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Abstract

This study examines Web-based conversation, focusing on Chinese academic
discussion, from a Conversation Analysis (CA) perspective. The research investigates
repair in asynchronous talk-in-interaction on the Web and compares this with repair in
ordinary conversation in English, as analysed by Schegloff et al. (1977). It also
explores the reasons for any differences which arise from the setting in which this
study takes place.

The research analyses naturally occurring written interaction on Web-based
discussion boards from two education courses offered by the Open University of Hong
Kong. Over 4,000 postings, with nearly half a million Chinese characters, which were
contributed by 400 participants were captured and analysed.

The study adds fresh data to existing CA work on repair and talk-in-interaction,
and provides new information about how repair is organized in asynchronous
conversation in Chinese through the Web — an area in which very limited work has
been carried out to date. The research shows that repair systems exist in Web-based
conversation and that, while the basic possible structures for repair are the same as in
ordinary conversation, some operations in the system are different. Seven forms of
initiation techniques for repair and ten repair patterns in Web-based conversation are
identified and exemplified. The analysis of 351 instances of repair shows that the
majority (63.2%) are other-repairs, which demonstrates that preferences in repair in
Web-based academic discussions are very different from those which have been
proposed for ordinary conversation.

The study deals with three external factors that have an impact on repair in
Web-based conversation, namely the medium of the Web, asynchronous interaction,
and the written form of language use, of which the first is the central, as the latter two
are determined by it.

The study concludes by discussing some possible implications of the findings for
distance learning and teaching, and also for developing technology for human

communication through the Internet, in particular the Web.
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Introduction

Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Online learning

In recent years, computers and the Internet have had a very significant effect on
education, particularly on distance education, which has seen an enormous growth in
provision world-wide. Of particular relevance to the present study is the rapidly
increasing use of technology in distance education. For example, the Open University
of Hong Kong (OUHK), a distance education institution in which the author works,
has adopted the Online Learning Environment (OLE) for the delivery of its courses.
This system has been developed using Lotus Domino, and can be used for both
English and Chinese language. The total number of courses supported by the OLE has
grown semester by semester. In October 2004, 194 of the OUHK’s courses (about
two-thirds of the total number for the semester) were supported by the OLE; and of
these 194 courses, 62 used Chinese as the medium of instruction. At the OUHK, all
courses supported by the OLE include Web-based discussion boards, which offer both
students and tutors an additional channel for exploring academic issues and

exchanging ideas about coursework.

The distance learning literature provides support for the value of social interaction
within the OLE (e.g., Anderson, 2003; Lee and Gibson, 2003; Duffy and Kirkley,
2004). One form of interaction made possible by the new generation of distance
learning technologies has been interaction among peers (Garrison, 2000).
Communication among peers is defined as communication between one learner and
other learners, alone or in a group setting, with or without the presence of an instructor
(Moore and Kearsley, 1996; LaPointe and Gunawardena, 2004). Web-based
discussion boards are designed to facilitate peer interaction for collaborative learning

and joint knowledge building, and they also facilitate tutor mentoring and peer review.

Investigations of online learning environments have previously focused on their

technological, organizational, methodological and pedagogical features. Recently,
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however, the emphasis has shifted to language; as ‘the Internet comes increasingly to
be viewed from a social perspective, so the role of language becomes central’ (Crystal,
2001, p. viii). When Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) has been examined
from the perspective of Conversation Analysis (CA), it has been found that
“conversation becomes not simply a metaphor but an analytical baseline’ (Hutchby,
2001, pp. 9) from which to gauge the nature of the relationship between forms of

technology and structures of interaction.
1.2 Language use and talk-in-interaction in the OLE

In investigating the nature of the impact which the Internet has had on language,

Crystal (2001, p. 8) commented:

Indeed, notwithstanding the remarkable technological achievements and the
visual panache of screen presentation, what is immediately obvious when
engaging in any of the Internet’s functions is its linguistic character. If the

Internet is a revolution, therefore, it is likely to be a linguistic revolution.

The language used on the Web differs from written as well as spoken forms of
language used in other contexts. It is, therefore, recognized that the Internet shapes
language use. Because of this differentiation in language use, Web-based discussion
as a distance learning approach may be viewed from a linguistic perspective. Students
use Web-based discussion boards as a medium to exchange their ideas or talk to each
other; and their talk through this medium is interactive, and since it ‘is not prescribed,
set up or organized by the researcher, ... is as far as possible, naturally occurring’
(Hutchby, 2001, p. 5). Such talk-in-interaction may be viewed from the perspective of
Conversation Analysis, which involves the systematic analysis of the kinds of talk

produced in everyday naturally-occurring situations of social interaction.

The OLE uses asynchronous communication, which is the most common form of
exchange and tends to be favoured most in educational settings. In the cases used in

this study, asynchronous communication in the OLE takes place through the written

form of language.
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As it is typed, it is therefore like writing, but the exchanges are often rapid and
informal, and are therefore more like spoken conversation (Chapter 2 provides an in-
depth review of the literature in this area). Moreover, Herring (1996, p. 3) indicates
that language use in CMC, of which Web-based conversation can be categorized as
one form, has unique features of its own, such as the use of ‘emoticons’ (smiley faces
composed of ASCII characters) and other graphics, special lexicons, acronyms, and so

on.

Furthermore, language use in the OLE is not homogeneous. It is differentiated by
styles and genre, even in formats, some of which are determined by the available
technologies (e.g., real-time ‘chat” modes, asynchronous email modes). It is also
differentiated by human factors such as communicative purpose and group
membership. Since the 1980s, these issues have attracted growing theoretical and
practical interest from researchers who wanted to explore whether or not there are
differences between computer mediated communication and other forms of spoken
and written communication (e.g., Cathcart and Gumpert, 1983; Baron, 1984; Rice,
1984; Chesebro, 1985; Murray, 1985, 1989, 1991, 2000; Herring, 1996; Werry, 1996;
Gruber, 1997, 1998, 2000, Gains, 1999, Crystal, 2001).

Since the development of computer networks, computers have come to be used
predominantly for human-to-human social interaction, or so-called ‘technologized
interaction’ (Hutchby, 2001, p. 5). Such interaction takes place between people via the
computer and, like other media such as the telephone, computers have an impact on

people’s talk-in-interaction in many ways, an area which has aroused both popular and

academic interest.

Computer scientists and systems designers have been led by the developments in
computer networks to consider what goes on between computers and their users in
terms of ‘interaction’, or ‘conversation’. Then, from the late 1980s, they turned to
social science research directly concerned with the organization of conversational
interaction (e.g., Suchman, 1987, 1990; Luff, Gibert and Frohlich, 1990; Greatbatch,
Luff, Heath, and Campion, 1993; Frohlich, Drew, and Monk, 1994; Thomas, 1995).
This reflected increasing recognition that, in order to design computer systems which

can either simulate or. more ambitiously, reproduce the nature of human

(9]
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communication, it is necessary to be familiar with the following areas — how people’s
everyday talk-in-interaction is organized; how talk-in-interaction through computer
networks is organized in existing computer systems, and what the differences between
the two are; and what can be improved to enable IT to provide more effective
channels for human communication. Though this study can assist computer scientists
and systems designers in understanding some features of Web-based talk-in-
interaction, it does not aim to explore how this interaction could be ‘technologized’;

instead, the focus here is on the ‘interaction’, though it is technologized.

As computer-mediated communication has taken place for just about two decades,
only a few researchers have studied language use in CMC. Moreover, only a limited
amount of research has been conducted in non-English-dominant countries or in non-
English languages; and any descriptions of the technology and functions of CMC are
likely to be outdated by the time they are published (Murray, 2000, p. 398). Because
of the dearth of factual information, there is a pressing need for descriptive and
empirical research in this area. The present research examines the structural
properties of conversation through the medium of the Web, and considers how they
reveal what is actually going on in language use. Also, because this study links
language use with the computer medium, it may also have some implications for

computer technology.
1.3 Study purpose, questions and objectives

This study was motivated by a dual methodological goal: first, it attempts to
demonstrate how CA can help us to analyse the organization, particularly repair
organization, of human talk-in-interaction via the Internet, an area which has posed a
challenge to linguistics. As its second goal, this study tries to contribute to
Conversation Analysis research by utilizing a CA-based framework applied to
Chinese to examine talk-in-interaction in a non-English language. In other words, the
primary purpose of this research is to uncover and describe the organizational features
of Web-based conversation in Chinese from a CA perspective.

Researchers from various areas and different perspectives have tried to explore
whether specific forms of social interaction have grown up around technologies for

communication. The argument centres upon a complex interplay between the
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normative structures of conversational interaction and the communicative affordances
offered by forms of technology (Hutchby, 2001, p. 13). This study focuses on the most
important of the modern technologies for communication — CMC, in general terms,
or Web-based conversation in particular — to see if there are any differences in the
organizing conversation structure, repair organization, when compared to the

normative structure.

CA was introduced in China in the 1980s (e.g., Ho, 1988; Ho, 1989). While Chinese
scholars have carried out some research work on Chinese Conversation Analysis, as

yet, no one has applied the CA approach to CMC data.

Although this study centres on a highly specific communication culture and activity
context (i.e. academic discussion in an educational setting), it is believed that the
features of asynchronous Web-based conversation are a general phenomenon. This
research tests whether some of the ways of organizing conversation are universal
interactive mechanisms, or whether their basic structures are affected by variations
across medium or language. That is, it attempts to analyse whether some
conversational practices in Web-based conversation are shared by, or differ from, the

normative structures of conversational interaction.

So far we know much more about the rules and principles governing oral conversation
than about those concerning computer-mediated conversation. However, we now use
the computer as a medium to interact with each other to a much greater extent than we
have previously used any other medium. Therefore, it is very important that we
understand how written discussions using computers as the medium are structurally
and strategically organized. Also, as the same or similar principles are valid for a large
number of educational settings, studying the organization of Web-based conversation
in the case of OUHK courses for teachers helps us to understand the Web-based

interactional principles of other conversations.

As in other forms of talk-in-interaction, everyday conversation for example,
participants in Web-based conversation may sometimes experience certain kinds of
‘trouble’ in an ongoing interaction, e.g., miswriting a word, typing a wrong character

(in the case of using Chinese), providing some wrong information or message with
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some mistakes, making contradictory assertions, or expressing their misunderstanding
of other’s ‘speaking’. On such occasions, either the participants who have made the
‘trouble’ (referred to as the ‘trouble source’) or other participants may see fit to
produce a correction or at least introduce an exchange to clarify the matter — which is
referred to by the term ‘repair’ (which is discussed in detail in Chapter 2, section 2.4).
In other words, participants in Web-based conversation often find themselves in a
situation where they need to ‘repair’ some trouble which has occurred in the process
of talking in order to keep the communication going. Thus, repair organization has
been one of core areas of study in Conversation Analysis and this motivated the
researcher to explore the particular kinds of repair organization used when participants

try to deal with problems occurring in academic discussion through the Web.

The first goal of this study is to test whether the theories of repair organization can
adequately explain conversational features observed in Web-based discussion in
Chinese captured from real academic settings. Secondly, it attempts to assess whether
repair practices in Web-based discussion are shared with or differ from the normative
structures of conversational interaction. More specifically, the research attempts to

answer the following questions:

1 What are possible structures for repair organization in Web-based conversation?
How do participants use techniques to initiate repair in Web-based conversation?

What repair patterns occur in Web-based conversation?

S~ W N

Is there any difference between preferences for repair in Web-based conversation

and those that have been described for oral conversation? And if so, why?

