

Two recent works of linguistic research, Baron (2000) and Danet (2001a) and
additional works that have documented the language, such as Hale & Scanlon (1999) and.
Raymond (1996) should be mentioned. The latter two are intended as reference books, but
can be considered as works that have kept records of ephemeral language on the Internet
in printed form. These works have greatly benefited later researchers, as they can consult
uncertain usages and meanings that are difficult to find in standard dictionaries. Hale &
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Scanlon’s work originated from Wired Magazine and used to have its own website, but it
is no longer available. Raymond’s Hackers’ dictionary has updated editions, accessible at
<http://www.ccil.org/jargon/jargon_toc.html >.

Baron’s (2000) Alphabet to Email describes transition of English writing practices
from the 14th century to the present, paying attention to the role of technology such as
printing, telephone, telegraph and the computer. This is addressed to linguists,
composition professionals and teachers, students of English and to any other laypersons
interested in language change particularly in written practices. On current writing
practices taking place via the computer the focus is on email as having both spoken and
written qualities. Critics would point out that other CMC genres such as real-time chat
and World Wide Web are not mentioned (Katunich 2001, Herring 2003). I would also
have liked BBS messages to be included in the discussion, from the perspective of the
present study. I also consider that the time-constraint imposed in real-time chat sessions
might affect language styles much more than asynchronous email writing. Email writers
can edit before pressing the ‘send’ button. In my personal experience of email writing at
least in Japanese, of which I have better command than English, I change styles according
to the addressee and the content, and thus the style varies from very formal written to
casual friendly spoken style. Baron’s claim on email having spoken quality needs to be
interpreted as email allowing such diversified styles. I trust the author is aware of this, but
it seems because of markedly salient spoken quality that feature is stressed. This spoken
quality is shared in the data set of BBS messages I am observing.

Of interest to this work is Baron’s prediction of how the English language is going
to change. Baron’s analysis and speculation on how the language has undergone changes
over the history of written English is reminiscent of some reflection on how the Japanese
language has been changing throughout history. For example, the spoken and written
language had completely separate styles until rather recently up to the beginning of the
Meiji Era (1868-1912) in Japan. At this time there was a movement called “gen-bun
ittchi,” which literally means “unification of the written and spoken language.” In this
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movement, novelists including Futabatei Shimei (1864-1909) as representative attempted
to write their novels (e.g. Ukigumo [The Drifting Cloud] 1887) in the spoken styles of
those days, and gradually the style spread and became the basis of present-day written
style.

Its second stage is now taking place. The style is referred to by Satake (1980) as
“shin gen-bun ittchi tai” or “new unification of the written and spoken style.” Satake uses
this term from observing youth language having a number of spoken features first in
youth magazines and then later in CMC. Other scholars researching CMC language
showing spoken features include Miyake (2005a) on mobile phone messages and
Kishimoto (2003, 2005) on web diaries (see Section 2.4.2 for review on CMC studies on
Japanese). Nowadays such mobile phone message styles appear even in novels, referred
to as “mobile phone novels” (NHK 2007).

Baron’s award-winning book thus inspires the author of this thesis with regard to
how language undergoes changes and its relation to technology, which is one of the major
issues addressed in the present research. Baron’s task is valuable not only for
documenting English written practices over the time-span covered and discussing various
issues such as authorship and prescriptivism, but also for giving readers from non-English
backgrounds an opportunity to reflect on what its counterpart situation would be like in
their respective cultures.

Danet’s Cyberpl@y (2001a) is a unique' book for both specialist and general
audiences with a number of enjoyably included colorful illustrations, after 9 years of
ethnographic observations and research. Danet explores visual and playful elements in
email, chat, IRC and MUD and the World Wide Web as case studies, each of which can
be read independently. Danet discusses seriously and scholarly such properties as textual,
theatrical and aesthetic aspects of the phenomena under study, which all exhibit
playfulness.

This book by Danet is helpful for the present study in exploring the properties of
CMC that not very many CMC researchers have paid attention to. There are two issues,
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both of which are relevant to the present research. First is the focus on visual aspects in
CMC, and second is the focus on playfulness. The first point is of particular importance to
Japanese CMC, in which 4 kinds of scripts are used in standard Japanese orthography
(see Chapter 1 for description of the four scripts). The variety in script choices has impact
on how messages are constructed and interpreted (Smith & Schmidt 1996). Not only the
four kinds of Japanese scripts but also a number of additional scripts from other
languages (e.g. & from Greek, x from Cyrillic) and even non-linguistic symbols (e.g. o,
0,\("0"),) altogether form messages that are both textually and visually entertaining
and produce rapport-sharing quality in BBS communications. These properties have been
observed and reported (Nishimura 2003b, 2007a).

One of the four Japanese scripts, kanji can be used as emoticons in Japanese CMC
(Nishimura 2003b). Unlike emoticons consisting of punctuation marks and other symbols
in English CMC, meanings conveyed by kanji emoticons can be identified
instantaneously at a glance, as each kanji script basically carries meanings. Here visual
properties of kanji or its shape are highlighted and appreciated more than linguistic uses
of kanji as words in the context of BBS communication. These are very powerful visual
tools to communicate feelings even without considering how they are pronounced.
Danet’s book allows researchers to recognise the importance of visually identifiable
qualities in Japanese CMC.

The second point, playfulness concerns the CMC phenomena that this study
focuses on, as BBS interactions that are primarily for enjoyment are under study here. A
number of instances of word play can be identified, such as kanmji punning and
unconventional orthography. Substandard literacy can be favoured by members of an
online community (Nishimura 2003a). Users seem to employ them because it is fun to do
so. These playful practiées, because they can be enjoyed by users, all contribute to
creating belongingness to the group, and playfulness seems to be one of the key features
for community bonding that creates community identity. In other words, playfulness or
humour (Baym 1993) verbal, visual or otherwise can be interpreted to contribute to online
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community-hood. Danet’s study on playful nature of visual representations of CMC
phenomena enables the thesis to relate such aspects in CMC to the discussion of online
community, which is explored in Chapter 6.

CMC studies can by now be viewed as an extended field of sociolinguistic research
where topics such as speech community, gender, and politeness are investigated with
concepts and methodologies developed from FTF interactions (see an overview by
Androutsopoulos 2006). The study also takes this position, and considers CMC as a field

of communication extended by recent Internet technology.

2.3.3. The Second Wave of CMC Research

The second wave of CMC research in related subfields of linguistics is outlined by
Androutsopoulos (2006), though the distinction from the first wave may not always be
clear-cut. I follow Androutsopoulos, who stresses the need for sociolinguistic research on
the “interplay of technological, social and contextual factors in the shaping of
computer-mediated language practices and the role of linguistic variability in the
formation of social interaction and social identities on the Internet” (p. 421). Theories and
methodologies such as conversation and discourse analyses and ethnographic approaches
developed in FTF interactions have been employed in CMC settings. Such works from
these perspectives include issues of community (e.g. Baym 1998), identity (e.g.
Georgakopoulou 1997), and politeness (e.g. Herring 1994, Harrison 2000), to name a few.

Chronologically, Herring (1994) is the earliest attempt to bring a subfield of
pragmatics, politeness and gender, to the CMC arena. More recent works in this direction
include Paolillo (2001), who examines linguistic variation on an IRC using Milroy and
Milroy’s (1992) social network framework. Paolillo employs the concept of strong and
weak social network ties, using frequency of contact as a measure of tie strength. Golato
& Taleghani-Nikazm (2006) employ conversation analytic methodology to investigate
how “face” in the sense of Brown & Levinson ( 1987) is negotiated in chat interactions.
Herring (2004a) proposes CMDA as a kind of cover term to allow multiple directions of
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CMC research, which future researchers can engage in using these various approaches
from sociolinguistics and pragmatics to CMC. The present thesis is in line with Herring’s
position. Chapier 4 of this thesis, in the narrowest sense, can be considered to belong to
the first wave describing structural properties the CMC language in the case of Japanese.
Chapters 5 and 6 fall in the second wave, in that Chapter 5 extends politeness theories to
CMC and Chapter 6 investigates politeness phenomena in online communities. Here in
the remainder of the second wave of CMC research, I specifically discuss Locher (2006a)
and how her study and these works mentioned above have helped in shaping my thesis.
Studies that have more direct bearing to my thesis, namely those discussing politeness,
which are Herring (1994), Harrison (2000), and Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm (2006) are
reviewed in Section 2.5.3.

Locher (2006a) studies the language and interactions between an expert
advice-giver, Lucy, whose voice is a mosaic of a group of real health experts, and
anonymous advice seekers in American Internet health column. Locher’s analysis is on
both linguistic characteristics of the language and pragmatic features of messages, which
she calls “relational work,” such as hedging, empathisiﬁg and use of humour. She further
discusses, based on linguistic and pragmatic analyses of Lucy’s voice and advice seekers’
letters, especially problem letters, how the identity of this expert advice-giver is formed
and how this expert manipulates discursive moves when responding to problem letters.

This study by Locher is a welcome expansion in the second wave of CMC research
on several grounds. First, the author has already accumulated solid research in the field of
politeness, such as the discussion on power relations in disagreement conversations
(Locher 2004) from discursive approach. Her extension of this subject from FTF contexts
to online situation is grounded by her knowledge and scholarship in this field of post
Brown-Levinson politeness research. Second, methodologically Locher (2006a) combines
quantitative and qualitative methods to analyse her online data. Based on both analyses
she convincingly presents her findings on the formation of the voice and organisation of
advice seekers’ letters.
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Thirdly, this can be an excellent case study in which the subject matter, health
concern, attracts participants, and therefore, allows the thesis author to reflect on how the
difference in the subject matter and the difference in the parties involved would affect the
users’ message creations and overall language used on the sites this study is observing.
The language used in this online health forum reflects groups of participating parties who
constitute the health column. Locher acknowledges that the creation and maintenance of
this Internet column involves several parties such as publisher or the site creator, editors,
group of health experts, letter senders, and vast audience who read the columns.
Compared with publicly open-access discussion boards, BBS, there are differences with
respect to message creation and the relationship among these parties involved. In
Locher’s study, the response letters are crafted by groups of experts who are
professionally trustworthy, though efforts are taken not to sound imposing or authoritative.
There is clearly a power relationship between Lucy and advice seekers, who are in the
position of asking for help and advice.

This situation is different from the more or less egalitarian landscape of BBS
interactions, except for the site manager and/or the thread initiator who exercises certain
power over other message senders. Participants are peers, and the content of the messages
are interpreted as such, not by someone with authority. It would be of interest how a
layperson’s advice and subsequent reactions to such advice, which can be found in the
messages discussing Japanese speakers’ English language learning of the present study
(see Chapter 6), might differ from expert’s advice and advice-seekers’ reaction in
Locher’s study. Though this comparative approach is not takenvhere in this thesis, this
would certainly be an area for future study.

I find Locher’s work useful because it covers an area of Internet interactions that
have not previously been paid attention to, namely where power relations exist and yet the
advice responders attempt to create unimposing language to meet the purpose of the site,
which is to empower readers with correct information to help and enable them to solve
their problems on their own.
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So far we have seen more or less major works in linguistic, sociolinguistic and
pragmatic research on CMC settings that have most relevance to the present study. These
studies discuss CMC predominantly in English and other alphabet-based languages (e.g.
French by Marcoccia 2004). Androutsopoulos (2006), who identifies publications of
CMC research in French, German and Italian (p.431), also stresses the need for such
works, saying, “similar publications in other languages no doubt exist, and bringing their
findings will be a major task of future scholarship in this area” (p. 431). The present thesis
is in support of this endeavour, and the following section will show studies on and in

other languages (Section 2.4.1.) and specifically on Japanese CMC (Section 2.4.2.).