The study is based on naturally occurring written interaction on Web-based discussion
boards from two education courses, ET300C and ET800C, which are offered for in-
service teachers by the School of Education and Languages of the Open University of
Hong Kong. The two discussion boards consist of over 4,000 postings by students,
tutors, and the Course Coordinator. All the texts were captured after the courses ended
and were analysed to assist in understanding how participants organize their repair

practice for talk-in-interaction through Web-based discussion boards.
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1.4 Three dimensions of the study

This research involves three separate but interconnected dimensions. The first is
Conversation Analysis (CA), an integral part of the study of language in use, within
which this research focuses on repair organization in particular. The second approach
involved is Computer Mediated Communication; and the third is the application of

CA to the written form of Chinese.

As regards the first aspect, repair organization is one of the most important
interactional organizations of conversation, and one of the core tasks for CA.
Investigation of the detailed organization of a wide variety of naturally occurring
interactional phenomena has provided this field with valuable results. However, the
most successful attempt to develop a description of repair in everyday oral

conversation to date is still the foundation work by Schegloff et al. (1977).

As CMC — the second aspect of this study — has developed into a world-wide
medium of communication, it has attracted the attention of a number of researchers.
Notable among the investigations in this area is, for example, the work of Murray
(1985, 1989, 1991, 2000) who has studied intensively the norms of language use
developed by CMC-based speech communities, especially CMC’s own norms of
conversation. As will be seen in Chapter 2, writers such as Hutchby (2001) and
Crystal (2001) have applied Conversation Analysis to CMC, and made considerable
contributions to this area. However, no study has yet been carried out specifically on

repair organization in the talk-in-interaction taking place on the Web.

As regards the third aspect, although Conversation Analysis for Chinese is still a
relatively new field of exploration, particularly in relation to repair organization, there
have been some research findings in this area (e.g., Li, 1994; Li, 1996; Zhao, 1996;
Qian, 1997; Zhang, 1998; Jiang, 2000, 2003; Li, 2001). This study introduces both the
theoretical and complementary research approaches of CA in Chinese studies.

It is imperative to recognize that both CA and CMC were originally products of
Western research; and several scholars have actively warned against the assumption
that some common Western theories and research methods are appropriate to other

language and cultures (Enriquez, 1982, quoted in Watkins and Biggs, 1996, p. 3).



Introduction

However, in the last two decades, CA and related approaches have been employed by
researchers in many parts of the world, and have been applied to the study of non-
Western languages, e.g., Chinese (as noted above and in later parts of this thesis),
Japanese (e.g., Maynard, 1989; Szatrowski, 1993; Mori, 1994, 1999; Tanaka, 1999;
Hayashi, 2003), Korean (Kim, 1993, 1999; Park, 2002) and Akan (Obeng, 1992).
Other work has also been completed on the comparative study of conversation for
non-Western and Western languages. For example, Moerman (1988) compared Thai
and English conversational organization; Hopper and Doany (1989) compared
telephone openings in English, French and Arabic; Fox, Hayashi and Jasperson (1996)
conducted cross-linguistic studies of Japanese and English; and Park (1998) analyzed
contrastive connectives in English, Korean and Japanese conversation. It has come to
be accepted that, although the CA methodology and techniques were initiated from
reviewing English data which may cause the findings to be in part culturally-specific,
‘the methods employed should be of quite general application’ (Levinson, 1983, p.
296).

Since a great deal of CA research has been carried out on materials from cultures and
languages quite different from American English — as different as listed above —
Schegloff (see Prevignano and Thibault, 2003) argues that ‘the work is not
differentially suited to English, nor are there languages that we know about that resist

analysis along conversation-analytic lines’ (p. 13).
1.5 Outline of this thesis

Following this introduction, Chapter 2 reviews the literature around which this study
is based. First, the general theoretical framework of Conversation Analysis (CA)is
considered — and, within it, turn-taking and repair organization, which are the two core
parts of CA as proposed by Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson (1974) and Schegloff,
Jefferson and Sacks (1977) respectively. Related work, for example on the
significance of the number of participants in conversation and the application of CA to
Chinese studies are also reviewed. Second, the main theories and research on
Computer Mediated Communication (CMC), and in particular the application of CA
to CMC, are outlined. Finally, the last part of the chapter focuses in detail on the

literature specific to repair organization.
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Although other researchers have already employed CA as a methodological approach
to studying CMC and also conversation in non-English languages, to date there has
been no study which has combined these twn areas. The CA tradition employs
qualitative studies of ‘case-by-case analysis’ (Have, 1999, p. 148), and Chapter 3 first
deals with several issues related to research methodology and discusses the
methodological strategies used in this study, especially regarding the use of
quantitative methods for analytic purposes. It then discusses Web-based discussion
boards, and describes the data collection methods used in this thesis. Finally, the

methods employed for analysing and transcribing the Chinese data are presented in the

last part of this chapter.

Chapter 4 analyses repair organization in Web-based conversation in Chinese by
examining the applicability to CMC and Chinese of the repair organization system
introduced by Schegloff et al. (1977). It includes repair structures, initiation
techniques, repair patterns and preference in repair in conversation through Web-
based discussion boards. From this analysis, it emerged that some features of Web-
based conversation are compatible with the organization in English oral conversation,

while other characteristics are different. The results of the analysis are then discussed.

The last chapter, Chapter 5, attempts to relate the findings of the study to the research
questions addressed in the first chapter. A general discussion of some of the key
viewpoints on repair organization in Web-based conversation is followed by an
indication of how the study informs our current understanding of language use in the
Web for communicative purposes. Lastly, this chapter explores the potential
implications for distance education of the relationships between language and
technology, and the theoretical and practical changes for the learning society in the

Internet era.
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Chapter 2

Literature review

2.1 Introduction: the choice of literature

The study examines how, from a linguistic perspective, repair in Web-based
conversation is organized for communicative purposes in academic settings. The
literature on conversation and conversation through the Internet or the medium of
computers is very extensive, and there is a growing body of work that addresses
related topics. The first question, therefore, is: what literature is most relevant to this

study?

As indicated in Chapter 1, there are three dimensions to this research, namely,
Conversation Analysis (CA), Computer Mediated Conversation (CMC) and non-
English Conversation Analysis. The central theoretical framework, however, is
Conversation Analysis. Although the participants communicate via computers (using a
Web-based discussion board), they are still reliant upon everyday interactional
competencies. Therefore, this chapter begins by outlining some of the fundamental
theoretical principles of Conversation Analysis, by reviewing the work of Sacks et al.

(1974) and Schegloff et al. (1977), both of which are regarded as classics in the field
of CA.

In the section reviewing CA, the literature on non-English languages, particularly on
Chinese Conversation Analysis, is also included. Although comparative analysis
seems particularly useful for generating research questions, as this study is not aiming
to analyse in detail the influences of culture and language on conversation
organization, the review of the literature is limited to a discussion of some recent

articles on the application of CA to Chinese.

The next section of the chapter then reviews previous work on Computer Mediated

Communication (CMC). A number of studies on computers as a medium for human—

10
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human communication have emerged since the late 1970s (e.g. Hiltz and Turoff, 1978;
Carey, 1980; Black, Levin, Mehan, and Quinn, 1983; Kiesler, Seigel and McGuire,
1984; Murray, 1985, 1989, 1991, 2000; Peyton and Batson, 1986; Hiltz, 1986; Herring,
1996). However, as some outstanding work in this area has been published recently
which has paid more attention to the study of CMC in relation to CA (e.g. Hutchby,
2001; Crystal, 2001), reviewing these sources is central to this chapter.

The final section of Chapter 2 review studies specifically on repair organization as this
is directly related to the major focus of the current project. Repair has become a topic
of increasing interest to conversation analysts. For example, there have been a number
of research studies published since the late 1970s on the organizational characteristics
of repair (e.g. Schegloff 1979, 1987b, 1992, 1997a, 1997b, 2000, Goodwin, 1981,
1987; Drew, 1981, 1997; Besnier, 1989; McHoul, 1990; Philips, 1992; Kim, 1993;
Fox et al., 1996; Chui, 1996; Li, 1996; Zhang, 1998). The review of the literature on
repair includes studies of repair structure, initiation technologies, types or patterns of

repair and preferences for repair.

Clearly, an exhaustive treatment of the application of conversational analysis is not
possible within the limited space available. Therefore, this chapter confines itself to
reviewing the key studies in this area and providing some critical appraisal of this
work. It is hoped that this will provide an adequate background to the wider and more

detailed questions arising in this research.
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2.2 Conversation Analysis (CA)

Since the1970s, there has been considerable interest in the field of Conversation
Analysis (CA) from sociolinguists and researchers in related areas. Conversation
analysts have set out to discover the principles that underlie the organization of
everyday conversation. They have studied the ways in which people utilize the norms
and conventions of talk-in-interaction organization and other behavioural phenomena
to engage in the mutual collaborative achievement of communication. CA not only
describes the form of language structures, but also the actual use of language. This
section begins by introducing the concept of conversation, and then outlines the basic
theoretical principles of CA. In the last two parts of this section, two core frameworks
of CA — turn-taking and repair — are reviewed in general as fundamental theoretical

background.
2.2.1 Conversation

‘Conversation’ has been defined from a variety of perspectives. For example, Have
(1999, p. 4) argues that the term can be used to indicate any activity involving
interactive talk, independent of its purpose; while Schegloff (1997a, p. 500) notes that
‘action’ and ‘interaction’ are at the heart of *vork on conversation. Overall, two
different approaches have been taken to the definition of conversation. One is that it
can refer to casual talk in everyday settings, the other that the term can be ‘used in a
loose way as an equivalent of talk or spoken interaction’ (Goodwin, 1981, p. 1). The

word ‘conversation’ is used in the latter sense in this study.

Though in a loose way, regard is still paid to the form of language use in conversation.
It has been pointed out that conversation is ‘the interchange through speech of
information, ideas, etc.; spoken communication’ (Collins English Dictionary, 2000).
Also, Levinson (1983, p. 284) argued that conversation ‘may be taken to be that
familiar predominant kind of talk in which two or more participants freely alternate in

speaking ...’. It seems that conversation is viewed as the spoken, not written, form.

Traditionally, it may have been thought that the term ‘conversation’ should be applied

to face-to-face and oral forms of communication only. However, now that
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conversation is associated with technology, such as telephones and the Internet, many
specialists in this area have adopted a broader definition. For example, Murray, who
made notable contributions to the study of CMC, argues (1991, p. 83) that
conversation is ‘not medium or mode dependent; conversations may Cross many
media and modes, including a face-to-face fragment, a telephone fragment, or an
email fragment, etc’. Thus, conversation should be considered to be any interactive,
cooperative exchange through language between two or more participants.

Conversations can be even created via the exchange of letters, memos, tapes, etc.

Murray’s wider definition, in which conversation is seen to encompass most forms of
verbal human interaction, is adopted in this study. That is, as used in the present
research, ‘conversation’ does not imply oral as opposed to written or any other
preconceived notion of the term, and is used to refer to any interactive communication
through any form of language use among people — and so includes the Web-based
discussion which underpins the empirical case studies of conversation in the present

research.
2.2.2 The perspective of Conversation Analysis

Proponents of CA are interested in language use and have developed the theoretical
and methodological foundations for the study of conversation among people. As
pioneers in the field, Harvey Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (1974)
developed the theory and methods to account in a detailed, data-driven manner for the
resources and practices used in creating social order through situated language use, i.e.

everyday conversation.

The expression ‘conversation analysis’ can be used in both a more restricted and a
wider sense. In a restricted sense, it points to one particular tradition of analytic work
that was started by Sacks et al. (1974). As a broad term, it can denote any study of
people talking together. It is in this wider sense that Conversation Analysis is
employed in this research, as the study aims to explore the specific issue of language

use in a Web-based discussion setting.
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As already mentioned, it is often argued that ‘action’ and “interaction’ are at the heart
of the work on conversation (e.g., Schegloff, 1997a, p. 500). However, other
researchers diverge from this standpoint and contend that the term conversation
analysis is a misnomer. For them, it is not conversation, and they argue instead that:
‘the term falk-in-interaction is a broader and more inclusive characterization of the
phenomena of study. Interaction analysis would perhaps be an even more appropriate
term because all aspects of interaction, nonverbal and nonvocal, are also amenable to
study’ (Psathas, 1995, p. 2). This perspective supports the view that the study of Web-
based communication is one aspect of this field, as discussed in the previous section.
Nevertheless, because the current study does not focus on terminological issues, but
aims to find features of language use in the Web, both terms — Conversation Analysis

and talk-in-interaction — are adopted here.

One of the primary interests in CA is how interaction is sequenced; how the turns that
participants take in talking are related together in systematic and structured ways.
Sequential analysis has, therefore, become a central task for CA. According to Sacks
(1987, p. 54), the term ‘sequential’ means roughly that ‘the parts which are occurring
one after the other, or are in some before and after relationship, have some
organisation as between them’. So, sequential analysis is concerned with how people
collaboratively make sense of one another’s talk, and discovers this by looking at the

relationship between turns in talk.

One reason for the central position of sequential analysis in CA is that a fundamental
fact of conversation, as Sacks et al. (1974) point out, is that neither the content nor the
conversational turns of a conversation can be specified in advance by either
participant in the conversation. These aspects can be negotiated only in the process of
talking, and result from the conversants’ mutual needs to express themselves and
understand one another. Therefore, conversation analysts determine the structure of
conversation by focusing not just on either the talk of the speaker or the response of
listener, but rather on that of the conversants vis-a-vis each other (Nystrand, 1986, p.
51). Hence. how talks between people are sequentially organized is the basis for
analysis, or, ‘at least, ... we can impose a sequential organization on them’ (Geis,

1995, p. 186). According to conversation analysts, sequential organization is its single

most important structural property.
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Another reason why sequential analysis is the basis for CA is that conversation
analysts argue that meaning is not inherent in sentences; rather, as each speaker takes
a turn at talk, he/she contributes to the preceding speaker, and in doing so provides
evidence of the particular understanding of that prior talk. As Philips (1992, pp. 312-
13) asserts, the meaning of a particular sentence does not belong to a single speaker;
rather, through the process of interaction, the meaning is jointly constructed by co-

interactants and changes continually through the sequential structure of talk.

Regarding analysis of the sequential structure in conversation, Heritage (1984) points
out that, conversation analysis is ‘primarily concerned with the ways in which
utterances accomplish particular actions by virtue of their placement and participation
within sequences of actions. It is sequences and turns-within-sequences which are thus

the primary units of analysis’ (p.245).

Schegloff (1988, p. 61) also claims that those involved in real conversations always
talk in some sequential context, and takes this to be the ‘more or less proximately

preceding and projectably ensuing talk’.

As stated in Chapter 1, this study aims to explore repair organization in Web-based
conversation. The study of repair involves sequential analysis to make clear how
repair in talk is organized in an orderly way. Within sequences, there are turns which
are the basic unit in building up talk-in-interaction, and who takes a turn is decided as
the interaction develops. ‘Turn’ is, therefore, one of core concepts for a linguistic
perspective on talk-in-interaction. When dealing with repair, we cannot leave out the
turn-taking system, as the way in which turns are sequenced provides the resources for
its repair. Thus, turn-taking and repair are closely related in the process of on-going

personal talk, and are two key areas in CA.

In the following two sections (2.2.3 and 2.2.4), the literature cn the principles of turn-
taking and repair are reviewed. And in a later section of the chapter, the literature on

repair organization is considered in greater detail.
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2.2.3 Turn-taking —Sacks et al.’s (1974) model

Turn-taking has been described as a generic organization of conversation with the aim

of achieving speech-exchange systems — ‘one at a time while speaker change recurs’

(Sacks et al., 1974, p. 726).

Turn-taking organization contains ‘turn’ (and ‘turn-constructional unit’) as the basic
unit and, in that sense, ‘turn’ can be treated as a building block which is a foundation
of conversation. Because one person speaks, then another speaks, the information
embedded in each turn of a conversation is ‘used like bricks and mortar to build a
scaffold for constructing shared knowledge that is accessible to all interactants’
(Winiecki and Chyung, 1998, p. 452). Consequently, ‘turn’ is the basis of
Conversation Analysis. Schegloff (see Prevignano and Thibault, 2003, pp. 166)
stresses that:
the basic issue for parties to interaction is ‘why that now’, and the default answer
for participants has to do with what a speaker or another participant is doing by
talking or conducting themselves otherwise (i.e. in physically-realized conduct) in
the way they are. Its centrality for interactants mandates the centrality for CA of

understanding how that works.

The principles of the conversational construction of turns at speaking, and the way in
which they are systematically allocated, is established firstly by Sacks et al. (1974),

and can be summarized as follows:

The system has two components: a turn-constructional component and a turn-

allocational component.

i As regards the turn-constructional component, a speaker can use various,
syntactically defined unit-types (e.g. sentence, clause, phrase or lexicon) to
construct a turn. Completion of a turn unit constitutes a potential transition to

another speaker. Sacks et al. state that:
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As for the unit-types which a speaker employs in starting the construction of a
turn’s talk, the speaker is initially entitled, in having a turn, to one such unit.
The first possible completion of a first such unit constitutes an initial
transition-relevance place. Transfer of speakership is coordinated by reference

to such transition-relevance places, which any unit-type instance will reach’
(1974, p.703).

1 As for the turn-allocational component, there are three rules for operation of

the turns at transition-relevance places, which mean the current speaker can:
a  Select the next speaker (e.g. by directly addressing a question to him/her).

If the current speaker exercises this option, the person so selected has a right
and an obligation to take a turn at talking. However, if the current speaker

passes up this option, rule (b) may operate.
b Let another speaker self-select.

If neither rule (a) nor rule (b) operates, then rule (¢) may come into operation.

¢ Continue.

For turn-allocational system, Sacks et al. suggest that the current speaker can exercise
three degrees of control over the next turn. Firstly, the current speaker can select
which participant will speak next, either by naming him/her or by alluding to him/her
with a descriptive phrase. The second option for the current speaker is simply to
constrain the next utterance, but not select the next speaker; while the third option is to
select neither and leave it to one of the other participants to continue the conversation
by selecting him/herself. Sacks emphasizes that these options are in an ordered
relationship — the first over-rides the second and the second over-rides the third
(cited in Coulthard, 1985, p. 60). So, the argument is that there are several ways in
which speaker change can be organized: a next speaker can be selected by the prior
one, a speaker can self-select, or the present speaker can continue speaking; and,

according to Sacks et al., these options are hierarchically organized: current speaker
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selection goes before another speaker self-selection, which goes before the current

speaker’s continuation.

More detailed analysis of turn-taking in face-to-face conversation considers these
principles in a more complex fashion. For example, gaze, gesture and body orientation
have been analysed as integral parts of the participants’ conduct in talk-in-interaction

(e.g. Hayashi, Mori and Takagi, 2002).

Sacks et al.’s (1974) fundamental model for turn-taking organization for CA has been
examined in various contexts of conversation, and some critical arguments have arisen.
For example, Houtkoop and Mazeland (1985) argue that Sacks et al.’s model cannot
be applied to explain all turn-taking behaviour — in particular in some larger units of
talk, where a speaker not only has the right to take a turn which is constructed out of
more syntactical units, but also has the right to take as many turns as necessary to
finish the project (pp. 596-97). After examining larger units of talk, such as stories,
jokes, extended descriptions and pieces of advice, which are referred to as ‘Discourse
Units’ (DUs), Houtkoop and Mazeland (1985) distinguished between Closed DUs and
Open DUs, as follows:

Closed DUs are activities larger than a one turn-constructional unit and are
accomplished by a Primary Speaker holding the floor through the course of their
production. Whereas closed DUs are projected as DUs from the beginning of their
production, open DUs are not. They develop as a DU by virtue of negotiation on
the type of conversational unit underway. That is to say, whether or not the turn
will be built into a larger project is more dependent upon the recipient than is the

case for Closed DUSs’ (p. 595).

Houtkoop and Mazeland’s argument on larger projects may be helpful in
understanding the discourse of Web-based discussion because, when DUs appear in
the Web-based discussion board, they are usually larger units than in face-to-face oral
discussion and Closed DUs. So, to some extent, it may be found in this study that
some special features of repair organization which occur in a Web-based conversation

setting can be understood in terms of ‘discourse units’, contrary to Sacks et al.’s

model.
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It should be mentioned here that, although the features of the turn-taking system in
Web-based conversation not investigated in detail in the present research, again it is
fundamental work in CA. Consequently, as the area investigated in this study — the
application of CA to Web-based conversation focusing on repair organization —
operates within a turn-taking system, the above review of the basic literature on turn-

taking is necessary.
2.2.4 Repair — Schegloff et al.’s (1977) framework

The framework for repair organization, which is the major area of research in this
thesis, is reviewed in detail in a later section (2.4). Here, it is just outlined as basic

background to the field.

The term ‘repair’ was first introduced by Schegloff et al. in an article in 1977. In the
article (p. 361), they address issues related to recurring problems in speaking, hearing
and understanding, and examine how speakers correct mistakes or errors occurring in
conversation. In order for the analysis to have more general applicability, they
introduced the term ‘repair’, which involves not only the replacement of mistakes and
errors, but also imagined mistakes, misunderstanding, mishearing, even non-hearing,

or self-editing to make the expression more exact and precise.

Repair plays an indispensable role in conversation as a ‘self-righting mechanism for
the organization of language use in social interaction’ (Schegloff et al. 1977, p.381).
Existing literature in CA has given strong indications of a fundamental form of
organization in conversation which provides mechanisms for participants to deal with
a wide variety of troubles in speaking, hearing, or understanding talk-in-interaction.
These range from an inability to access a word when needed or to articulate it properly,
to passing problems in hearing (e.g. due to ambient noise), to variously based
problems of understanding; so, the ‘troubles’ thus include various classes of problems
and a virtually unlimited array of ‘sources’ or ‘causes’. The self-righting mechanism
of repair allows talk-in-interaction to keep itself going in the face of such ‘problems’.
However, as Schegloff (1997a, p. 503), points out, the scope of ‘repair’ does not

include all practices addressed to problems of understanding (like understanding
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exactly how the Internet works), just the narrower domain of ‘understanding what
someone has just said’ (though the boundary between these can, of course, be rather
fuzzy).

The core concepts of ‘repair’ in the framework of Schegloff et al. (1977) and other
work by Schegloff can be described as follows:

Initiation and outcome

The organization of a repair activity is composed of two parts, of which one is most
importantly a repair initiation, and the other is a repair outcome. The initiation marks
possible disjunctions with the immediately preceding talk, and the outcome includes

solutions or abandonment of the problem.