2.4. Non-English CMC Studies, on Languages Other than
English
2.4.1. Non-English CMC Studies

This section reviews CMC research on languages other than English. I will first
look at what languages have been studied. In contrast to the accumulated researches on
English language CMC, the amount and range of research on non-English CMC are
limited. Among such English-dominant trends in CMC research, what fills this research
gap is the themed issue of an online journal, the Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication (JCMC) Volume 9, issue 1 in 2003. The central theme of this special
issue, edited by Herring and Danet, is “Multilingual Internet” featuring CMC research in
languages other than English. The languages explored include not only other European
languages such as Swiss, Greek, Catalan-Spanish and Portuguese, but also
non-alphabet-based ones spoken in other parts of the world: Gulf Arabic, Chinese
(Taiwan), Thai and Japanese. The article on Japanese CMC (Nishimura 2003b) discusses
how young Japanese BBS users creatively manipulate the language for CMC, while
compensating for and adapting to the limitations of CMC environment in order to share a
fun rapport among them.

Another important publication, Multilingual Internet, also edited by Danet and
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Herring (2007) needs to be mentioned. This is an extended, printed version of the online
JCMC publication. This book collects additional articles on languages not included in the
online journal, such as Chinese (Hong Kong), French, German and Swedish. Another
article on Japanese CMC by Katsuno & Yano (2007) specifically discusses emoticons in
depth. This work broadens the understanding on Japanese CMC, as the author’s own
study on Japanese CMC included in this book has a focus on linguistic properties
(Nishimura 2007b).

This book explores the ways that the Internet has been changing linguistic as well
as social and interactional practices in both synchronous and asynchronous messages to
mailing lists, newsgroups and other online fora in different linguistic, social and cultural
environments. Also readers of the book are able to understand how local languages are
competing with dominant languages on the Internet and how this relates to globalisation
(Paolillo 2007). It would have been more desirable if studies on other language situations
such as Korea and India had been included. If its second volume were to be compiled, a
chapter of interest would be on linguistic situation involving the Internet in India; what
would be its linguistic landscape on the Internet among India-based websites, where it is
cuﬁous to find whether English dominates the Internet or whether there is room for
indigenous languages in their variant, anglicised forms to be used on the Internet. Another
enquiry of interest includes what the Internet situation would be like in another
non-alphabet-based language, Korean; would it be similar to or different from that of
Japanese language and culture, and how so? Though there are other languages and
cultures that could have been included in this collection, still this book gives us a fairly
broad picture of Internet uses in various linguistic and cultural settings of the world.

Works on CMC in languages other than English have appeared rather sporadically.
Articles in books and academic journals include studies on code switching in Greek email
discourse (Georgakopoulou 1997), comparison of orality in English, Japanese and Korean
chat room and newsgroup messages (Focuser et al 2000), French newsgroups
conversation structures (Marcoccia 2004), polite interactions in Thai chat (Hongladarom
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& Hongladarom 2005) and Swiss-German Internet Relay Chat (Siebenhaar 2006). There
are doctoral dissertations, which include the following: On comparison in linguistic
features of the four CMC modes of email, Web chat, instant messaging, and SMS (short
message service) in Swedish (Segerstad 2002), comparison of FTF conversation with
college-based BBS messages in Taiwanese involving dialects from perspectives of
identity and language ideologies (Su 2005) and a work written in German on linguistic
analysis of Japanese web diaries mostly kept by young people, (Oberwinkler 2006). The
present study is a contribution on Japanese, for which there are unexplored areas for study

in depth in online contexts.

2.4.2. CMC Studies on/in Japanese

How, then, has the Japanese language online been studied linguistically as well as
socio-culturally? This section offers reviews on research on the Japanese language online.
Before the advent of the Internet there were two focused areas that later converged in the
study of online Japanese: one is a research area on young people’s language and the other
on the effect of word-processors on writing, namely technologically supported writing. I
explain the latter first. This should be pointed out because the Japanese writers did not
experience the stage of typewriting, which has been familiar to Western writers since
1880s or so (Walker 1984). Such technological impact on language as brought on by
typewriters and word-processors has not been felt to be as great on extent as Western
countries, but it has more significant impact on writing practices among Japanese writers,
who employ more comblicated script systems (Gottlieb 1994, Smith & Schmidt1996)
than writers in alphabet based languages.

Before word-processors were in common use in Japan around 1995, when the
household penetration rate of such writing machinery reached 43.7 percent (Hashimoto
2003), handwriting was the normal practice by individual writers for everyday needs,
with pens, pencils, and occasionally brushes. Institutional organizations, such as
government, business and schools did employ printing, but the cost and the equipment
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was beyond ordinary average Japanese writers could afford (Hashimoto 2003). On the
issue of word-processing having impact on writing there was discussion involving
educators, professional writers (such as novelists and journalists), and more importantly,
national language policy on script uses. The publication of special issues on
word-processors in Nihongogaku’[Japanese linguistics] in 1984 and again in 1988 shows
the intensity on the impact on Japanese speakers’ writing practices.

As computers with Internet access replaced word-processors used by the general
public in later years (Hashimoto 2003), the focus of discussion shifted from the impact of
.word-processing to that of computer technology connected to the Internet. These issues
include globalisation/nationalism and multilingualism. Writers and scholars, such as
Katou (2000) and Nishigaki & Lewis (2001), discuss issues surrounding automatic
translation and natural language processing, such as digitisation and codification of kanyji,
for example. They express concerns on the future of the Japanese language on how its
speakers can survive in the Internet world of English-dominant globalisation.

The other area of enquiry that leads to research on online Japanese came from
investigation of the language used by younger generation in Japan. This has been studied
by a number of scholars. Satake (1980) is probably the first, who identified young
peoples’ spoken styles appearing in v;rriting, which he named “shin genbun itchi tai” or
“new unification of the written and spoken style,” after the “unification of the written and
spoken” movement back in the late 1880s. He also conducted quantitative analysis on
such youth language based on popular magazine articles for young people (Satake 1991).
Other scholars’ works include those by Yonekawa (1998) on young people’s group
language in general and Koyano (1994) on campus slang by female students. Yonekawa
(2002) discusses language use based on gender, occupation, and even anti-social groups.
Koyano specifically studies college girls’ language and has a website,
<http://homewww.osaka-gaidai.ac.jp/~koyano/joshidai93.htm>, on their = mostly
colloquial uses in the Osaka area (Koyano 1993).

In the 1990s when CMC was referred to as “personal computer communication,”
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features of the language used in online environment caught the attention of researchers
such as Itou (1993), Asao (1996) and Takamoto (1993, 1997) among others. Itou (1993)
describes the chat phenomenon, still new at that time, and ascribed the spoken/written
hybrid qualities of the language to synchronicity and interactivity. Asao (1996) points out
stylistic features of email initial statements in the sender’s self-introduction that are
different from letter-writing practices. These phenomena are contrasted with American
email styles by Sugimoto & Levin (2000), who compare how American and Japanese
users identify themselves and use emoticons in email messages sent to discussion groups.
Takamoto (1993) discusses various functions of Japanese emoticons, referred to as “face
marks,” in email and discussion board messages, at the time when what to call emoticons
was not even settled. Takamoto (1997) later describes structural and organisational
properties of emails, foreseeing the possibility of emails becoming an important means of
communication and the need for studying what forms and expressions are to be used.

After this initial stage of Japanese CMC research in the 2000s onwards, CMC
platforms have expanded, and the online population has been constantly on the rise
(Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications Japan 2007). This is not only by means
of personal computers but also mobile phones, which have become an indispensable part
of Japanese culture, especially among young people. Though social and psychological
research on the effect of mobile phones has also appeared (e.g. Itou et al eds. 2005), I
limit this review to linguistic and socio-cultural studies on mobile phone messages.
Tanaka (2001), Matsuda (2003) and Miyake (2005a, b) among others investigate features
of mobile phone messages. Tanaka (2001) compares users’ behaviours in exchanging |
messages by computer versus mobile phone. Matsuda (2008) reports her recent
observation on mobile phone messages and finds more uses of templates and more
standardisation due to pre-installed predictive function word-processing software, which
enables users to input messages with less strokes on the mobile phone. Miyake (2005a,b)
studies linguistic features of mobile phone messages and in her later work analyses these
messages from the viewpoint of interpersonal relation management (2007).
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Besides these mobile phone studies, there is research on web diaries. Matsuda
(2001) analyses Japanese web diaries, focusing on the construction of “voice,” and
discussed one of the four Japanese scripts, katakana, as contributing to “voice”
construction. More recently Kishimoto (2003, 2005) also analyses linguistic features of
web diaries, which can overlap with blogging. The themes of blogs are discussed in the
spgcial issue of Nihongogaku [Japanese linguistics] (2007) as well as Gendai no Esupuri
[L’esprit D "Aujourd’hui] (2000) on diary communications.

Research in other aspects of CMC includes Matsuda (2002), who examines the
negotiation of identity and power in email messages written by Japanese teachers of
English at colleges and high schools, including analyses of the uses of honorifics. Fais &
Ogura (2001) discuss issues on Japanese specific practices and orthographic issues of
Japanese email messages when they are translated into English. Yamazaki (2002), based
on the messages from Japan-based newsgroup, finds both features of local Japanese
discourse patterns and global or English-oriented discourse features. Katsuno & Yano
(2002) analyse the face marks or kaomoyji, the Japanese equivalent of smiley emoticons,
used in email and mobile phone messages. In Nishimura (2003b, 2007b) I discuss
linguistic and interactional features of BBS communication based on messages sent to fan
sites, focusing on the vast variety of scripts used by the Japanese speakers innovatively as
key elements that characterise Japanese online communication. In Nishimura (2003a)
messages sent to another BBS site, which is also the major site under study here, are
investigated from the viewpoint of site-specific features that lead to community of
practice, such as kanji punning and unconventional vocabulary. There is thus a certain
amount of research on structural and linguistic properties of Japanese CMC.

There are differences in CMC messages depending on the modes, such as email,
chat, and BBS and mobile phone communications, and it would be difficult to generalise
the findings from these above studies. What is still lacking in the literature is a somewhat
more general look at the features of CMC language. None of these studies, including my
own above, describe the CMC language in comparison with written or spoken Japanese in
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structurally comparable ways. There are such studies on English CMC. To Japanese
native speakers, the difference between speech and writing might seem so huge that they
are treated as if completely different entities. This difference might be considered too
obvious for some researchers to undertake such a study. Whatever the reason for this,
there is a research gap in previous studies of Japanese CMC. The present study addresses
this gap (for details see Chapter 4). It might seem superficially outdated to ask the
question on the CMC difference between speech and writing at a stage when CMC
studies in general are heading in multiple directions in the second wave of this field.
However, this question is one of those fundamental ones that have initially intrigued the
author. The answer why this attempt is being made now is quite simple—because this has
never been conducted on Japanese CMC in structurally explicit and scholarly convincing
ways.