According to Schegloff (1997a, p. 503), the features of repair initiation have two

dimensions:

First, there is the matter of who initiates repair. The organizationally relevant
way of understanding this is to differentiate between repairs initiated by the
speaker of the problematic talk (what we refer to as ‘the trouble-source’ or
‘repairable’) and those initiated by anyone else — self-initiation and other-

initiation respectively.

Second, there is the matter of where repair is initiated. This too is organized by
reference to the trouble-source, with virtually all repair that gets initiated being
launched in a very narrow window of opportunity around the trouble-

source — specifically in the same turn that contains the trouble-source or just

after it, in the next turn following the trouble-source turn, or in the turn

following that.

The two dimensions of the organization of repair mentioned above are related.
Virtually all repair initiated by someone other than the speaker of the trouble-
source — referred to as other-initiated repair — is initiated in the next turn after the

trouble-source turn. Self-initiated repair, on the other hand, occurs in all the other

positions (Schegloff, 1997a, p. 503).

20



Literature review

At its simplest, a repair sequence starts with a repairable, an utterance that can be
reconstituted as the trouble source. It should be clear that any utterance can be turned
into a repairable. The initiative can be taken by the speaker of the repairable, which is
called a ‘self-initiated repair’, or others can take such an initiative, which is called an
‘other-initiated repair’. The repair itself can be done by the original speaker (the
trouble maker), which is called ‘self-repair’, or by speakers other than the trouble
source speaker, which is referred to as ‘other-repair’. The place for initiating a repair
can be in the same turn by the trouble source speaker him/herself— referred to same-

turn initiating, but can also be in the next turn.

Other-initiated repair is used by a hearer to indicate to the prior speaker that he or she
has trouble in hearing or understanding an utterance or part of the prior speaker’s
utterance. Conversation analysis research (Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 365; Schegloff,
1992) has established that the repair sequence is an adjacency pair consisting of two
parts. The first pair part is the repair-initiation turn which displays trouble in hearing
or understanding the preceding turn; usually, this is done with a question. The trouble-
source turn speaker usually replies to the repair initiation. In some multi-person
interactions, a speaker other than the trouble-source turn speaker provides a second

pair part before the trouble-source turn speaker responds (Egbert, 1997, p. 613).

Sometimes speakers ‘repair’ their utterance even when there has been no breakdown
in communication or any apparent error (Schegloff et al., 1977). The most obvious
example is a word search on the part of the speaker or when the speaker uses a
different expression. A speaker can also use the ‘transition relevance place’, just after
an utterance is completed, to initiate self-repair. Another type of repair sequence
emerges when a turn’s recipient reacts to it in a way that demonstrates some kind of
misunderstanding, after which the original speaker, recognizing the trouble from the
response, initiates repair on his or her previous turn in ‘third position’ (Schegloff,

1992). These would all be cases of self-repairs.

Because of their interactional and sequential features, other-initiated repairs have
attracted special interest from Schegloff and his colleagues. These repairs are initiated

by the hearer of some utterance, who has had, or at least claims to have had. some

problem in hearing or understanding it.
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Preferences in repair

There seems to be an order of importance or preference in how people carry out
repairs, and this order is closely connected to who starts the repair (self or other), and

who accomplishes the corrective work (self or other).

The idea that there is some preferred response to some types of utterance, which is
called preference organization, was first put forward by Schegloff et al. (1977), as
they found that self-initiated self-repair is preferred to other-initiation other-repair.
Listeners do not usually initiate a repair as soon as they have detected some deficiency
in speech. They wait for some time for the speaker to initiate it him/herself. Only
when the speaker fails to repair during a certain waiting period do they then start to
initiate it. Schegloff and others consider other-repair to be highly constrained, and
Levinson (1983, p. 342) argued it is ‘a rare event’. However, as will be seen later in
section 2.4.7, examination of various data from different languages, such as Chinese,
and a review of the issue from different perspectives has raised the question of
whether self-repair is a universal preference, or is language- or culture-dependent.
Though this study does not explore language or cultural factors in depth, its results

may still provide a relevant example for further study or comparative study in this area.
2.2.5 Significance of number of participants in conversation

Conversation can only take place when two or more interactants participate. For
example, the conversation setting for this study is groups of in-service teachers, which
means the discussion is between a number of people. A question therefore arises about
the ways in which conversational mechanisms and their structures are sensitive to the
number of participants. The question of how dyadic and multi-person interaction
differ has been raised as a theoretical issue (Simmel, 1902, cited in Egbert, 1997, p.
612). More recently, this question has been examined in CA, based on tape-recorded
data from everyday conversation, which show that communicative structures and
interactional achievements can differ depending on the number of participants. In

particular, differences between dyadic and multi-person interaction have been
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addressed in the area of turn-taking (Sacks et al., 1974; Schegloff, 1995), and repair
(Egbert, 1997). For example, Schegloff (1995, p. 31) argues that the detailed technical
organization of talk-in-interaction is sensitive to the number of participants involved
because the way they conduct themselves and understand each other’s conduct is

shaped in part by reference to the number of participants involved.

Studies further suggest the concept of ‘parties’ in conversation. As Schegloff (1995)

says:

Turn-taking is organized for any number of participants, but the number of
participants is directly organized into the number of parties. Both can change.
People can come and go in the course of talk-in-interaction, but, more directly
consequential, even if that number stays the same, the number of parties into
which those participants may be seen to be organized (because they see
themselves so to be organized, and embody that stance in their conduct) can
change continuously as the contingencies of the talk change, contingencies that
are most centrally supplied by the participants themselves and the nature of the

talk which they undertake with one another (p. 35).

The number of participants or number of parties can have an impact on the features of
conversational organization. In this regard, Levinson (1983) pointed out some
dilemmas for the turn-taking mechanism in ordinary face-to-face conversation. For
example, whatever the mechanism involved, it has to be able to operate in a variety of
different circumstances: ‘the number of parties may vary from two to twenty or more;
persons may enter and exit the pool of participants; turns at speaking can vary from
minimal utterances to many minutes of continuous talk; and if there are more than
two parties then provision is made for all parties to speak without there being any

specified order or “queue” of speakers’ (p. 297).

In ordinary face-to-face conversation, a current turn is usually located in an orderly
relationship to the prior turn. However, Web-based conversation, as this study will
show, is a complex form of multi-person, multi-party conversation, and when there
are more than two people talking, things could become somewhat more complicated.

Multiple single conversations tend to go on simultaneously (see, for example, Egbert,
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1997). The way in which these multiple conversations are managed exhibits key
differences, but also some basic similarities, in the two contexts. The Web-based
conversation for this study is situated in a group discussion setting which involves a
number of participants, and the data are produced by a number of people in
collaborative discussion. So the issue of the number of participants or parties needs to

be borne in mind throughout this study.

2.2.6 Studies on Non-English conversation organization

Although the CA methodology and techniques mentioned so far in this chapter have
arisen basically from reviewing English data, which may cause the findings to be in
part culturally-specific, as noted before, ‘the methods employed should be of quite
general application’ (Levinson, 1983, p. 296). In the last 20 years, a number of CA
studies have been carried out using material from cultures and in languages quite
different from English — as different as Swedish (e.g., Lindstrom, 1994), German
(e.g., Egbert, 1996), Finnish (e.g., Sorjonen, 1996, 2001), Greek (e.g., Sifianou, 2002;
Pavlidou, 2002), Thai (Moerman, 1988), Korean (e.g., Kim, 1993, 1999; Park, 1998,
2002), Japanese (e.g., Mori, 1994, 1999; Tanaka, 1999; Hayashi, Mori and Takagi,
2002; Hayashi, 2003), and others. There are also some studies on Chinese languages,
which will be reviewed in the following section. As Schegloff argues, CA is ‘not
differentially suited to English, nor are there languages that we know about that resist

analysis along conversation-analytic lines’ (quoted in Prevignano and Thibault, 2003,

p. 13).

As Tanaka (1999) indicates, recently attention has increasingly been focused on the
question of whether the conversational organization that has been described is a
universal interactive mechanism or if its basic structure is affected by variations across
cultures and languages (p. 1). For example, Cook’s (1989) research shows that turn-
taking mechanisms, the way in which speakers hold or pass the floor, vary between
cultures and between languages. There are particular signals, which enable speakers to
get into — and to get out of — conversations, to pass the turn to somebody else, and
these vary according to whom one is talking to and in what circumstances. These

mechanisms ‘cannot simply be lifted from one society (and thus from one language
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via literal translation) to another (Cook, p. 53). Therefore, studying conversation in
different languages, such as in Chinese in this study, can provide valuable evidence to

assist in the understanding of conversation organization.

2.2.7 Studies on Chinese conversation

To date, only a few studies of Chinese have taken a CA approach, but the fact that
such studies have been conducted at all is important. For example, Luke (1990)
demonstrated how Conversation Analysis can be applied to Chinese (Cantonese) data,
focusing on three Cantonese final particles, /g, lo and wo; and Wu (1997, 2004)
applied CA methodology to Chinese data, focusing on multiparty conversation and the
use of the final particles g, ei and o in Mandarin Chinese conversation. Also, Tao,
Fox and Garcia (1999) studied tone-choice repair in Mandarin Chinese conversation
based on 120 instances of repair from a corpus of the Beijing dialect. While some
studies are discourse analysis in orientation, others have explored the recurrence of
forms and structures in Chinese conversation from a CA perspective. For instance,
Zhang (1998) presented an intensive study of the organization of repair in Chinese
conversation; and Li (1994) examined three-turn structures in Chinese job interview
settings. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Zhao (1996) studied repair organization
in Chinese academic discussion, and reported that, although self-repair made up a
majority of the events, other-repair was not as rare an event as some research on face-
to-face conversation in English has suggested (e.g., Levinson, 1983, p. 342); at least
the frequency of other-repair varies with the type of conversation, the content of

conversation, or the situational context (cited in Jiang, 2000, p. 268).

Chui (1996) examined the organization of repair in Chinese conversation, focusing on
self-repair only. He classified Chinese self-repair into six major patterns: repetition,
completion, replacement, addition, reordering and abandonment (pp. 346-50), and
found that the patterns of adding or reordering constituents were less commonly used
for self-repair (p. 351). Although Chui’s investigation has made a contribution to the
study of repair patterns in Chinese which will be reviewed in detail in the late section
(2.4.5), it not only excludes the examination of other-repair but is also limited to the

syntactic environment, which is not within the scope of this study.
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Li (2001) identified 508 repair cases from 14 hours of tape-recordings of ordinary
conversation between Chinese people, and found that there were 395 (77.76%) self-
repair cases. It seems that Chinese also prefer self-repair to other repair. However, Li
(2001) noted that among the 508 repair cases, self-initiation occurred in 246 (actually,
it should be 243 — the thesis author’s note), while other-initiation occurred in 265 of
the cases (52.17%) — which means that self-initiated repair did not occur in most
cases. In other words, according to these figures, it cannot be said that Chinese

speakers have a preference for self-initiated repair.