Research on Japanese CMC from a socio-cultural perspective has also been
conducted. In Nishimura (2005) I discuss impoliteness in BBS interactions and point out
the possibility of differing linguistic behaviour by two variables, namely the topic of
discussion (mutual idol or controversial figure) and the participant representation (by
handle names or completely anonymous). More recently in Nishimura (2006a, b, 2007a,
forthcoming), I focus analysis on impoliteness in BBS messages and explore how the
online nature of interaction affects impolite behaviour. Also, interest in Japanese CMC
from sociolinguistic perspectives seems to be growing among Japanese scholars; four |
such studies were presented at the 10th International Pragmatics Conference. Satou
(2007) discusses online community from a perspective of narrative theory, which helps
users maintain rapport and sense of community. Miyake (2007) investigates young mobile
phone users’ apology behaviour using questionnaire method and finds that unique
Japanese orthography helps them maintain smooth interpersonal relationships. Okamoto
(2007) analyses corporate email messages focusing on visual elements such as pictorial
signs within a framework of visual grammar. Takenoya (2007) studies BBS messages sent
to real estate buying and selling site, based on speech act theory.
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These four studies all discuss the CMC phenomena in Japanese cultural settings
employing concepts developed in pragmatics and sociolinguistics. Since such studies in
languages other than English are limited, they are welcome addition to the body of
research in the scholarship of Japanese CMC. Studies on politeness and impoliteness
observed in two Japanese BBS websites in comparative terms are also presented
(Nishimura 2007c, d, e). The number of works discussing socio-cultural issues in
Japanese CMC is very few and the amount of studies empirical or theoretical is still very
limited. The present study is a continuation of my previous research and is expected to

help advance the understanding of Japanese CMC in this still uncharted field.

2.4.3. Works in Japanese Linguistics Contributing to Researching
Online Japanese

In pursuing linguistic as well as interactional descriptions of Japanese CMC
messages, | must acknowledge a number of previous works in the field of Japanese
linguistics. In particular, since colloquial styles appear very frequently in the BBS
messages under study, when interpreting and theorising what I observe, works that should
be credited include those by Maynard (1989, 1991a, 1991b, 1993, 2002, 2004) and Cook
(1990, 1992, 1993, 1999, 2006). Maynard in her series of books and articles discusses the
Japanese language in discourse. Of particular interest is Maynard’s analysis and
interpretation on how Japanese speakers express self with various devices in the modal
system and other grammatical and pragmatic means in interacting with others. Her data
comes not only from conversational spoken interactions, but she also analyses written
materials including some online data. Her broad perspective that comes from dealing with
both genres is insightful, specifically in interpreting interactional particles yo and ne and
distribution of desu/masu forms. Cook also examines a number of discourse features,
such as final particles and fillers. These features appear abundantly in the data of CMC

discourse, and her findings on these uses are applied to the present study.

57



2.5. Politeness and Impoliteness Studies and CMC

In this section I review works on politeness and impoliteness in FTF settings from
the perspective of how they can be applied to online contexts. The works on politeness
reviewed in Section 2.5.1 include Brown & Levinson (1987), Ide (1989, 2005, 2006) and
Locher & Watts (2005), among many researchers. I take Brown & Levinson because of
their impact on subsequent research, Ide because of her contribution on politeness
research on the Japanese language and culture, and Locher & Watts due to overall
analytical apﬁroach and applicability to online environments. More substantial review on
these works will be presented in Chapter 5, where I discuss how the key concept of “face”
can be interpreted in CMC contrasting with “face” in FTF contexts. What this current
section offers is a brief introduction to its background in the main three studies mentioned
above. In Section 2.5.2. I review works on impoliteness mainly by Beebe (1995) and
series of works by Culpeper and his colleagues. For impoliteness studies in Japanese I
briefly look at Hoshino (1989) and Nishio (2001). Section 2.5.3.dicusses the works on
politeness and impoliteness in online contexts. I will finally discuss why politeness
phenomena should be studied in online or specifically in BBS communications, in which
interaction basically takes place among strangers within the online contexts not linked to

the “real” or offline world.

2.5.1. Politeness Studies in FTF Settings: Three Main Approaches

Before starting the review here, a brief note on the concept of “politeness” should
be mentioned. The notion of “politeness” comes from the English word “polite,” and one
possible Japanese equivalent is “feineina,” but these two terms do not always correspond
and the concepts are not the same. For more details on the differences and similarities in
this concept between English and Japanese, see Pizziconi (2007), Lakoff & Ide (2005),
Obana and Tomoda (1994) and Ide et al (1992). The findings from these studies above
can be summarised as follows: the Japanese concept of politeness covers more on the

formalness than familiarity or friendliness, while the English concept includes both. In the
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literature of Japanese linguistics discussing politeness, the term is directly transliterated as
poraitonesu, or IR7AMRA in katakana, to be used as linguistic terminology (Takiura
2005). There are several views surrounding the concept of “politeness” in linguistics, in

9% &

addition to everyday usage as social norms such as “good manners,” “considerateness” or
“courteousness.” How theories in linguistics or pragmatics have considered politeness is
reviewed below.

Scholars on politeness have accumulated a large body of research in FTF
communication. They originated from studies in pragmatics (Lakoff, 1973). One of the
most influential works has been Brown & Levinson (1987). This is evidenced by the
amount of research that their work has excited, not only in pragmatics but also
intercultural communication and foreign language education, documented in a 51-page
long bibliography edited by DuFon et al (1994). Since the publication of Brown &
Levinson’s seminal work in 1987 (originally in 1978), politeness nowadays can be
regarded as constituting one major field of study in pragmatics.

Brown & Levinson’s (1987) theory of politeness is outlined first. Then a brief
summary of Ide (1989) and Locher & Watts (2005) will be give afterwards. Brown &
Levinson’s theory is based on Goffman’s (1967) concept of “face” as linguistic universal
in maintaining interpersonal relations in human behaviour. Brown & Levinson consider
that linguistic behaviour can potentially threaten speakers’ and hearers’ two kinds of
“face,” recognised as a human basic desire, namely positive and negative face. The
former refers to the want for approval or recognition by and solidarity with others; the
latter refers to the want for freedom and independence from others, in a sense of not
wanting to be interrupted or imposed on by others. The weightiness or seriousness of face
threat, Wx, on the part of the Hearer by Speaker’s speech act, can be calculated by
referring to three variables, namely the distance between the speaker and the hearer, D
(S,H), relative power relations between the two, P(H,S), and the ranking of imposition Rx
in specific cultural settings, represented by the following formula (Brown & Levinson,

1987: p. 76-77).
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Wx = D(S,H) + P(H,S) + Rx

Politeness strategies are thus subject to the gravity of face threat.

While this theorization has received sympathy from a number of researchers as a
study capturing universal traits in linguistic behaviour, many others also have raised
criticism and pointed out problems (e.g. Eelen, 2001). Such criticism is not only from
researchers of English cultural background, but also from Asian or Japanese cultural
background, in which the grammar of the language encodes levels of politeness, or
honorifics, in its modal system.

In Japanese culture, honorific systems play an important role in maintaining
interpersonal relations, and honorifics should not be overlooked in the discussion of
politeness. Ide (1989) states in addition to politeness strategies as defined by Brown &
Levinson, which are employed volitionally by participants, interpersonal Qonsiderations
achieved through “discernment” or wakimae in Japanese culture is needed in discussing
politeness. “Discernment” should be included in considering politeness, in view of
languages that have honorific system, as the grammar’s modal system requires
polite/plain distinction in Japanese. It will be made clear in Chapter 5 that limited aspects
of Brown & Levinson’s and Ide’s approaches will provide frames of reference in
analysing politeness and impoliteness in Japanese CMC.

Then I outline a more recent move in the field of politeness research that comes
from discursive approach proposed by Locher and Watts (2005), Locher (2006b),
Spencer-Oatey (2000) and other theorists: These scholars, in principle, view politeness
not as statically explainable in terms of face threatening act (FTA) that can be shown in
the formula (see above) but as fluid concept negotiated between speaker and hearer. The
concept of face is also reinterpreted as close to identity (Spencer-Oatey 2007) in this

discursive approach. For more substantial review, see Chapter 5.
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2.5.2. Impoliteness in FTF Settings

In sharp contrast to accumulated interests in politeness behaviour, interests in
impoliteness or rudeness seem to have appeared only very recently and studies on
impoliteness have been limited as yet. Among those few studies, Beebe (1995) considers
“rudeness” (her terminology) as everyday strategies and lists such pragmatic functions as
making the hearer shut up, taking power over the hearer, and venting negative feelings of
the speaker.

Culpeper (1996, 1998, 2005) in his series of studies, and Culpeper et al (2003)
theorise impoliteness based on Brown & Levinson’s model. The same criticisms of
Brown & Levinson can apply to this framework. Among his works, the most recent
article (2005) is most relevant to my study. This article discusses impoliteness seen in The
Weakest Link, a popular TV quiz show for entertainment. Since one of the websites under
study is also for entertainment, how impoliteness is linked to entertainment can be shared
with his study. See Chapter 5 for more detailed review on this work.

Studies of impoliteness in Japanese include a descriptive work on abuse and
disparaging expressions by Hoshino (1989). Nishio (2001) also discusses impoliteness
conceptualizing it as “minus honorific expressions.” Even fewer works on impoliteness
have been found in Japanese than in other languages and researches of impoliteness have

only just started.

2.5.3. Politeness and Impoliteness in CMC

So far some major studies on politeness and impoliteness in FTF settings have
briefly been touched upon. Next research on politeness and impoliteness observed in
CMC settings are to be reviewed, including Herring (1994), Harrison (2000), Oliviera
(2003), Hongladarom & Hongladarom (2005) Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm (2006) and
O’Sullivan & Flanagin (2003).

Chronologically, Herring (1994) is the earliest. Herring discusses how differently
women and men taking part in online discussion boards evaluated politeness. She
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employs concepts of positive and negative face wants theorised by Brown & Levinson
(1987) and analysed men and women’s messages based on features that would enhance
and threaten positive and negative face needs. Herring’s analytical methods can provide a
framework for analysing politeness features in this online context (see Chapter 5), as she
- identifies what phenomena constitute positive/negative face enhancement or threats under
this environment of professional discussion board. Based on the message content Herring
finds that women show politeness more typically than men, while men show violations to
negative and positive politeness. Herring considers different criteria work toward the
evaluation of politeness, saying: “men flame, at least in part, to regulate the social order,
as self-appointed vigilantes on the ‘virtual frontier’,” and sees a male system of values
“assigns greater importance to freedom of expression and firmness of verbal action than
to possible consequences to the addressee’s face needs” (p. 292), though she adds a few
reservations of this claim.

Harrison (2000) discusses uses of politeness strategies in an email discussion list at
a university setting, using Brown & Levinson’s (1987) theory. Participants are university
teachers of computers and writing. The author finds predominantly many uses of positive
politeness strategies and the overall communication/interactions among participants are
smooth and successful, by which she means that the participants are satisfied with their
interactions. There are FTAs, such as stating disagreement, but they are handled
harmoniously. |

Harrison’s finding that the entire interactions are carried out politely can be
contrasted with interactions among participants of already established BBS websites’ on

several grounds as the situations differ in terms of at least 4 factors:

1) knowledge about one another among participants
2) attitudes toward other participants

3) the purpose of the discussion list

4) the subject matter of the discussion

These four seem to be relevant to differing behaviour between the participants of
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this list and open-access BBS participants. The topics that university lists members
discuss include professional matters such as what they do in class, while BBS users talk
about their favourite films, actors, and so on. It seems these hobby-related topics share in
common an oyerall agreement but could sometimes have disagreement in some specific
details within the discussed topic. The topics discussed by university members could
involve disagreement, but because the situation has offline connections, it would be
possible but very difficult for this discussion list to collapse due to such disagreement. If
discussion members do not share offline context, it would be easier for the list to
disappear due to serious disagreement, or any circumstances in which members do not
hope to belong. This kind of group behaviour is seen in open-access BBS and is discussed
in Chapter 6.

Oliviera (2003) discusses gender-differentiated politeness in a Portuguese
university affiliated discussion list, and finds men keep traditional gender roles more than
women, while women show more transgression than men.

Herring (1994), Han'ison (2000) and Oliviera (2003) discuss interactions in rather
closed discussion lists. These works on politeness can be regarded as those investigating
interactions among relatively homogeneous participants, who are more or less related to
academia and the topics are concerned with university settings or professional matters. In
order to see the impact of CMC’s expanding communicative potentials on people’s use of
politeness, it is necessary to analyse interactions of large-scale BBS participants who are
considered to have diverse backgrounds. It would be more intriguing to observe
interactions in wider, open-access CMC (or BBS) contexts to see how politeness is or is
not achieved where participants are strangers.

From a viewpoint of politeness research today, Brown & Levinson’s theory, on
which the studies reviewed above are based, has received a number of challenges (see
Section 2.5.1 and Chapter 5). The concept of “politeness” itself is not agreed upon by
researchers. Considering the time when Herring’s research was conducted, her work was
a pioneering one by a forerunner, as CMC was still a new phenomenon and
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sociolinguistic research on CMC was beginning to come out. Harrison’s work is a solid
application of politeness research to CMC, in line with her predecessor, except for gender
issues that are not discussed. The present study takes the same direction, but with
different theoretical orientations (see Section 2.5 and Chapter 5).

Hongladarom & Hongladarom (2005) discuss Thai synchronous chat interactions
and report that a large portion of messages indicates features of politeness. In view of the
percentage of this nation’s Internet users at the time the research was conducted, less than
1 percent of the entire population, these participants can be considered to belong to some
elite class. Not much diversity among participants can be expected, unlike the situation of
diversified participants of publicly open BBS in the case of Japan, where more than 60
percent of the entire populatién have access to the Internet. In order to see the impact of
CMC’s expanding communicative potentials on people’s use of politeness, it is necessary
to analyze interactions of large-scale BBS participants who are considered to ha\}e diverse
backgrounds in their socioeconomic classes, occupations, age, and other personal
features.

Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm (2006) employ conversation analytic technique to
discuss how politeness phenomena, in particular request making and its reactions, are
realized in German chat sessions. They apply to CMC the well-established notion of
“preferred sequence” in conversation analysis and equate its realization as achieving
politeness. The authors discuss technological limitations of the chat sessions, where
features common in FTF conversation, such as overlaps, recycled turn beginnings,
collaborative completions, anticipatory completions, interruptions, continuers, and the
like cannot be found in web chats. They also observe several “conversations” taking place
at the same time. It is rather puzzling that these have already been studied and discussed
by Herring (1999), but no mention or reference to such an earlier work has been made
when discussing characteristics of synchronous chat sessions. The authors could also have
added Cherny (1999) who also discussed turn-taking in chat, though in MUD modes.

While this work by Golato & Taleghani-Nikazm can be evaluated as an extension
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of the concept of preference organization to politeness behaviour in CMC context from
conversation analytic approach, it is questioned whether considering preference
organization can function as a model for politeness. In preference organisatioh, when a
request is made in a conversation, the expected reaction from the recipient is its
acceptance and can therefore be considered as a sign of politeness. (Its refusal would be a
dispreferred response). If seems within a request sequence, the default or unmarked
response would be acceptance. It seems necessary to consider how the recipient accepts
the request or even refuses the request, and this should matter more in considering
politeness than just meeting the sequence of preference structure. People could still refuse
a request politely, or accept it impolitely. There is also technological limitation of
synchronoﬁs chat, as the interaction goes very quickly and participants may not be able to
produce as elaborate a message as they might want to do offline. My point is that equating
request acceptance within preference organization with politeness needs to be
reconsidered.

A review of Graham (2007), who discusses impoliteness in online context, is to be
given in Section 2.6, on politeness and impoliteness in online communities. Still one more
work to review in this section is O' Sullivan & Flanagin’s (2003) study on ‘flaming’ and
other problematic messages. In this article the authors present a model in which ‘flaming’
and other problematic messages can be explained. ‘Flames,’ according to their definition,
are “intentional (whether successful or unsuccessful) negative violations of (negotiated,
evolving, and situated) interactional norms.” The two key features of their model are (1) it
incorporates not only the perspectives of the sender and the recipient of messages, but
also the interpretations of the third party, which cannot be ignored in considering the
CMC context, where posted messages are read and evaluated by those other users in
addition to the recipient; and (2) they base the judgment of appropriateness of messages
not only by the content but also based on individual’s intentional or unintentional
violations of multiple levels of norms, such as shared restricted norms between the sender
and the recipient, group or local norms, or wider cultural norms, where one level of norms
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may not always coincide with those from other levels.

The textual examples identified as flames in Herring’s (1994) study can be
criticized by the judgment of flames being made by the researcher, an outside third party
alone. What Herring calls flames made by men could either be “missed,” “failed,”
“inside,” or “true” flames, if O’Sullivan & Flanagin’s classification is applied. While
difference in perception and production of problematic messages by gender may exist, the
authors’ framework can also be applied to gender related issues, the most typical being
sexual harassment, as O’Sullivan & Flanagin point out its applicability to non-mediated
contexts (p. 88).

What can be learned form O’Sullivan & Flanagin (2003) is that in researching
Channel 2, in order to gain as many perspectives as possible, this research would need to
have some experts who can be well versed and knowledgeable on Channel 2 users’
language and interactions. Then senders’ own intentions can be supplemented to the
meanings of textual message (though of course there is limitation). However, researchers
need to be aware of this limitation, as this would be the second best compromise when
information from both senders’ and receivers’ points of vier is unavailable.

One other point that was of interest in O’Sullivan & Flanagin was that “norms also
exist for interactional channels” (p.86). For some people, certain messages are felt to be
more suitable when communicated via face-to-face channels rather than by other means
such as phone or letters. Alternatively, the manner in which written messages are
constructed also carries interactional norms. For example, though this is not quoted in
O’Sullivan & Flanagin, an etiquette book (Baldrige 1983: p.45) says that when sending
greeting cards, addresses on the envelope should be handwritten rather than typewritten.
Though it is not clear how prevalent such a conception is, communications channels also
affect the content and its appropriateness of communication. When trying to understand
impact of technology on communication, it seems its impact spreads more than one may
realise.

Finally in this section on politeness and impoliteness I would like to mention why
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politeness phenomena should be studied in CMC or specifically in BBS communicatiohs.
In CMC or BBS communications, interactions basically take place among strangers
within the online contexts, which are not linked to the physical, offline world. As will be
clarified in the review on community studies in the next section, there are a number of
different online contexts, in which participants’ linguistic behaviours may not differ
greatly from those offline or real world, such as the one described by Rheingold (1993).
The particular BBS website under study differs from other online contexts in that being a
user of the BBS is not something he or she expects to make other people know, due to its
somewhat sub-cultural nature, even though it is a very popular BBS site. Users of this site
have a strong sense of belongingness, and have developed specialised vocabulary. In their
message boards they can express what may not sometimes be uttered in the oﬁliné world,
especially when the topics are very sensitive or controversial (Onishi 2004). Even such an
online context, users interact with others manipulating polite and impolite language
including their own specialised diction. Studying linguistic behaviour including politeness
and impoliteness can be one way of characterising online communities. Studies on online
communities from the perspectives of linguistics are shown to contribute to online

community research in the next section.

2.6. Linguistic Politeness/Impoliteness and Online Community
Studies

In the first part of this section, 2.6.1, I review studies on online communities,
beginning with an overview of the field by Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2005). Then
specific studies on online communities, such as Baym (1993) and Rheingold (1993) and
also those on Channel 2 community are reviewed in 2.6.2. Finally in Section 2.6.3 I
review important works that can be applied in discussing online commities from the
viewpoint of linguistic politeness and impoliteness (Herring 2064a, Graham 2007,

Nishimura 2007d, e, forthcoming).
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2.6.1. An Overview of Online Community Studies

One of the resourceé helpful for understanding online communities is Preece &
Maloney-Krichmar’s (2003) comprehensive overview of this field. They give definitions,
criteria for online community-hood, and also compare concepts similar to online
community such as community of practice (Wenger 1998). Though a comparison with
“speech community” is not provided in their work, this is given after this overview, as the
concepts should be clarified in terms of how linguistic characterisation helps to
understand a community.

Preece & Maloney-Krichmar (2003) point out studies of online communities have
attracted scholars in various fields, such as sociology, psychology, social psychology,
communication studies, and linguistics. They explain that because sociologists have failed
to agree on the definition of “communities,” there is also difficulty in the agreement on
the definition of “online communities”. They present the following as characteristics of

online communities:

* Members have a shared goal, interest, need, or activity that provides the
primary reason for belonging to the community.
- Members engage in repeated, active participation and there are often intense
interactions, strong emotional ties and shared activities occurring between
participants.
- Members have access to shared resources and there are policies for determining
access to those resources.

Reciprocity of information, support and services between members is
important.
- There is a shared context of social conventions, language, and protocols. (p.2)

They also add other significant features, which could impact interactions online.
They are “evidence of people having different roles; people’s reputations; awareness of
membership boundaries and group identity; initiation criteria for joining the community;
history and existence over a period of time; notable events or rituals, shared physical
environments; and voluntary membership” (p.2). Characterizations of online communities

that have been adopted by many online community researchers are:
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“... the concepts of people with shared interests, experiences and/or needs,
engaged in supportive and sociable relations, where they obtain important
resources, develop strong interpersonal feelings of belonging and being wanted,
and forge a sense of shared identity (Jones, 1997 ; Rheingold, 1993; Wellman,
2000, as summarised by Preece and Maloney-Krichmar 2003: p.3).”

This concise statement on an online community is helpful in that it clearly describes
what it is, and can be applied to a number of online communities including the ones under
study in this thesis.

As a study that discusses communities, “Communities of Practice,” developed by
Wenger (1998) should also be mentioned, as this theory is frequently applied in recent
sociolinguistic research, particularly in gender research (e.g. Eckert & McConnell-Ginet
1999). It would be useful to make the distinction clear, concerning to what extent online
communities can be considered “communities of practice.” Preece and
Maloney-Krichmar (2003) regard communities for professionals as communities of
practice in the sense used by Wenger (1998), and they consider this kind of community to
be distinguished from other special interest and support communities, in that “members
have a shared task and well-defined roles” (p.5). Though such roles and tasks may not
consciously be felt by hobby community members, they are given emotional support,
information, and discussion. Regarding the tasks and roles in an online community, if
participation patterng are taken into consideration, it seems there are members who are
more or less controlling the flow of messages and are aware of the roles they play,
particularly the initiator of the thread or those who are close to him/her. In this sense, not
only professional communities but also hobby communities can be “communities of
practice.”

Then a comparison of online community with “speech community” is in order,
though it is not included in Preece and Maloney-Krichmar’s (2003) discussion. This
concept plays an important role in sociolinguistic research. For example, Gumperz (1972)

considers it as a sociolinguistic entity and a fundamental unit of analysis. It can roughly
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be regarded as a group of speakers who share a set of norms and rules for the use of
language. There are certainly shared elements between speech community and online
community. One distinction that needs to be made, however, is that while the former is a
concept developed and defined in socio-cultural linguistics and shared linguistic codes
and norms are the central focus in sociolinguistic research, the latter is an interdisciplinary
concept, in which sharing linguistic norms and rules might not be as essential in the case
of online community, though they may certainly be one of the factors that characterises an
online community.