Zhang’s (1998) study of the organization of repair in Chinese conversation reported
that ‘repair organization in Chinese data is generally comparable to Schegloff et al.’s
(1977) American English data in terms of the techniques and positions of repair

initiations and the trajectories from repair initiation to repair outcome.’ (p.1)
As the above review shows, there has been some research on Chinese Conversation

Analysis but, to date, no such research seems to have been carried out on Web-based

conversation in Chinese. This study appears to be the first in this area.
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2.3 Computer Mediated Communication

The literature on Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) related to this study
raises several areas of debate, such as: Is the language form used in Web-based
conversation written or spoken? Can it be called ‘conversation’? Is the turn-taking in a
Web-based conversation an “artefact’? What are the principles of conversational
organization in CMC? The literature related to these issues is reviewed in detail in the

following sections.
2.3.1. Written or spoken

Is language use in CMC written or spoken? The fact that so many researchers have
chosen to study this issue is interesting in itself. An examination of linguistic
characteristics reveals that CMC is similar in nature to both spoken and written
language (e.g., Zuboff, 1988; Poster, 1990; Mason, 1993; Yates and Orlikowski, 1993;
Collot and Belmore, 1996; Yates, 1996; Crystal, 2001). Crystal (2001) emphasized
that CMC ‘relies on characteristics belonging to both sides of the speech/writing
divide, and in many of its functions, the Web is no different from traditional situations
which use writing ... . At the same time, some of the Web’s functions do bring it
much closer to the kind of interaction more typical of speech, with a consequential

effect on the kind of language used’ (pp. 28-29).

The reason why language use in CMC can have the functions of both writing and
speech is that it selectively and adaptively displays properties of both. According to
Crystal (2001, pp. 25-28), speech is ‘typically time-bound, spontaneous, face-to-face,
loosely structured socially interactive, immediately revisable, and prosodically rich’,
while writing is ‘typically space-bound, contrived, visually decontextualized, factually
communicative, elaborately structured, repeatedly revisable, and graphically rich’. As
a form of communication, language use in CMC cannot, therefore, be identical to
either speech or writing. Some writers have even called such language use ‘written
speech’ (e.g., Elmer-Dewitt, 1994); and Davis and Brewer (1997, p. 2) say that
‘electronic discourse is writing that very often reads as if it were being spoken — that

is, as if the sender were “writing talking™’.
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In studying the written form used in CMC, Lapadat (2002) notes that the messages
have some of the characteristics of spoken language, in that ‘they are interactive,
relatively informal, personalized, and audience-aware, with synchronous messages
being more speech-like and asynchronous messages being more formal and
conventional’. As writing composition typically demands higher-order thinking
processes, there is great potential for conceptual change. Also, participants writing in
CMC need to provide contextual information explicitly, and they are able to look back
or to incorporate others’ contributions into what they are writing; thus meanings are

socially negotiated, and cohere across the discourse.

To some extent, context affects language use in CMC. For instance, Gains (1999)
compared two kinds of English email messages in the United Kingdom — the first
from the business sector and the second from an academic society — and found
standard written English in the commercial data and conversational features in the
academic data. (This may provide some evidence for the premise of this study that
academic discussion in the Web may be more conversation-like.) Also, Murray (2000)
argues that if one takes the social aspects rather than the technology as a priority, one
finds that people use linguistic modes and features appropriate to their particular
context. ‘As with both written and spoken discourse, CMC is affected by the

numerous social structural and social situational factors which surround and define the

communication taking place’ (Yates, 1996, p. 46).

Though CMC displays properties of both the written and the oral, as mentioned above,
it is more than an aggregate of spoken and written features. Crystal’s view is that
language use in CMC is something genuinely different in kind: it is ‘speech + writing
+ electronically mediated properties’ (2001, p. 48). He argues that it is more than just
a hybrid of speech and writing, and that electronic texts, of whatever kind, are just not
the same as other kinds of texts. They have several properties — for example, ‘they
display fluidity, simultaneity (being available on an indefinite number of machines)
and non-degradability in copying’ — which have consequences for language; and,
when combined with the properties associated with speech and writing, they make

language in CMC a genuine ‘third medium’ (ibid).
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While Web-based discussion uses language in written, not spoken form, it is clear
enough that, in the give-and-take of talk, the writing in Web-based discussion also has

the features of an interactional conversation. As Nystrand (1986) points out:

When readers understand a text, an exchange of meaning has taken place. The
writer has spoken to the readers. The turn-taking is merely the way conversants
accomplish interaction. When each conversant does certain things (e.g., takes
turns), the result is intelligible, meaningful communication. Similarly, when
writers do certain things and readers do certain other things, the result is lucid,
comprehensible text. Writing is no less interactive than speech in either principle

or practice. (p. 40)

This is a very clear statement that the written form of language use can have the same
interactive function as the spoken form does. Thus, the written form of language in the

Web can also function for talk-in-interaction.

The literature outlined above is helpful for understanding the situation of Web-based
discussion and the language used within it, and must be taken into account in the

present study when exploring in detail the features of the organization of Web-based

conversation.
2.3.2 Technologized interaction

Some writers (e.g., Hutchby, 2001) argue that, with the high-profile phenomenon of
the Internet, we are currently entering a phase which might be called ‘technologized
interaction’. Also, patterns of talk-in-interaction change as people adapt to new
circumstances and possibilities for talk. For example, Poster (1990) comments that
‘the writers who begin to work with computers report their astonishment at how much
easier many aspects of the process of writing have become or that writing is now very
like speaking’ (p. 111). Also, the computer conversation ‘extends the domain of

writing to cover situations that were previously limited primarily to telephone, mail or

face-to-face interactions’ (Mason, 1993, p. 7).
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Such being the case, there is no doubt that some major oral discourse strategies must
exist within CMC, which appears to have obvious oral speech characteristics from the
perspective of linguistics. Some questions have therefore been raised about
technologized interaction — CMC in particular. For example, what aspects of human
conversation are embedded in CMC? What effect does the design of the technology

have on human communication through computers?

It is not surprising that turn-taking in Web-based conversations is a likely ‘artefact’,
because this kind of conversation is in a written form, which supports ‘a unique
expression of human communication: written interaction’ (Mason, 1993, p. 3). It has
been argued that writing is completely artificial in ways that speech is not: oral speech
is a fully natural facility in humans, whereas writing is consciously contrived.
Nevertheless, as Mason pointed out, written communications are clearly a valuable
resource, a fact which more and more users of electronic communications systems are
discovering (Mason, 1993, p. 13). Also, as Ong (1982) notes: ‘To say that writing is
artificial is not to condemn it but to praise it. Like other artificial creations, and indeed
more than any other, it is invaluable and indeed essential for the realization of a fuller,
interior, human potential. Technologies are not mere exterior aids but also interior
transformations of consciousness, and never more than when they affect the word’ (p.

82).

Actually, the technological artefacts themselves can be seen as ‘participants’ in the
interaction, in that the words or pictures on a screen can be viewed as ‘contributions’
(Hutchby, 2001). So, as this study will show, the technology as ‘participant’, as well

as human beings, can make errors or mistakes which need to be repaired.

Artefact interaction made by computer technology causes some notable differences
from human normative conversation. As we know, one of the most important
discoveries made by Sacks and his associates, according to their English data, is that
people take turns at talking: in a given conversation there is only one person talking at
a time, and only when that person stops will another person begin to talk; ‘gap’ or
‘overlap’ is not common (Sacks, et al. 1974, p. 700-1). In CMC, Web-based
conversation in particular, this rule for conversation is actually presented not by

people’s speech actions as in most asynchronous situations, but by the technical
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System, which allows only one person to speak at a time (actually, only one speaker
can be received at a time). Any overlap will never show on the screen, even if it has
actually happened, whereas silence will be long compared with an oral conversation
situation. Examination of the effects of these differences to discover any new
elements or factors that influence the organization of Web-based conversation is
important. It may, for example, help us to understand more about the nature of Web-
based talk-in-interaction and its potential applications for educational purposes, and

to discover appropriate ways to help students and tutors keep track of the threads in a

prolonged asynchronous discussion.

This review of the literature on so-called ‘technologized interaction’ shows that
conversation on the Web involves a shift in its features due to the impact of the
technology. There is no doubt that technology must have an impact on repair
organization in Web-based conversation, the subject of investigation in the present
study. Although this study does not explore any issues specifically related to
technology or software design, the impact of technology on the data cannot be
prevented as the data have already been created in a specific technological

environment, and it should be retained in mind throughout the process of the study.
2.3.3 Analysis of Computer-Mediated Conversation — previous work

Some researchers who have analysed CMC from a conversation analysis perspective
have identified differences operating in CMC interaction. For example, Murray (1985,
1989) examined turn-taking in CMC to determine how it differs from Sacks et al.’s
(1974) model and found six characteristics or principles for interactants coordinating

conversations when using computers as a medium:

1  The sender may make a second move before receiving a response to the
first. It is noted that Murray used ‘second utterance’ in 1985 (p. 213), and
changed the phrase to ‘second move’ in 1989 (p. 326).

2 A recipient may not respond to an utterance. Two factors operate as the
cause of this. First, responding to the utterance would deflect the recipient
from his/her goal-driven plan (Wilensky, 1983). Second, the retention of

the message on the screen is for the duration of one screen only. Thus,
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computer conversations resemble both the transience of speech and the
permanence of writing (1989, pp. 327-28).
3 A message may interrupt a turn or move. The sender may continue with

the move or, as a result of the message, abort the move or change it (1989
p. 328).

]

4 Opening and closing adjacency pairs are absent. Most messages do not
begin with a greeting; and closings are not negotiated as in face-to-face
conversation (1989, p. 329).

5 Naming addressees does not operate as a turn allocation technique. In
computer conversation, occasionally a sender will address the recipient by
name. As the message only goes to the one recipient, this is not done to
signal the addressee and thus allocate turns as in face-to-face conversation,
but is used to indicate role (1989, p. 330).

6 Tag questions do not serve as exit devices as they do in face-to-face
conversation. Because turn-taking does not have to be allocated in

computer conversation, tag questions are redundant (1989, p. 331).

Murray’s study was based on data collected from a synchronous conversation, and did
not examine an asynchronous conversational situation that uses a computer as a
medium. It also took place in a special workplace situation with a pair of participants’
conversation. As a result, her outline of the characteristics of turn-taking may not be a
universal feature of the organization of all types of computer mediated conversation,
and in particular, it may not be adequate for characterizing asynchronous Web-based
conversation for a group of participants. After analytic work, Murray argued that turn-
taking analysis may not be suitable for CMC. However, as has been seen, Murray
actually employed the method to deal with her data and eventually reached
conclusions (e.g., the six characteristics) from it. So her conclusion that the analysis
did not reveal anything seems to be contradictory. Furthermore, although Murray
(1991, 2000) shifted her focus and adopted the theory of speech acts to examine CMC
in her later work, she still holds the view that CMC is a kind of conversation, and has
‘its own norms for organizing conversation and accommodating threads of discourse’
(2000, p. 397). This also appears to contradict her own position on the application of
CA to CMC., because if CMC has its own ‘conversation organization’, how can turn-

taking as the fundamental organization for conversation disappear from CMC? And
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why can’t the analysis of turn-taking in CMC be used to find what happens in CMC?
In this study, it is not intended to debate whether or not Murray recognized that any
rules or principles for turn-taking exist in conversation; it merely attempts to take her
experience into account in analysing the characteristics of a particular organization (i.e.

repair) in CMC to find something new in Web-based conversation.

Murray was one of the first researchers to regard CMC as one form of conversation
and apply CA in the analysis of CMC (whatever conclusions she eventually drew).
Though she did not study a wide range of CMC continuously from the CA perspective,
her work laid the foundations in this area; and, following her lead, others have entered
this field. For example, Hutchby (2001) has applied CA to study the relationship
between technologies and human communication and has attempted to argue for a
particular method of studying communication and a particular way of conceptualizing
technology, which together help us to understand how technologies can affect the
interactive social world and how humans can find ways of managing their impact. For
example, he indicates that there are four specific constraints which serve to distinguish

Internet Relay Chat, a form of synchronous CMC interaction, from the normative

order of ordinary conversation:

1  Participants can only ‘take a turn’ in the ongoing conversation by typing
something in their talk-line box and pressing <Enter>.