When an online community whose linguistic norms and attitudes may not be
markedly distinguishable from its larger community in which the particular community is
a part of; it is still worth observing as a target of study because it would be of interest for
an online community researcher to see how community-hood can be maintained without
some overt linguistic means. When an online community has linguistic traits that stand
out and can be differentiated from those of a larger community that embraces it, it would
be a target of interest to both linguists and online community researchers. The two target
communities under study here fall under each of the cases, and how and what linguistic
features make an online community hold together and give a sense of belongingness can

be a contribution from the field of linguistics to online community research.

2.6.2. Case Studies on Online Communities: Baym (1993), Rheingold
(1993), and Studies on Channel 2 Community

There have been a number of specific scholarly works on online communities,
which include Baym (1993), who conducted an ethnographic research on fan culture, and
Rheingold (1993), who offered detailed description on his experiences at WELL (Whole
Earth Lectronic Link) community <http://www.well.com/>, among many other studies. I
will also review some studies on Channel 2 community under study in this thesis.

One of the earliest studies is Baym’s (1993) ethnographic account on a discussion
list among soap opera fans. This study is relevant to my work in that the target
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éommunity of her study is a fan community discussing TV drama series. In a similar way,
one of the topics of the target communities of the present study is also a motion picture
for entertainment.

Baym considers politeness as the key concept that binds online discussion group as
community. She quotes a long passage from a member, who addresses how to react to
messages that can cause unfavourable reactions and how not to take inflammatory
attitudes. This message sender’s remark shows considerateness to other members, and
Baym talks about “politeness” here in the sense of being considerate to others, not in the
sense of Brown & Levinson (1987) or other theoretical framewo‘rks (Brown & Levinson
does not appear in the list of references). It seems Baym’s interpretation of politeness is
shared by what Watts (2003) calls politeness 1, as he distinguishes this as lay person’s
concept from politeness 2 as theoretical concept. I would like to take a similar attitude
toward politeness in ordinary person’s interpretation of the term.

This article by Baym is an insightful work in that it has enabled the thesis author to
reflect on a number of aspects about online communities, such as technological settings,
self-disclosure and politeness, especially because Baym’s target of study had common
elements with the target websites of this study as being a hobby-related site.

Another study by Rheingold (1993) is also an important and informative work. This
study conveys to its readers that there are a number of varied online communities and
online activities are different among these. Rheingold describes his experiences in detail,
and readers can learn that many of his online activities have links to offline world.
Rheingold visited people he got to know from this community. This book helps readers to
understand how the online communities enabled by the computer technology is
broadening the range of people one person can get acquainted with--a remarkable fact.
Within reach in the physical, offline world, the range of one’s activities has to be limited
by a number of factors. Within the networking system of the computer, however, people
can get connected and get to know various other people, and this is what seems most
extraordinary in the computer technology. Though Rheingold’s description of his
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experiences sounded too utopia-like, it was his contribution that he was successful in
informing his readers of what it was like to be in an online community.

From Rheingold’s description, because almost all kinds activities can be carried out
in this online community, the difference between online/offline communities would
converge in the presence or absence of a geographical location that a traditional
community is based on. In this sense the online community Rheingold describes is very
similar to a community in the offline world, except for not being bounded by physical
locations. It would be plausible, therefore, that linguistically there would not be very
many differences in the way people use the language in the online community Rheingold
describes from the uses in the offline world in which Rheingold lives. In this respect,
Channel 2 community can be a different world from the offline real world with respect to
the language use. Many Channel 2 users do not use the linguistic repertoire outside of
their online community so as not to reveal they are Channel 2 users, which is generally
considered a somewhat unfavourable social recognition (Onishi 2004). Yet Channel 2
users do interact harmoniously and/or disharmoniously with their co-users in polite and
impolite language in their online communities. This accounts for the reason and the
rationale for studying politeness and impoliteness behaviour in online communities,
because linguistic description of the language used in a community can itself be an

~ important characterisation of an online community.

There have been a limited number of published works on Channel 2 community.
Onishi (2004) describes Channel 2 as a vent for Japanese speakers to utter socially
unrespectable remarks. Inoue (2001) reports an interview with the site originator,
Nishimura Hiroyuki, and explains its history and popularity. Hiroyuki (2007) himself
defends his website in his book, explaining why Channel 2 is not going to crash. His
answer is because there is always need for people to post messages there. In addition to
rather journalistic comments, there are at least two academic studies, one by Kaigo &
Watanabe (2007) on how Channel 2 users reacted to video files of a murder scene. It
evoked anti-war threads, and what may appear to be an unethical website showed some
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conscientious reaction in Channel 2 community.

The other study is by Matsumura et al (2005) on overall Channel 2 messaging
activities. Using Structural Equation Model, the researchers measure its popularity by
setting up 8 indices for online activities, such as content, activity, interaction, and so on.
These indices are quantitatively and automatically applied by computer to 5748 threads
that have been classified into 30 categories. After identifying three types of threads
depending on the nature, which are discussion, chitchat, and special expression types, the
model found positive effect of nameless anonymity on the activity of communication, and
negative effect on the depth of discussion, among others findings.

This study by social psychologists intrigues Channel 2 researchers including the
thesis author, as it has identified certain aspects of causality of Channel 2 dynamics.
However, their study does not cope with clarifying linguistic practices of Channel 2, as
the interests of social psychologists differ from linguists, as noted earlier in this chapter
on early studies of CMC (e.g. Kiesler et al). To focus on the linguistic features they have
not paid attention to, however, would also be important to understand this online
community bettér, as this approach supplements the approaches by social psychologists.
There have been very few linguistic studies on the messages of Channel 2 except for
Nishimura (2003a, 2006a, b). Building on these works, more research is needed to reveal
how interactions take place in the community-specific language and how Channel 2
identities are formed. Chapter 6 discusses these phenomena and examines how such
language is used in interaction. An automated computer analysis does not seem to be
capable of dealing with such linguistic analysis. Combined with the research from social
psychological motivation, this present study from sociolinguistic approach would capture

a more comprehensive picture of this unique and popular online community.

2.6.3. Research on Politeness/Impoliteness in Online Community
Here I review two studies that are relevant to conducting the present study. One is

Herring’s (2004a) article on how online communities can be researched from a CMDA
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approach. The other work by Graham (2007) is a study in which impoliteness is analysed
in an “e-community” of church-affiliated discussion list.

Herring (2004a) proposes a CMDA approach, not as a theory but as collection of
suggestions and possibilities on how online behaviours can be researched linguistically.
The approaches include various linguistic perspectives that have been utilised in studies
of spoken/written language, conversation analysis, interactional sociolinguistics,
pragmatics, text analysis, and critical discourse analysis. CMDA can cope with linguistic
phenomena of both micro and macro levels. Herring’s intended audience are those who
have done some study on CMC and those who have made preliminary observation; those
who already have some daté will even better be benefited from this article, in that it offers
an overview of how to conceptualize, design, and interpret a research project. Herring
begins with an overview on previous research in this area and then gives a concrete
research example, in which two online community studies are contrasted.

Since politeness is one linguistic aspect of online community behaviours Herring is
concerned with (see Herring’s 1994 article on politeness, which has already been
reviewed in this chapter), she does not specifically discuss this issue in this kind of
method article on how online communities can be studied. Herring concludes the article
by providing Table 6, which shows “Summary of the CMDA research process” (p.24 of
PDF version). This would be of benefit not only to junior researchers who are about to
conduct research on online textual interactions but also to researchers with previous
experiences, in that Herring’s study can be used as a checklist for current and future
projects. Issues of qualitative/quantitative analysis are also raised and Herring’s claim is
both approaches are needed in order to arrive at a full understanding of the nature of
online social groupings (p. 25). Hem’ng’s article can serve as a guide, not as a direct
how-to guidebobk, for researchers when they set directions of their own research, such as
taking two websites to allow comparison and combining quantitative and qualitative
approaches in the case of this present study.

One perspective not overtly found in this article is cultural orientation. Since the
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target of my research is not from alphabet-based languages in Western culture, other
considerations seem to be needed when CMDA approach is applied. Though Herring
claims CMDA is a kind of cover term and such a culture-specific approach can also be
included under the CMDA umbrella,®> some explicit statement could have been made on
dealing with culture-specific issues. Herring seems to be aware of the need for
researching CMDA in languages other than English from the fact that she is one of the
editors of Multilingual Internet (Danet & Herring eds. 2007). Since the discernment or
wakimae theory was added to explain discourse behaviour in Japanese online discourse, it
seems Herring took my approach as a challenge to her claim. My position is that in order
to reach a fuller understanding of online interactions, additional perspectives not
explicitly mentioned in CMDA will clarify and help understand online discourse of any
cultural background.

Graham’s (2007) work is an excellent extension of sociolinguistic and pragmatic
concepts developed within FTF settings to be applicable to a wider environment of an
online community. Graham assumes her target of analysis, a church affiliated mailing list
as “e-community of practice” (e.g. Eckert and McConnell-Ginet, 1999). She explains how
community norms are discussed and in her analysis of communicative interactions
observes violation from such norms and shows this can be interpreted as impoliteness.
She describes the identity of this online community is formed and shared through the
negotiétion of the community norms. Graham’s study thus contributes to research on
impoliteness as well, which has been neglected in politeness literature and is an area that
needs further investigation.

As has been made clear, Graham’s work belongs to the second wave of CMC
research within a contemporary theoretical framework, from discursive approach to
politeness issues (Locher 2004). The present study of the thesis, though working on a

different kind of online community, addresses politeness and impoliteness from a similar

3 Comments given to the author’s presentation among “Corpora and Methods on CMDA” panel at the 10th
International Pragmatics Conference, Gothenburg, Sweden, 2007.
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approach.

2.7. Technological Impacts on Language and Communication
in Society

This study also fits in a larger body of work on CMC studies on issues about
language and technology and the social impact of technology. These background issues
operate as an underlying theme throughout the thesis. Therefore this section discusses the
relationship Between technology and language, specifically its impacts on language and
communication, employing Halliday’s (1978) perspective. I discuss general issues on
technologies for communication focusing on Hutchby (2001) in section 2.7.1, and then
consider issues particular to the Japanese language and culture, reviewing Gottlieb (2000)
and other studies in Section 2.7.2. Finally in Section 2.7.3 Halliday’s (1978) work will be
considered from the perspective of unpacking the relationship between language,

communication and technology.

2.7.1. Hutchby (2001) and Impact of Technology on Communication

In Conversation and technology (2001), Hutchby discusses the relationship
between technology and conversation or more broadly communication, drawing on
Gibson’s (1979) concept of “affordance” (p.14). This concept can roughly mean
properties/qualities with which or the environment in which an individual is afforded to
perform an action in ways that can both constrain and enhance the performance. Hutchby
applies this Concept to technologies for commﬁrﬁcation, or more precisely technologies
with, in or by which communications or conversations take place in ways that promote or
limit communicative activities.

From the perspective of the thesis, Hutchby’s view on the kind of technologies that
are dealt with in his discussion seems rather limited to those technologies that are more or
less directly related to conversation, as he discusses telephones and computer
technologies for IRC with detailed examples. The discussion is centred around those
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technologies that have impact on conversation, which typically consists of spoken
language. A substantial part of communication activities that take place in written mode
could be missing, though Hutchby talks about IRC, which uses typed letters, and can
belong to the written mode of communication. Since the title of his book is not
“communication and technology,” but Conversation and technology, this comment on
narrowed focus on conversation or speech may not do justice to his work.

The above remark on less broadly focused target of analysis comes from
considering the situation in Japan, where aspects of written communication are inevitable
in discussing the relationship between communication and technology (see Section 2.7.2.).
Not only in Japan, but also in other parts of the world, written modes of communication
have been observed in a number of scenes these days, with text messaging via mobile
phones gaining more and more familiarity among users worldwide.

Another aspect not discussed in his book is how alterable the affordance can be.
Since the original concept is based on natural environment in which an animal or species
can be afforded with the benefit or restriction of the tree or the river, for example, it would
be extremely difficult to change such an environment. I mention this in view of how
technologies are changing or being changed by efforts to minimize their restrictions. For
example, telephones require co-presence of participants, yet answering machines that
record messages, to some extent, released the requirement of sharing the time of
conversation. Such devices even have uses as denying or restricting the caller hegemony,
which designers of the recording facilities may not have anticipated, by keeping the
recording faculty on all the time (as a measure against unsolic.ited calls, taken in my
residence at least, but with preannouncement of this setup to those whose calls are
welcome). Mobiles phones also freed users from being constrained to physical locations
of fixed telephones when using them. Thus changes in affordance take place all the time,
and such a perspective might be needed in understanding the relation between technology
and communication in society, where changes are particularly rapid and noticeable.

There are at least two levels of impact of current communications technologies: one
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is on a rather superficial level. Materiality of artifacts of communications technologies
enhances efficiency and convenience on the part of users attempting to communicate and
enables spoken and/or written messages to reach their recipient faster and more easily by
reducing time and space between interactants. On a somewhat deeper level, as more and
newer communications technologies are in wider use, those technologies are getting more
and more taken for granted and not felt to be new any more and become part of life. This
process can be a lens through which to observe and consider what it is to communicate.
Its impact on culture in society, therefore, is that incessant changes in technologies have
never given so many perspectives to reflect on the nature of communication as before,
either in interpersonal or social contexts. As a result, CMC may not be a special kind of
communication, but one form of communication. Researchers should pay attention to
how such processes are altering the ways people communicate and behave in society. I
agree with Hutchby’s argument that “we can learn more about the nature of human
communication by observing how it is affected by technology” (2001: p.3).

In discussing how communications technologies impact language, communication
and culture, one aspect that should be included is technology for word-processing, in
addition to technologies for connecting people, both of which can be part of technologies
for communication. It seems word-processing technology may not be included in
communications technology in Hutchby’s view, as this does not seem to have great
impact in alphabet-based cultures, unlike the situation in cultures of non-alphabet-based
languages such as Japanese. Let us see the impact of word-processing technology on

Japanese language, communication and culture in the next section.

2.7.2. Technological Impact on Japanese Language and Culture

There are several studies on the impact of technology on Japanese language and
society. Most of these works discuss word-processing technology, because this
technology enabled the Japanese writing to be practically and sufficiently created and
read on the computer for general purposes. It is not surprising that the introduction of
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word processors excited a number of debates by professional writers, journalists and
schoolteachers, as evidenced by two separate publications of special issues of
Nihongogaku [Japanese Linguistics] journal on word processors in 1984 and 1988.
Tanaka (1991) describes the impact of word-processing on Japanese society, focusing on
more technological aspects such as how input by Romanisation brings about hiragana,
katakana and kanyji representations. Unger (1984) was pessimistic about the Romanisation
input on the computer, when word processors were invented in the early 1980s, however.
Nowadays this technological achievement, once spread among wider population, seems to
be taken for granted by ordinary users. As a work that describes more recent relationship
between technology and social life, Itou et al (eds. 2005) discusses mobile phones for
ordinary users.

Gottlieb (2000) describes in detail how word-processing technology has changed
writing practices in the public domains such as government script policies, and also
private practices of personal letter writing in Japanese society. This book is informative
and useful to understand the socio-cultural impact of word processing technology in
Japan. Not only word-processing but also socio-cultural evaluations on other writing tools,
such as brushes, pens and pencils are also compared. Such a comparison may not be seen
in cultures other than Japanese. |

While I welcome this publication, one comment I would like to make concerns
greater focus on the government script policies than on contemporary uses of scripts
found on the Internet. Though there is actually a section, “Kanji on the Internet” in the
final chapter, Gottlieb’s discussion is on general issues involving kanji, which may cause
such possibility as linguistic isolationism from a global perspective. Finer descriptions on
how users exploit contemporary word processing technology to link the language to
writers’ identity and community bondage, as reported by Nishimura (2003a, b), are not

found in Gottlieb’s work.
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2.7.3. Impact of Technology on Language, Communication and Culture
Halliday’s (1978) work can provide a theoretical basis for the preceding discussions

on technological inipact on language, communication and culture. Halliday sees “two

fundamental aspects to the social reality that is encoded in language” (p.2). He explains

the two aspects as follows:

Language expresses and symbolizes this dual aspect in its semantic system,
which is organized around the twin motifs of reflection and action — language as
a means of reflecting on things, and language as a means of acting on things. The
former is the ‘ideational’ component of meaning; the Ilatter is the
‘interpersonal’... (p.2)

Let us consider how this distinction of language relates to technological impact. In the
forgoing discussions, technological impact in the context of its changeability has been the
focus. Following the argument, I may say changes in technologies apply to the latter
conceptualisation of language, that is, “as a means of acting on things.” As stated in
Section 2.7.1, technologies are changing and the way people react to technological
changes is also changing. From this, impact on language is limited to language as a tool
for people communicating and interacting with others and does not affect language as a
tool for thinking.

In other words, it seems possible to consider that technology impacts
communication, but not language in its abstract, ideational sense. CMC should be
included here, as one form of communication that greatly undergoes technological
changes. Then, how is culture to be interpreted in Halliday’s terms in relation to

technological impact? He further states:

A social reality (or a ‘culture’) is itself an edifice of meanings - a semiotic
_construct. In this perspective, language is one of the semiotic systems that
constitute a culture; ....
This in summary terms is what is intended by the formulation ‘language as
social semiotic’. It means interpreting language within a sociocultural context, in
which the culture itself is interpreted in semiotic terms .... (p.2)
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From this remark, culture comprises language as part of the semiotic system. More
importantly, however, attention should be paid to the sociocultural context, in which
meanings are exchanged among participants. Technological impact, therefore, seems to be
culture-specific where individual languages/cultures are concerned. We have seen this in
the discussion of word-processing technology greatly affecting the Japanese
culture/language, but not English or alphabet-based languages and their cultures. Also
culture itself has impact on technologies as well, and the impact seems to be both ways.

Language is a complex entity, comprising a number of concepts. When talking
about technological impact, distinction should be made between those areas that are
independent of such impact and those susceptible to it. Halliday’s perspective clarifies the
process of unpacking this. This linguistics thesis follows the attempts to discuss the

interrelationship among technology, language, communication and culture.

2.8. Summary and Conclusion

This chapter has shown the literature relevant to the undertaking of the present
study, from each of the fields discussed in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Specifically, in the
discussion of English CMC (e.g. Crystal 2001), I have pointed out the need for
non-English CMC research, or Japanese CMC in particular, which could clarify aspects of
CMC that may not have been recognised and could eventually contribute to CMC
research in general. The reasons and rationale for conducting this project have been
communicated throughout the review, which is to address the research gap that has not
previously been filled.

The gap is identified in two areas. First, Japanese CMC has not yet undergone
comprehensive, systematic linguistic scrutiny in comparison with speech and writing.
Second, how theories of politeness and impoliteness account for Japanese CMC users’
interactions and how these interactional behaviours relate to online community-hood are
left unexplored.

In this review, I have utilised as an organisational framework the first and the
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second “waves” of CMC research articulated by Androutsopoulos (2006). In this useful
and yet oversimplified descriptive framework, Chapter 4 of the thesis roughly
corresponds to the first wave in the most restricted sense, and Chapters 5 and 6 belong to
the second wave. Chapter 4, however, could also belong to the second wave of research in
that quantitative discussion of J. apariese CMC language is also discussed in sociolinguistic
terms. I need to cover these two waves, i.e. linguistic features of CMC and the
socio-linguistic aspects of CMC in this thesis because Japanese CMC research has not
experienced either of the two waves adequately as of yet.

This framework empioyed by Androutsopoulos (2006) can show a scholastic
history of CMC as a discipline. At the same time there is also a socio-cultural history of
how typography, technology and writing have changed over time, as described by Baron
(2000) in the case of English and Gottlieb (2000) in the case of Japanese. In organising
the individual studies reviewed in this chapter, both histories are more or less intertwined,
mainly with expositions relevant to English CMC and some aspects of the Japanese
counterpart. When reviewing the literature relevant to researching complex phenomenon
of CMC, basically linguistic and socio-cultural perspectives have been employed. In
doing so the historical outlook mentioned above has also been added to reach a better
understanding of the subject matter of the thesis.

In the following Chapter 3, I present reviews on methodology and provide a
detailed account on the dataset analysed in this thesis. Chapter 4 will describe a full
comparison of CMC language with speech and writing, and Chapters 5 and 6 will explore
issues of politeness and online communities. Each chapter will also have a literature
review, but with a more specific focus in order to locate the issues to be explored in

specific contexts of each chapter.
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Chapter 3:

Data and Methodology

3.1. About This Chapter

This chapter outlines the overall methodologies for data collection and analysis
employed in the research and describes the datasets and analytic procedures adopted in
each chapter. Section 3.2 explains why and how the particular methods were chosen.
Then Section 3.3 will explain the data, threads of the two BBS from which the data was
selected along with spoken and written data. Sectioﬁ 3.4 will describe analytic procedures

including the software employed for the following three chapters.

3.2. Methodology
3.2.1. Rationale for the Methodologies Employed

The methods selected originate from the research questions:

1. How are the messages in BBS communication linguistically similar to or different
from spoken offline conversation and written language? Do these messages exhibit
features of both?

2. What are the linguistic differences and similarities in messages between the two
representative BBS websites? In other words, how can the variation in the language
of BBS communication between the two different websites be described?

3. How can theories of politeness and impoliteness developed from sociolinguistic
study of off-line, FTF interactions explain the politeness and impoliteness
phenomena observable in message exchanges on the two different websites?

4. Viewing the BBS websites as online communities, how can polite and impolite

behaviours revealed in messages be explained in relation to online community-hood
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criteria using the two approaches of CMDA and the theory of discernment, or

wakimae?

The target of investigation is the language (in the form of messages posted) and
interactions (in the form of messages exchanged) taking place on established, publicly
open BBS websites for general users in the Japanese cultural context. On these websites
there is a high degree of anonymity. The level of anonymity on the message boards makes
it very difficult to undertake observation, interview or survey based research of the users.
Having said this, the focus of this thesis is neither the psychology of the users nor is it the
broader sociological aspects of the users beyond that of their observable social interaction
within the discussions. Rather the focus is on the observable linguistic and
communicative features of their messages in order to first explore the nature of these
features (in comparison to speech and writing), and second to see how these function with
regard to (im)politeness strategies and community as evidenced in ongoing interaction.
Importantly‘ the analyst is encountering the data — bulletin board transcripts — in the same
format and manner as the participants themselves, in contrast to the analyst of
talk-in-interaction who will often work with a typed transcript of a spoken interaction.
Indeed Korenman & Wyatt (1996) state that they consider “reading the transcripts is the
same as observing interactions in the e-mail forum” (p.227). Though their data was from
a restricted email discussion list, not from publicly accessible BBS websites, this research
shares the message/transcript observation method employed in their study.