2 That ‘turn’ only reaches all others on the channel once it has been
accepted and distributed by the server (temporal lag).

3 There is a difference between a turn’s course of production (typing in)
and its public ‘enunciation’ (sending), such that other turns may appear in
the interim which disrupt the turn’s sequential relationship with its
intended prior.

4  While all this is happening, the conversation is going on in a scrolling
window on the monitor screen; which means that, on occasions of high
traffic through the server, the prior contribution to which a turn is tied
may have scrolled off the screen by the time the second contribution

appears.
(Hutchby, 2001, pp. 183-84)
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The examples above are studies of turn-taking in CMC. Unfortunately, there have
been very few studies on the other core issue of CA — repair organization in CMC.
The example on this aspect can be Raudaskoski’s (2003) case study on a conversation
at a computer tutorial, where the situation included two participation frameworks:
human—computer interaction and human-human interaction. It was found that
anything in the conversation can be a repairable. The concept of ‘repairable’ extends
to the physical actions of the participants, as their movements, such as clicking or
pressing, can exhibit their interpretation of what is on the screen or the other
participant’s talk. Raudaskoski’s (2003) study shows that the situation of computer
use analysed had many instances of repair: the participants repaired each other’s
interpretation of the situation, and the system (or rather its designers), and attempt to
mimic second-position repair initiations. This kind of argument returns to the topic of

‘artefact turn-taking’ and technologized interaction, which was reviewed earlier.
2.3.4 Nature of asynchronous Web-based conversation

Having reviewed the general literature on computer conversations, which mainly
related to synchronous interaction, this section focuses on the literature dealing with

the issue of asynchronous interaction.

When comparing asynchronous Web conversation with face-to-face conversation,
Crystal (2001, p. 135) posits that ‘each contributor leaves a linguistic “footprint”, in
that what is said has a permanent pragmatic effect. In face-to-face communication,
pragmatic effects are typically immediate and direct, but in an asynchronous list, the

effect of a contribution is preserved over an indefinable period of time, ... as long as

there is interest in it’.

The other feature highlighted by Crystal (2001) is that Web interaction is non-linear.
He notes that, just as we can ‘dip into’ a book, so we can also ‘dip into’ a group.
When joining a group, we can call up a recent or distant topic, then begin with any
postings in which we are interested —there is no given chronological starting-point.
As it will be seen in Chapter 3 (3.2), the Web-based discussion board in this study has
an index function which can classify postings by topic title, date and author within

directories. Within a topic, there is a stronger sense of chronological linearity, as
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messages are organized in the order in which the server received them. However, as
Crystal (2001, p. 137) points out, this is a presentational linearity only, and has no
communicative consequence. For example, there can be no guarantee that a sender E,
responding to message A, has read any of the messages (B, C, D) which may have
been sent to the group in the interim period. Indeed, E does not know whether A will
read his/her response — or, indeed, whether anyone ever will. Also, A may have
logged off by the time E responds; and a cluster of other messages may come in, so
that when A next logs on, E’s message may be so far back in the queue that it will not
be noticed. Because there is no obligation for E to respond and no expectation on A’s

part that E will respond, A may not go looking for it.

Open access to the floor, leading to multi-directional conversations, is another
characteristic of Web-based interactivity. In asynchronous conversation, real-time
linearity and capacity constraints are relieved, easing the pressures of bidding for and
trying to hold the floor. Also, as asynchronous conversation is not limited by ‘real
time’, and all participants have equal access to the floor, and can say as much as they
wish on their own time, ‘there is a greater possibility of incorporating all participants’
perspectives and taking topics to completion’ (Schallert, Dodson, Benton, Reed,

Amador, Lissi, Coward, and Fleeman, 1999, quoted in Lapadat, 2002).

Besides the above arguments regarding asynchronous Web-based conversation, and
the examination of the writers/speakers’ participation, there is another important
element in the situation — the fact that there is a real reader/audience. As Lapadat
(2002) says, an audience of peers, who are predisposed to read what one writes and
also to respond, with characteristics built in via the design of the on-line asynchronous
interaction, ‘creates a joint focus on academic topics of mutual interest, and thus a
crucible for the social construction of meaning’. The fact that participants in on-line
asynchronous interaction are writing for a real audience of their peers motivates them
to make their expression clear. Therefore, Lapadat (2002) argues that asynchronous
Web-based conversations (conferences, in his case) place a high premium on good
writing, and as participants try to put their thoughts clearly, they will take their time,

reflect, consider their audience’s perspectives, and use critical and higher-order

thinking skills.
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The Web-based discussions examined in this study share the same features as the

Web-based conversations outlined above.

2.3.5 The application of CA to Web-based conversation

The literature on both CA and CMC has already been reviewed in earlier sections. We

now consider the combination of these two areas by looking at relevant work on the

application of CA to CMC,

As has already been seen, Conversation Analysis (CA) has become a powerful method
for analysing meaning-making or interpretation as a sequential phenomenon in
authentic face-to-face or telephone conversations (Raudaskoski, 2003, p. 109).
Because researchers from different disciplines have used it as a means to study
language use in various contexts and in different situations, the author was motivated
to try to employ CA theories and methodology when dealing with the data from the
Web. However, in Web-based communication, the medium and also its asynchronous
written interaction are very different from ordinary face-to-face oral conversation,
which is what is usually studied in traditional CA. The application of CA to Web-
based conversation might be regarded as not falling within the scope of Conversation
Analysis, or at least being at its outer margins. However, Web conversation has
created huge amounts of text in modern society, and has attracted great attention and
interest, because texts are one type of language use, and their production or reception
is often an essential part of a ‘(situated) activity system’ (e.g., Goodwin and Goodwin,
1987) or ‘multi-party interactives’ (Goodwin, 1996) — that is in collaborative action
in which semiotic fields are an important resource (Raudaskoski, 2003, p. 109).
Although the role of texts, particularly of texts as one form of talk-in-interaction
appearing on a computer screen, has not been of primary interest in CA, as we have
seen there have been some studies of people using computers as the medium of
communication to conduct interactive conversation. As well as the work reviewed in
previous sections, here is another example of the application of CA to the analysis of
text produced by computers. Raudaskoski (2003) is interested in how a CA analysis
can reveal about the user-readers’ interpretation of electronic texts. In a case study of

two people using a computer tutorial, he examined how participants in a situation
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which involves texts interpret them, and how the text’s appearance on a computer

screen —which may be either static or shown according to the user’s actions —affects

the user-reader’s interpretation.

Conversation analysis is characterized by the view that there are discoverable rules,
procedures and conventions which underlie the orderly production of talk in
interactional circumstances. These conventions comprise a form of social organization
which makes for the possibility of mutually intelligible communication. So

discovering the interactional organization of CMC is an important area of study.

When conducting interaction analysis in CA literature, the techniques used include
establishing a pattern, deviant-case analysis, and single-case analysis, although they
are not strictly separable (e.g., Levinson, 1983; Heritage, 1984, 1988, 1995 and 2003;
Schegloff, 1987a, 1988; Drew and Heritage, 1992). Quantitative analyses have been
used more recently in the study of interactional phenomena (Schegloff, 1993; Heritage,
1995; Ford and Thompson, 1996; Tanaka, 1999). All of the methodologies and
techniques mentioned above can be applied to interactional analysis in the situation of
Web-based conversation, as computer-mediated conversation is an example of natural
conversation despite its being conducted in both a special form and a special setting
other than ‘face-to-face’, ‘synchronous’ and ‘oral speech’. As technical and
methodological issues concerning the linking of CA to Web-based conversation will
be discussed in detail in the next chapter, here it is simply emphasized that the

application of CA to analyse Web-based conversation is feasible in both theoretical

and practical respects.

2.3.6 Terminology in this study

The definition of the term ‘conversation’ and other terms in CA tradition have been

reviewed, and this section gives an account of some specific terms used in this study.

Web-based conversation

As communication through the Web or the Internet appears to have similar basic

features to Sacks et al.’s (1977) observations on ordinary conversation mentioned
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previously, and are already viewed as a type of ‘conversation’ (e.g., in the work of
Murray and others), the term Web-based conversation seems to be appropriate for the

properties this study is going to examine.

Murray (1991, p.81) argues that, just as different disciplines have interpreted language
variation differently, they have also interpreted the object of language study

differently — and that these differences are reflected in their use of terminology.

Web-based discussion, the case in this study, is one form of interactive electronic
communication or CMC. The term Web-based conversation focuses on how
participants use language to participate and organize the conversation to exchange
ideas rather than on the medium or channel by which they transfer and deliver their
messages. Using this term emphasizes our focus on language above the sentence
level — ‘on language as utterances’ (Schiffrin, 1994), whether written or spoken; and
actually the written form of language can be treated as the spoken form and, as we

have seen, even be called ‘writing talking’ (Davis and Brewer, 1997, p. 2).

There are many terms for language used on the Internet and the Web — for example,
‘Netspeak’, ‘Netlish’, ‘Weblish’, ‘Internet language’, ‘cyberspeak’, ‘electronic
discourse’, ‘electronic language’, ‘interactive written discourse’, ‘computer-mediated
communication’ (CMC) and ‘Webspeak’. Though each term has a somewhat different
implication, as Crystal (2001, p. 18) observed, ‘discourse’ and ‘speak’ are terms
commonly used to describe the written form of language in Computer Mediated
Communication (CMC). Therefore, in this study, ‘writers in the discussion board are

treated as ‘speakers’; and the postings they make are viewed as ‘utterances’ or

‘speaking’.

Because CMC refers to any human—human communication mediated via a computer,
the Web-based discussion in this study is one mode of CMC. So, in this research, the
term CMC is used to indicate the general situation, while the specific terms ‘Web-
based conversation® or ‘computer conversation’ are adopted for stressing the analysis
of elements of the conversational structure or organization — as long as we remember

that ‘conversation’ here involves writing, as well as reading, and is constructed
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through the online interactive exchange of messages between a number of participants
asynchronously.

Utterance, Message, Turn and Posting

Other terms used in this research must also be clarified to indicate specifically how
they are being used. With reference to the turn-taking system, it is necessary to
distinguish between ‘utterance’, ‘turn’, and ‘posting’, especially related to the Web-
based conversation. In this sense, Murray’s (1985) definitions of terms used in CMC

can serve the purpose for this study:

Utterance is a stretch of uninterrupted text; while turn and posting refer to the
sender’s intended whole utterance. In oral conversation, utterance and turn are usually
conterminous. Murray (1985, p. 212) argues that ‘turn’ is not a suitable way of
describing the organization of computer conversation; turns can consist of more than
one message and/or more than one utterance. However, in this study, the ‘turn’ is
treated as the same as a single posting, which is sent by the sender once. In other
words, once the sender has sent his/her text by computer, the sender has taken a “turn’.
No matter how many messages the posting comprises, or even if it is incomplete, it is
still considered a single ‘turn’. In this sense, ‘utterance’ and ‘turn’ are conterminous in

Web-based conversation, and consistent with ‘posting’.
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2.4 Repair organization

Section 2.2.4 outlined the literature on repair as one of general domains for
Conversation Analysis. This section looks at the literature in this area in more depth in

order to provide the theoretical and practical underpinning for the present study.