Channel 2 messages were chosen from archived sources, while messages from
Yahoo! Japan BBS (hereafter abbreviated as Yahoo) were collected directly from
currently available websites (Yahoo does not use a system of archiving). The research
questions require that the corpora be controlled with respect to the topic of discussion. In
selecting similar topics the project hopéd to limit the extent to which variation in language
use, (im)politeness strategies and community would be masked by variations in overall
conversational focus. An active topic from Yahoo was selected and then a comparable
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topic in the archive of Channel 2 was chosen to allow the comparison. In order to ensure
comparable data from the two websites, the most suitable threads that meet the
comparability requirement with the Yahoo data were selected from the Channel 2
archiving. More details on how messages were managed and maintained on the two
websites are described in Section 3.3.1.

There are two possible approaches to observation of CMC interaction, one in which
the researcher joins the discussion and the other in which the researcher is an observer, or
a “lurker.” This research takes the latter position partly because of my intention of not
interfering with the flow of discussion and partly because of the archived nature of
messages from one of the target websites. Though I am aware that a researcher’s
participation has a certain advantage in online research, such as outlined by Sharf (1999)"
and Baym (1993), this was not adoptéd because of the necessity for controlling the

discussion topics that resulted in the use of archives.

3.2.2. Ethical Considerations

The use of archived material does not mean, however, that I am exempt from
ethical considerations of protecting the message senders’ privacy and rights to their
messages. The two BBS websites I study maintain a very high degree of anonymity. As a
result, it was impossible to contact each poster and ask for permission to use his or her
message in my research. Instead, I contacted the management of one of the websites,
Yahoo! Japan BBS on 16 May 2007 to ask for their permission as representative of the
message posters, explaining the purpose and nature of research. I also mentioned that the
messages would be used with utmost caution to protect each message sender, such as

replacing user IDs to pseudonyms. I received their response on 18 May, as follows:

Yahoo#B7RR D EIRFRITIT, RIGE FOE(FHESTFET DN HVET,
BRAELUVELEL T, IR 2Ly g0 ¢, RO A

! Sharf (1999) describes her experience with a breast cancer list group; she had been a lurker for several months
before she joined and then she identified to the list member that she was both a sufferer and researcher. She eventually
“harvested” from the discussion to publish her research work.
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LELTIE, T HEOFEELHIE C{To W altx SR AN WELE
B, B OEAE (FHELE) ICTHIRNZEZE2RBEBEDW-LET,

“It is possible that messages posted on Yahoo! Japan BBS fall under the
copyright of the individual user. We are not able to make such legal judgements.
It is ultimately your responsibility, so use Yahoo! messages at your own
discretion. We advise you seek legal council if uncertain.” (Email message from
Yahoo management, Enquiry No. KMM14773345191L0KM 18 May 2007
(author’s translation))

I did not seek out advice from attorneys, as I considered from their remark that
Yahoo management did not prohibit the use of their messages for the academic purpose in
the way I described.

I wrote to Yahoo management again on 18 November 2007 to ask for their
permission to use the above response in the dissertation. In the response I received on 24
November, they avoided indicating whether they agreed or not. They mentioned that they
did not consider there to be a problem if the material was used within the boundaries of
copyright law. After I consulted a colleague of mine who is an expert on legal matters
regarding documents/messages on the Internet?, I concluded that the use of the response
message above would not harm Yahoo management.

For the other website, Channel 2, on their main portal page <http://www.2ch.net/>

the originator of the site explicitly states:

25 ARBOTFHIFFIAE SO HENIZBERLTOET, 2bs Ak
207 —20OFAICELT, KRIMICBEBRTTR, 2beAihdnsT —F B
ZRIAL CHBEZBRAITAITTER TEW, B3I, 2brAiiadre=4—
LT, BEZRLSTHY—T T AV T LD FITTHERIET RV EEE R T LI
RAEDHLNER A, . o TIETT,?

Use Channel 2 at your own discretion. Data is free in principle, but we request
you refrain from data collection for commercial purposes. In short, marketing
companies earning money by monitoring Channel 2 may get into trouble if they

2 T am grateful to Noriyuki Yasumatsu for providing this interpretation.
3 After this statement, there is a line addressed to such marketing companies who might get into trouble. The line

has a link, and clicking the link leads to the website's creator, Hiroyuki's message, saying, “%<0h. TR ? DHD&E

yaa yaa, genki? Hiroyuki ‘hello, how are you? (from) Hiroyuki.” This kind of joking remark indicates that the site is
primarily for entertainment.
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do not consult us (author’s translation).

Since my purpose was academic research, and not commercial, I considered that
Channel 2 data could be used without asking further permission.

Previous studies on CMC took a number of different approaches to ethical issues,
depending on a variety of factors such as the research questions, nature and context of
data, and level of researcher’s participation in the target activities (Yates 1993; Baym
1993; Herring 1996b; Cherny 1999 to name a few). Scholars have endeavoured to discuss
problems of researcher ethics. For example, a special issue of the journal The Information
Society features 9 articles focusing on these issues, with an introduction by Thomas
(1996). These and many other predecessors researching online activities have employed a
variety of practices for protecting research participants’ right and privacy. Ess and other
Internet researchers established guidelines (2002) on this matter, regarded as the standard
in the field. This work fits within these guidelines.

Given the research questions I am asking here under the specific research
environment, obtaining general agreement from the management of Yahoo systems is in
line with the common good practices that have been employed by a number of existing
previous studies, as has been described by Danet (2001b: p.34). The method of collecting
anonymous participants’ messages from publicly open websites also follows existing
general procedures and precedents, such as Fouser, et al (2000). This present study thus
observes these standard precautionary steps for the treatment of the specific data from
publicly available BBS websites, and follows fair practices taken by predecessor CMC
studies regarding how ethical issues should be addressed. It is also in agreement with the

above-mentioned guidelines established by Ess and others (2002) in CMC research.

3.2.3. Locating Methodologies in the Field of CMC
Let me make a few remarks here on the methodology adopted in this study in

relation to those methodologies employed in previous studies in the interdisciplinary field
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of CMC. Research methodology in many cases is a combination of several specific
methods. There are a robust range of methods and approaches used in previous CMC
research. Some of these methods are laboratory-based and experimental while some are
field-based and observational. Scholars from existing academic disciplines extended their
interest to CMC and there are various approaches from such disciplines as psychology
(Turkle 1995; Wallace 1999; Joinson 2003), sociology (Smith & Kollock eds. 1999;
Wellman & Haythornthwaite eds. 2002), social psychology (Kiesler & Sproull 1992;.
Walther1996), ethnography (Baym 1993; Cherny 1999) and linguistics (Herring ed.
1996).

It is also true that the field of CMC draws on studies in subfields of linguistics, such
as corpus linguistics, variation, gender and speech comfnunity from sociolinguistics,
politeness from pragmatics, and conversation/discourse analysis. Depending on each
researcher’s disciplinary background and the target in question, the methodologies to
capture and explain particular online phenomena adopt mixed approaches. Such
approaches are further diverged to employ various research methods suitable to each
researcher’s questions as well as the established methods in each subfield, as found in
descriptive/structural study by Werry (1996), corpus-based analysis by Yates (1993),
Lewis (2005) and Collot & Belmore (1996), conversation-analytic work by Golato &
Taleghani-Nikazm (2006). Herring (2004a) proposes CMDA, and presents sets of
methodological approaches that can be applicable to both quantitative and qualitative
analyses. Herring (2004b) also shows how content analysis can be used in CMC research.

The above are some of the representative studies undertaken within the
interdisciplinary field of CMC. The present research has both numerical and textual
elements. The former is intended to reveal general features of the data and the latter to
clarify specific interactional forms in discourse. To address different aspects of the data,
different approaches or combination of these approaches are taken. To reveal the general
characteristics of the data numerically, methods that can explain these aspects are
employed, such as corpus-based method employed by Yates (1993). This present study
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owes heavily to his work as his study compares spoken, written and CMC corpora in
English, and this motivated my enquiry into the case of the Japanese language.

To address textual properties, Herring’s (2004a) CMDA method has been the most
influential on the present study. Herring includes various approaches from linguistics
subfields such as text analysis, pragmatics, semantics, conversation analysis,
ethnomethodology, interactional sociolinguistics, and critical discourse analysis (p.18).
Among them the approach I follow is the line of pragmatics, as my research questions ask
how politeness and impoliteness behaviour in CMC can be explained by different theorigs
of politeness and impoliteness developed from pragmatics of FTF interactions.

When actually implementing the analyses on politeness, Herring (1994) employs a
combination of textual analysis of messages sent to academic discussion lists and a
questionnaire to list participants. Due to the anonymous and pseudonymous nature of
participants in my study, methods that need contact with participants vare difficult. Such
methods as participant questionnaire and interview by email (e.g. Danet 2001b) are not
used, though useful in obtaining background information and reflective comments on
messages from participants. In the environment of established, publicly open BBS
websites, where no email addresses or contact information is accessible, I therefore need
to employ other methods. The purely observational and linguistic methods used in this -
thesis are employed by a number of CMC studies, such as those found in the collection of
articles on CMC edited by Pemberton & Shurvillé (2000).

Experimental methods also are not suitable, as the focus of my research is on the
comparison of “naturally occurring” messages between two established BBS websites
with particular attention paid to the topics of discussion. Paccagnella’s (1997) method can
be categorised as experimental as well as ethnographic as he created a discussion forum
on Italian punk music for the purpose of online participant observation. Messages sent to
his forum may be “naturally occurring,” but this method does not allow a comparison
between topics or between websites. This method, however interesting and insightful, is
not suitable for the research questions of the present study.
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Other experimental methods in which subjects are asked to engage in certain tasks
using CMC technology, as employed in earlier studies of CMC by social psychologists
(for example, Kiesler et al 1984) are also not suited to respond to the research questions.
This is because my research questions attempt to examine the language used in CMC, and
in these social psychological studies, the focus was not on the language but rather other
aspects of CMC such as group process of decision making, in comparison with FTF
interactions. Bordia (1997) presents a synthesis of 18 such experimental studies that
compared CMC with FTF. His findings turn to a critique of these experimental methods,
which I also share. For example, higher incidence of disinhibited behaviour in CMC is
reported in many of these studies. This can be attributed to the population of student
respondents in the experiments rather than the medium itself. If a different population of
people had»participated, different results could have been obtained. The need for field
research rather than laboratory study is also stressed. Aside from the lack of interest in the
language, experimental methods within CMC research, valuable as they are if designed
carefully, are not suitable for the present study. It would have been of interest to linguists
to examine textual messages produced and exchanged by participants who showed
disinhibited behaviour in these early experimental studies in social psychology.

The best way to gather appropriaté data for this study, therefore, is to first explore
and observe a large number of messages and then to evaluate and choose the most
appropriate portions for analysis (described in the following section). Messages were first
copied in text and html format and stored in archived computer files. The data collected

was not used for purposes other than the author’s research.

3.2.4. Rationale for Combining Quantitative and Qualitative Methods
For the data analysis methodologies, I took two different approaches: a
“corpus-based” quantitative approach (Chapter 4) and a “discourse analytic,” or
qualitative approach (Chapters 5 and 6). The reasons for using two distinct but
complementary methods originate from my research questions. In Chapter 4, where the
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first two research questions are addressed, the focus is on the entire language used in
messages. In order to have an overall view of the structural properties of the messages,
corpus-based analysis with parts of speech (hereafter abbreviated as POS) information as
units of analysis (the morpheme, in this case) is considered to be appropriate for
clarifying the structural characteristics of messages. Since comparison of BBS messages
with spoken conversation and written language is also intended, a method that can
systematically be applied to the three corpora is necessary. This has been made possible
by a computer software tool to carry out the comparison. Details on how analyses were
conducted are explained in Section 3.4.