As discussed earlier, in every talk-in-interaction, it is common for participants to need
to deal with some troubles, such as errors, mistakes, misunderstanding or mishearing
and so on, in on-going talk. A participant often needs to correct something another has
said. The most successful attempt to develop a description of the corrective sequence
for language in interaction is the work on repair in Conversation Analysis. In
particular, the mechanisms through which participants repair themselves or each other

have been described as regular and predictable.

Repair organization is one of the most important components in CA work. Whatever
the kind of conversation, recurrent problems cannot be avoided in the process (i.e. in
speaking, hearing, and understanding), and repair is the only way to remove such
problems. As noted before, as a ‘self-righting mechanism’, repair allows talk-in-
interaction to continue in the face of ‘problems’, and so conversational repair plays an

indispensable role in the interactive use of language.

Since the concept was introduced, there has been a growing interest in repair
phenomena in CA work. Studies on repair range over a variety of issues, including:

the characteristics of repair organization (Schegloff et al, 1977, Moerman, 1977;
Schegloff, 1979; 1992); the frequency of occurrence of particular types of repair (e.g.,
Schegloff, 1987b; Drew, 1997); the interactional sequence of particular forms of
repair (Jefferson, 1974; Goodwin, 1987; Besnier, 1989; Kim, 1993); and preferences
in repair (e.g., Schegloff et al., 1977; Moerman, 1977; Zhao, 1996; Li, 1996; Li, 2001).
Work in CA has also paid attention to the relationships between repair and syntax.
Outlined below is a review of the literature on the theoretical framework for repair
from different perspectives. Attention is directed in the main to the organizational

features for repair, rather than the relationship between repair and grammar.
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2.4.1 Repair via correction

As indicated earlier, the term ‘repair’ is first introduced by Schegloff et al. in an
article in 1977, in which they discuss the question of how speakers correct mistakes
which occur in conversation. So that the analysis would have more general
applicability, they suggest that the term ‘repair’ should be used, instead of ‘correction’,
as ‘correction’ is commonly understood to refer to the replacement of an ‘error’ or
‘mistake’ by what is ‘correct’: ‘The phenomena we are addressing, however, are
neither contingent upon error, nor limited to replacement’ (Schegloff et al., 1977, p.
363). ‘Repair’ involves not only the correction of real errors or mistakes (see example
[1]) but also imagined mistakes (see example [2]), misunderstandings (see example
[3]), mishearing (see example [4]), even non-hearing (see example [5]), or self-editing
‘word’ (see example [6]). (The arrows in each example below indicate the occurrences
of repair. About transcription conventions in the study, see Appendix I)
[1]
Ken: Is Al here today?
Dan: Yeah.
(2.0)
Roger: = He is? hh eh heh
Dan: - Well he was.
(Schegloff et al. 1977, p. 364)

After Roger, who is the speaker other than trouble source speaker, issues an initiation,
Dan corrects the wrong word ‘is’ by replacing it with ‘was’.
2]
I have a: — cousin teaches there.
> Where.
Uh: Columbia.
Columbia?
Uh huh.
> You mean Manhattan?
No. Uh big university. Isn’t that in Columbia?
(Schegloff et al. 1977, p. 369)

> 9 x> 9 202
v
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As the university’s name ‘Columbia’ can be confused with the name used for other
places, D in example [2] has issued a repair initiation. It is obvious that A does not
have any mistakes in his/her talk, but D imagines that there may be a mistake. Thus, a
repair is sequenced in the conversation between speakers.
[3]
Annie: Which one::s are closed, and which ones are open.
Zebrach: Most of *em. This, this, //this, this ((pointing))
Annie: 2 I ’on’t mean on the shelters, I mean on the roads.
Zebrach: Oh:.
(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 366)
Zebrach provides a wrong answer to Annie, as Zebrach misunderstands Annie’s
question ‘which ones are closed and which ones are open’ as asking about shelters.
Thus Annie accomplishes repair by pointing out Zebrach’s misunderstanding and
provides a correct sense of what she actually means: ‘I ’on’t mean on the shelters, I
mean on the roads’.
[4]
I thought you had a date with your boyfriend to go to a party.
No I went to a shower.

- To a where?

© > W o>

I went to a shower.
(Schegloff et al. 1977, p. 368)

After A talks about B having a date with her boyfriend to go to a party, B says that she
went to a shower. A feels that she has not heard clearly or has misheard where B went,
and so issues an initiation for B’s repair by asking the question ‘to a where?’

[5]
Wul did’e ever get married’r anything?
Hu:h?

Did jee ever get married?

Q9 QU
\%

I have // no idea.
(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 367)
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C’s utterance ‘Hu:h’ shows that s/he does not hear the question ‘Wul did’e ever

get married’r anything?’ D asks. D therefore has to accomplish repair by

repeating his/her question.
[6]
Ken: > Sure enough ten minutes later the bell r-

> the doorbell rang. ..
(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 363)

To make the expression more precise, Ken chooses the word ‘doorbell’ to replace

‘bell’ he had just used in his utterance.

The examples above clearly illustrate that the occurrence and solving of problems are
a common phenomenon in conversation. Problem-removing involves not only the
correction of mistakes or errors, but many other kinds of action for solving problems
in on-going talk-in-interaction. So, the use of the term ‘repair’ is more appropriate and

meaningful than ‘correct’, as Schegloff et al. suggested.
2.4.2 Anything repairable

In the existing literature, what the repair addresses is referred to as the ‘repairable’ or
the ‘trouble source’. In section 2.3.3, reference was made to the case study of
conversation at a computer terminal carried out by Raudaskoski (2003), which found
that the concept ‘repairable’ extends to the physical actions of the participants, as their
movements, clicking or pressing can show their interpretation of what is on the screen
or the other participant’s talk. Raudaskoski (2003, pp. 116-18) provides an example
of the notion of ‘repairable’ in which ‘Click-L’ in the mouse tutorial becomes ‘a
trouble source’. In the case studied, ‘Click-L’ means to press and release the LEFT
mouse button. As an instruction, ‘Click-L’ worked quite well in the tutorial, but at one
point, one of the users in the tutorial clearly had an incorrect notion of what Click-L

refers to (in the transcript in line 114 below, which is marked by an arrow, at which

point B is going to press key | on the keyboard):

[7]
112 A: did you click 1?

113 B: [no]
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114 > [((hand towards 1 on the keyboard))]
115

116 A: [the left button?]

[((gaze to B))]
(Randaskoski, 2003, p. 116)

Line 114 above is a very strong indicator of what Click-L meant to B at that point: it
refers to clicking I on the keyboard, but does not refer to the left mouse button. So the
misunderstanding causes B’s repairable action, and A’s gaze occurs with his repair

(‘the left button?”) of B’s action.

This is just an example of misunderstanding as a trouble source for repair. Actually,
anything in conversation can be repairable, as has been exemplified in a previous

section, and is further illustrated in the following sections.
2.4.3 Possible structures for repair

Repair deals with problems occurring in ongoing conversational interaction. Thus, CA
centres its analysis of repair on the structural sequencing of utterances. Repair

organization is characterized by the following structure:

e  who (self or other) initiates the repair;

e  who (self or other) accomplishes the repair work.

‘Self> refers to the speaker of the trouble source, and ‘other’ refers to anyone other

than the speaker of the problematic utterance.

According to Schegloff et al’s. (1977) observation, which has been re-examined by
other researchers, successful repair sequences can take the following four possible
structures (the examples of each type of structure are taken from a study by Zhang
[1998] which investigated how repair works in Chinese, which may be more related to
the present study. The English version for each example from Zhang’s study is

presented below, while their original Chinese versions are shown in Appendix II):
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1 Self-repair can issue from self-initiation:
[8]
Zhou: after the nap we got to gather in the
> afternoon. We’d gather at one thirty — one forty, then we’d

march ...

(Zhang, 1998, p. 46)

In [8], the speaker Zhou uses a notable cutoff of the word ‘thirty’ as an initiation, then

accomplishes a self-correction to ‘forty’. It is an example of self-initiation self-repair.

ii  Self-repair can issue from other-initiation:

[9]
1 Gong: and last time there was, I mentioned that
2 magazine, which also talked in particular about
3 black people’s hair
4 @) Yeah
5 Gong: it’s actually fake
6 @) Oh
7 Gong: their hair is fake
8 Xin: =>  Ah? Black people’s hair is fake?
9 Gong: no, black people’s long hair is fake, because

their own hair is always very short

[
o

(Zhang, 1998, p. 99)

At line 8, Xin indicates the problem in the prior turn in which Gong says that ‘their
hair is fake’ as other-initiation, then Gong in line 9 accomplishes a self-repair.

Obviously, this is a case of other-initiation self-repair.

iii Other-repair can issue from self-initiation:

[10]
1 Mei: () well you always said you’d give me some

of the what, you haven’t given me yet.

2 Wu what?
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3 Mei: > what’s that, what’s it called?
4 Wu > nitre stuff ( )

5  Zhou: > hydride

6 Wu hydride

7  Mei: ah, hydride

(Zhang, 1998, p. 176)

In [10], Mei has a problem in remembering the appropriate item in line 3, so she uses
‘what’s that, what’s it called?’ to issue an initiation inviting other-repair. Then Wu
provides an item as a repair in line 4 which is further other-corrected by Zhou in line 5.
This is an example of self-initiation other-repair.

iv  Other-repair can issue from other-initiation:

[11]

1 Zhou: hey, is your field related to hers in any way?
2 you study medicine and you psychology, the
3 two should be related I suppose.

4 Mei: > she studies pharmaceutics=

5 Wu - =yeah I [study pharmaceutics

6 Mei: [that has more to do with chemistry

(Zhang, 1998, p. 162)

In [11], when Zhou asks two friends about the connection between the subjects they
study, Zhou proffers the two names of the subjects and supposes that there is a
connection between them. Then Mei and Wu in lines 4 and 5 correct Zhou’s error in

the name of Wu'’s study area. This is a case of other-initiation other-repair.

Schegloff et al. (1977, p. 363) also introduced the concept of ‘failure’ in repair.
‘Failure’ refers to cases in which a repair procedure is initiated but does not produce a
successful solution. Thus, while ‘self-repair’ and ‘other-repair’ refer to the success of
a repair procedure, ‘failure’ refers to those efforts at repair which have failed. Self-

and other-initiation can yield failure which also features in possible structures:
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1 Failure can issue from self-initiation:
[12]

C: C’n you tell me-(1 .0) D’you have any records
> of whether you-whether you-who you sent-
> Oh(hh) shit.

G: What’d you say?

C: I’'m having the worst trouble talking.

(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 364)

This example shows that C failed in repair after G issued a question about the trouble

C made, i.e. a clear utterance has never been presented by C.

it Failure can also issue from other-initiation:

[13]
Roger: It’s kinduva-//kinduv weird.
Dan: heh
(2.0)
Roger: Whadda you think?

Ken: - Hm?

Roger: >  Forget it.
(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 365)

In the last line, Roger fails to repair his utterance which obviously was the cause of

some trouble and is initiated by Ken’s ‘hm?’,

The fundamental structures for repair in oral conversation that have been described by
conversation analysts have been outlined above. One issue for this study is to examine

whether the structures described are applicable to conversation taking place in the

Web.
2.4.4 |Initiator techniques — forms of repair initiation

Initiators are the signals to start a repair sequence. The forms of initiator techniques

have been noted and investigated by CA analysts. When Schegloff et al. (1977) first
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studied repair organization, they found that self- and other-initiations have clearly
different rules. This section will review the literature on descriptions of the initiator

techniques for repair taken either by self (2.4.4.1) or other (2.4.4.2).