My motivation for using CMC data in the form of a corpus originates from my
earlier observation on BBS messages. In Nishimura (2003a), I described BBS users’
message exchange as casual conversation among peers attempting to recreate spoken
quality in their messages. My findings then were based on qualitative observations. I was
intrigued to find how similar online conversations were to offline ones and to what extent
differences and similarities between them could be shown in numerically comparable
ways. Though the datasets investigated for quantitative analysis in this study are limited
in comparison to the study conducted in English by Yates (1993), the datasets are large
enough to undergo statistical testing when comparing structural properties of online
conversations with FTF conversations.

It is true that the scale of the datasets employed in the present study is not large
compared to many contemporary corpora. There are three main reasons for this in
addition to the practical unavailability of established large-scale corpora in Japanese
(explained in Chapter 4). Treatment of the corpus as a case study is the first reason for the
limited corpus size. This is a key case study focusing on an interesting website that is
uniquely Japanese. At the time when Yates’ study was conducted, not much was known
about CMC in general or in English, and to undertake a large-scale study empirically was
a useful way to uncover linguistic characteristics of CMC in comparison with writing and
speech. With his study in English, and as more works on textual and structural properties
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of CMC have been accumulated, it is possible to identify upfront key interesting
phenomena and unique language uses. The specific website I have chosen as worth
investigating is Channel 2, which I describe in comparison with the other website Yahoo!
Japan BBS. Comparatively small corpus size is a result of my intention to investigate
online phenomena not as a single target to wholly analyse but as an important and
interesting case study of Japanese CMC. Much is still unknown about Japanese CMC;
conducting this study will advance understanding of Japanese CMC. Accumulating such
case studies on Japanese CMC may even generate new research questions on English
CMC or CMC in general that have not yet been addressed.

The second reason for limiting the corpus size is that this dissertation has other
research questions to address (see chapters 5 and 6) qualitatively. On the one hand, to
undertake a corpus study on Japanese CMC on the scale Yates (1993) conducted could
constitute a whole dissertation. I choose to control the size of the corpus that is
manageable to leave room for the other questions to be explored. On the other hand, the
results from the corpus-based analysis in Chapter 4 provide a firm grounding for the
explorations of Chapters 5 and 6. Thus conducting the corpus-based analysis in the
present scale is judged as suitable in view of the entire dissertation project.

The third reason for the limited corpus size concerns the performance of the
computer software used in the analysis. ChaSen, the software used here to do the tagging,
is the most well known and frequently used. However, this system is not fully accurate
due to multiple interpretations of morpheme boundaries (see Chapter 4 for the problems
of ChaSen). Corrections to wrong assignment of POS were thoroughly conducted
manually. Such occasional incorrect POS assignments could be corrected when the size
was limited to the present level of study. It was important to keep the corpus size
manageable due to the software performance. For the above three reasons the quantitative
corpus analysis was conducted of the present scale.

Comparison of CMC corpus of BBS messages with written Japanese also derives
from my earlier observations. Although BBS users essentially engage in an act of writing
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when they produce messages, the output of “wﬁting” on the computer screen in my
observation seemed to be different from what we normally see in the form of written
language, such as newspapers, magazines, and even personal letters. I was interested in
finding how this medium restricted or enhanced communication online among BBS users
through the written or word-processed output of CMC, and how such writing was
structurally different from other genres of written Japanese in printed format for general
readers. Thus the three-way comparison among CMC, speéch and writing is addressed
quantitatively based on written, spoken and CMC corpora. This will reveal how the three
resemble or differ one another. Differences also seem to exist between the two BBS
websites. A corpus-based approach to clarify the variation is taken, because this method
can most suitably identify structural differences.

McEnery et al (2006: p.121) warns that the corpus-based methodology is not an
all-purpose method for language study. In using this method, the researcher needs to be
aware of its limitations. Corpus methods bring out certain aspects of the text in question,
particularly what the text producers actually do. When the text producers omit certain
features in their text, these features do not appear and corpus methods are incapable of
finding users’ avoidance or non-use of linguistic features. This method is also
observational and inductive and therefore cannot provide answers to why users do or do
not employ certain features. The answers to these questions must be researched by other
means. Another important limitation is that the findings from a particular corpus may only
be valid for the specific data studied. Caution must be taken not to make unreasonable or
excessive generalisation. This does not, however, exclude the possibility of the results’
applicability to other unstudied parts of the websites.

The datasets studied here might be skewed in that they were not sampled from a
representative or balanced corpus. The use of messages from particular threads can be
justified by the research design in which interactions in the form of message exchanges
from this particular subset of the corpus are investigated qualitatively in Chapters 5 and 6.
- The balanced corpus serves other purposes that are not intended. here. Though the data
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analysed here is different from the language from courtrooms analysed by Stubbs (1996),
analysis of the patterns of morphemes in the text analysed here can “contribute to the
understanding of the meaning of the text” (Stubbs: p.3). |

It should also be noted that the written language under study here is the Japanese
language, which involves far greater complexity than English or other Western languages.
While word-processing technology in English seems fairly transparent (what is typed
appears on the screen in a straightforward manner), it is not so in Japanese
word-processing (see Chapters 1 and 2). Because Japanese uses four kinds of scripts
(each with different functions) in its standard orthography, converting
pronunciation-based input (Romanisation) in one kind of script entered on the keyboard
to kanji-based standard representation with multiple scripts on the screen is a necessary
process to write on the computer. Such a process may look complicated to speakers of
English and other Western languages. Yet word-processing technology gives Japanese
speakers/Wﬂters room to play with the language. Studying Japanese CMC makes us
realise those literate phenomena that are not observable from looking at English CMC
alone. Common elements between Japanese and English CMC may lead to uncovering
characteristics of CMC in general, While at the same time there are language-specific
areas to look at. One possible contribution of this study lies in this area.

Let us now turn to the motivation for the qualitative methods used in Chapters 5
and 6. The analyses are on the fine details of polite and impolite interactions observed in
message exchanges, including website-specific and characteristic language uses. Perhaps
it is not entirely impossible to conduct analysis numerically by creating categories such as
agreement, support, or encouragement. However, there can be overlapping and intricate
interactional behaviours in context that might be lost during the process of coding.
Chapter 5 will discuss politeness and impoliteness in CMC messages. Chapter 6 will
discuss how politeness and impoliteness are related to a sense of online community.
Qualitative analyses based on sound theoretical groundings are considered to be more
advantageous than qﬁantitatively processed coding, as activities vary depending on the
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context. These qualitative analyses are grounded by the structural analysis approach taken
in Chapter 4.

Sudweeks & Simoff (1999), after identifying the differences in approaches between
quantitative and qualitative methods, present their rationale for integrating the two in
CMC research. “The rationale is that the weakness of any single method—qualitative or
quantitative—is balanced by the strength of other methods” (p.37). The greatest reason
for employing the two in this research lies in this point. That is, the target discourse can
be analysed in multiple, more comprehensive and balanced ways if both methods are
combined. Limitations in corpus-based quantitative methods can be supplemented by
qualitative methods. These qualitative methods can provide answers or clues to
interpreting why users do or do not employ certain linguistic features that can be crucial
for interactional manipulations on the part of users. Thus the combined methods are

expected to enable us to better understand how BBS communication works.

3.3. Data
This section describes the data used in this thesis. Section 3.3.1 presents the details
on why and how the particular data for analysis was chosen from various threads among
many boards of the two websites. Section 3.3.2 explains both CMC and non-CMC
corpora used in Chapter 4, which compares CMC with spoken and written language.

Section 3.3.3 presents an account of the CMC messages examined in Chapters 5 and 6.

3.3.1. Data Selection Criteria

In my previous experiences observing Channel 2 messages, topics were found to
play a significant role in interactions and the style of messages. I compared BBS
messages from fan sites discussing idols such as film stars and singers with those from
Channel 2 discussing a controversial pretender-mathematician (Nishimura 2005). The
topics were widely different and the linguistic styles of messages used between these two

websites were also quite different.
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In this research, it is necessary to control the topics by collecting messages
discussing the same topics in order to find linguistic differences between two major
Japanese BBS websites. Differences that come out from the two kinds of texts cannot
thoroughly be ascribed to the difference in the topics or the difference in websites as
explained in my former comparative study. Before I actually started this dissertation
research, I had thought to make a cross-linguistic comparison of Japanese BBS messages
with English ones, and so the topic had to be popular among both Japanese and
English-speaking BBS users. Even without cross-cultural comparison, this requirement of
familiarity and popularity of topics for both Channel 2 and Yahoo! Japan BBS has been
maintained.

After observing a number of currently active threads from Yahoo! J apan‘ BBS and
active as well as archived threads from Channel 2, messages discussing a popular
Hollywood film, Pirates of the Caribbean: The Curse of the Black Pearl, posted in the
summer of 2003 were found to be suitable. That was when the particular Hollywood film
was released nationwide and users of the two websites began to discuss the same film.
The film is an action/adventure movie in which actors and actresses popular among male
and female moviegoers play leading 1foles; it is rated PG-13 and can be enjoyed by
children to adults.

The initial thread on this film on Channel 2 was established in June 2003, and its
continuation threads accumulated to over 48 for the next five years (as of thesis
submission as in May 2008). The threads other than the currently active one are archived
on Channel 2. The messages on this film were copied from Chanﬂel 2 archives, and those
from Yahoo! Japan were taken from this thread that has continued to exist since it was
created in summer 2003. As an additional reason for choosing this film topic, I am a film
fan myself, and a fan of this particular film. As noted by Baym (1993), who studied online
soap opera fan group and disclosed herself as a soap opera fan, this is an advantage when
interpreting messages because the researcher is also familiar with the film and shares the
same interest with the participants.
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A second topic was determined during the course of the research. I decided to
include English language study for Japanese learners as another topic also commonly
discussed on both BBS websites. These two topics are not treated differently in Chapter 4,
since the overall linguistic characteristics among Channel 2, Yahoo, speech and writing
are the focus of analysis. In Chapter 5, where the focus is on polite and impolite
interactions, messages on the film topic alone are sufficient to illustrate differences
between the two websites with respect to online interactions of politeness and
impoliteness.

The addition of the English language topic in Chapter 6 emerges after the
differences in politeness and impoliteness behaviour between the two websites have been
investigated in Chapter 5. This is because difference in language styles due to the
difference in topics between the two websites is the focus of Chapter 6.

Messages on English language study from Channel 2 threads discuss IELTS
(International English Language Testing System) examinations and pros and cons of
studying English abroad or in Japan. Yahoo also has a thread for IELTS, and this is used
in qualitative discussion in Chapter 6. Messages on English language study from Yahoo!
Japan BBS are also taken from the thread of “studying English for adult learners (rather
than students).” Though the English language topics do not exactly match between
Channel 2 and Yahoo, these messages are considered to belong to the general group of
English language study and are considered as comparable.

The decision on using the English language study topic came from my own
personal as well as professional interest as a teacher of English to Japanese students. BBS
users’ opinions, including struggles, comments, worries, and accomplishments are those

that I myself have shared.

3.3.2. Data for Chapter 4
3.3.2.1. CMC Data

Three kinds of data were analysed in Chapter 4--CMC, spoken and written. Details
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