2.4.4.1. Techniques for self-initiating repair

Self-initiations within the same turn (which contains the trouble source) use a variety
of non-lexical speech perturbations, e.g., cut-offs, sound stretches, ‘ub’s etc., to signal
the possibility of repair-initiation, e.g.
[14]
A: > W- when’s yer uh, weh- you have one day y’only have one course uh?
(Schegloff et al. 1977, p.367)
For Chinese conversation, Zhang’s (1998) investigation found that, besides non-
lexical speech perturbations, other forms of technique, such as lexical expressions and
repair initiated without separable initiators were also employed for self-initiating

repair.

Zhang (1998) pointed out that lexical expressions are ‘the most explicit initiators that
indicate either the trouble-source to be repaired or the kind of item a search is set up to
find’ (p. 36). A speaker can indicate a replacement through the format of ‘not X, Y.
In such cases, the trouble source X is cancelled out by a negation and a replacement Y
is then supplied, e.g.
[15]
Cheng: as to picking apples I haven’t done it I ()
((clear throat)) I- I’ve done it once (1.1) I
-  wasn’t picking apples it was picking: the
cherries.
(Zhang, 1998, p. 37)

In above example, the cancelled out trouble-source is ‘picking apples’ which is
replaced by ‘picking cherries’.

[16]
Tian: the first time I rode a motorcycle I let who

was it, Chunyu, chunyu to take me, the first
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time I rode a motorcycle, not the first, it was in
Weihai.

(Zhang, 1998, p. 40)

In example [16] the insertion of ‘“who was it’ after the verb ‘let’ indicates the
speaker’s momentary difficulty in finding the appropriate name that should fill this

position. However, immediately following the search signal, the person’s name is

delivered with stress ‘Chunyu’.

According to Zhang’s data, though many cases of repair are initiated by a separable
initiator, separable initiators are not always required, e.g.
[17]
Woman: I took my kid to eat at: (.) McDonalds’ then
when [ turned back that — thing that handbag
was gone
(Zhang, 1998, p. 48)

This example shows that the repair has no initiator at all other than the syntax:

juxtaposing one item ‘thing’ right after another item ‘handbag’.

Zhang (1998) suggested that lexical and non-lexical initiators are used to initiate
same-turn self-repair, and a juxtaposition of two parallel items often constitutes a

repair with no obvious initiating cues.

Some other specific forms of initiating technique for self-repair are also classified into
different categories in investigations on English. For example, Goodwin (1987) uses
the term ‘uncertainty’ to describe the specific occurrence of interactional features in
conversation. Though Goodwin (1987) did not view uncertainty from the perspective
of techniques for initiating, uncertainty is used as a form of technique for self-
initiation for repair, e.g.

[18]

Mike: I was watching Johnny Carson one night en there was a guy by the na-

What was that guy’s name.=Blake?
(Goodwin, 1987, p. 115)
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In example [18], Mike starts to provide the name of the guest being talked about
(‘there was a guy by the na-") but then interrupts himself in mid-word and indicates
that he is having trouble finding that name (‘What was that guy’s name.”). He
eventually produces a name but marks it as problematic by pronouncing it with rising
intonation (Blake?). Though Goodwin did not review the event in this example from

the perspective of repair organization, it is obvious that the form of uncertainty used in

Mike’s talk is a self-initiation for repair.

As mentioned previously, if analysts use other categories to classify the appearance of
uncertainty, they may use other names as initiators for repair. The example of

uncertainty above can be clarified as a lexical initiator according to Zhang (1998).
2.4.4.2 Techniques for other-initiation

Other-initiating techniques have been described with various initiators that signal the
start of a repair sequence. The general classification of other initiating techniques in

the existing literature on CA can be outlined as follows.
Open class

Drew (1997) explored the forms of ‘open’ class repair initiation by analysing
naturally occurring telephone conversations and argues (p. 69) that when speakers
initiate repair, they may use repair initiation forms which locate the specific source of
trouble (the repairable) in the prior turn; and they also may select forms which treat
the whole of the prior turn as in some way problematic. The latter case can be called
‘open’ forms, which use, for example, ‘pardon?’, ‘sorry?’, ‘what?’, ‘Hmm’, etc. In
other words, the form of ‘open’ class does not indicate the ‘trouble’ in the prior turn

specifically, but requests a repair for the whole of the prior turn.

Here are two examples taken from Drew (1997) to illustrate this type of technique for
other-initiation repair:
[19]
Lesley: they’ve gone over to the Cat Ash:.
(0.3)
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Norm: Oh: right.
Lesley: I don’t=if you want to go over there an’ see them a:l1?
Norm: I can’t 'm dialyzing at the mo-:ment. he[h,
Lesley: 2> [Sorry?
Norm: I’m dialyzing at the mome[nt,
Lesley: [.hh Oh::
[20]

Lesley: Didju get my letter,

(0.5)
Mum: Uh yes thank you, I’ve writ- () I’ve answered it. =
Lesley: =TCH. Oh yes. Wey (.) Can you work it all out,
Mum: - Pardon?

)
Mum: Oh yes. Ye:s yes’v course I could.

In [19] and [20] above, a speaker uses a form of repair initiation — ‘Sorry’ in [19],
‘Pardon’ in [20] (see arrowed turns) — which indicates some general trouble with the
other’s prior turn. However, Drew (1997) argues, most significantly, that these
initiations ‘do not themselves identify the repairable items in the prior turns, or specify
the nature of the difficulty which the speakers have in understanding what their co-
participants have just said’ (p. 72). Thus, this kind of initiation leaves open what
exactly the difficulty is which the speaker (i.e. the one who initiates repair) is having
with the other’s prior turn. For this reason, ‘sorry?’, ‘pardon?’, ‘what?’ and so forth
are an ‘open’ class of repair initiators, as they leave ‘open’ what is the repairable

trouble which the speaker is having with the prior turn (ibid).

Understanding check

Understanding check, one of techniques for initiation of repair, has been studied in
various languages and cultures, e.g. English (Schegloff et al., 1977), Thai (Moerman,
1977) and Korean (Kim, 1993). As an understanding check (e.g. use of the form
“Y’mean + possible understanding of prior’: see example [26]) can receive either

rejection or acceptance, it may be a form for repair as well as initiation. Though
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understanding check can be embodied in different formats for language-specific
features, it is an initiation technique for repair. In many cases, the understanding check
‘takes the form of COLLABORATIVE COMPLETION’ (Schegloff, 1988, cited in
Kim, 1993, p. 10), by which the speaker fills in any blanks in the trouble source
utterance. In Korea, ‘speakers tend to display their understanding of the trouble source
utterance through their own collaborative effort supported by frequent occurrences of
another form of other-initiation, by which the speaker provides a candidate

understanding of the point of the utterance in the prior turn’ (Kim, 1993, p. 10).

Question

According to some investigations (e.g. Besnier, 1989), a question is the most common
strategy for other-initiation of repair. Based on a study by Nukulaelae, Besnier (1989)
argued that questions have two types for functioning as repair initiators. One is
questions which bear on an element of the previous turn, which can be called
retrospective questions. The other is questions which request the interlocutor to
provide more information than given in the preceding turn, which can be called
prospective questions. Though the boundary between these two question types is not
always clear-cut, the distinction between prospective and retrospective questions
remains useful in many contexts, for the analysis of repair organization in particular.
For example, usually the former one is used as a form of techniques for other-
initiation, while the latter one is used as a form of techniques for self-initiation.
Example [21] below, from Zhang (1998), just uses a question as a technique for other-

initiation which occurs in conversation taking place in Chinese:

[21]

1  Shen: Your name please?

2  Xin: eh it’s Xin.

3 You: =2 Xin?=

4 Xin: = uh yeah yeah yeah =
5 Shen: >  =whatXin?

6 Xin: Xin as in “xinfeng”

7  Shen: Oh: that’s- r- rare

(Zhang, 1998, p. 107)
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In [21], the participants are at the beginning of a radio call-in programme. One of the
programme’s hosts repeats the caller’s surname in line 3 as a question requesting
clarification of the name. After the caller fails to do so, in line 5 the programme’s co-
host issues the question ‘what Xin?’ directly, to show their problem in catching the

caller’s surname, which is an uncommon one.

Open class, understanding check and questions are commonly used as other-initiating
techniques. However, each of these techniques is still embodied in some specific form
or device. According to Schegloff el al. (1977, p. 367), other-initiations ‘use a group
of devices’ to initiate repair that mainly include types of:
i Huh, What?,e.g. [5] (2.4.1)
cC: = Hu:h?
ii  Consist of the question words who, where, when, e.g. [2] (2.4.1)
D: = Where.
iii Partial repeat of the trouble-source turn, plus a question word, e.g. [4] (2.4.1)
A 2 To a where?
iv  Partial repeat of the trouble-source turn, e.g.
[22]
A: Well Monday, lemme think. Monday, Wednesday, an’ Fridays
I’m home by one ten.
B: > Oneten?
(Schegloff et al. 1977, p. 368 [TG:15-16])

v Y’mean plus a possible understanding of prior turn, €.g.

[23]

A: Why did I turn out this way.
B: =2 You mean homosexual?

A: Yes.

(Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 368 [SPC:SP])

The above five main types of device for initiator techniques for other repair were
identified by Schegloff et al. (1977), but of course there are other types for initiation.
In the light of Schegloff et al.’s theoretical framework, other researchers have further
examined and clarified forms of initiation techniques for other-repair in different

languages or from a different perspective. For example. for Chinese, Zhang (1998) has

53



Literature review

identified five technical devices for other-initiation, which seem most similar to
English:

ii

i

v

Question partial ‘a’(ah) and question word ‘sheme’ (what)

These two forms used for other-initiation in Chinese seem the same as forms (i)

and (ii) listed above for English.

Partial repeat of the trouble-source turn plus question word

This form is the same as form (iii) above for English.

Repeating the trouble-source

This is the same as form (iv) above for English.

Question

This form is used to specify the nature of the trouble-source by embedding the
problematic part of the prior turn in a question. However, it is a little different
from the form of partial repeat of the trouble-source turn plus question word,

because the question may be more than a word in this form.

‘Ni shuo...’ (you mean...)

This is a form of understanding check which is the same as (v) in Schegloff et

al.’s (1977) list of types.

The literature above on techniques for self- and other-initiation for repair are based on

studies of ordinary face-to-face conversation. It is felt that, because the Internet has

provided people with a new medium for conversation — Web-based conversation for

example — investigation of the techniques for initiating repair in Web-based

conversation is necessary. It is, therefore, one of the objectives of the present study.
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2.4.5 Patterns for repair

Patterns or types of repair are one of the most important and interesting topics in
studies of repair. For example, Schegloff (1979) analysed in great detail a particular
repair type — same-turn self-repair — and argued that ‘the details of the impact of
repair on the shape of sentences should be describable by showing that the
components of repair are orderly in their operation’ (p. 272). Others have also worked
on identifying repair patterns or types. For example, Zahn (1984) outlined five repair
types, which included: a simple repeat of the trouble source (i.e. for hearing, attention
difficulties); specification of a referent; rewording or rephrasing; correction; and
explanation. In Zahn’s study, repair types were not divided clearly for self- and other-
repair. Later, a few researchers (e.g., Chui, 1996) paid attention to this issue, and as
Chui’s findings have some relevance for the present study, some details of this work

are given below.

Chui’s 1996 study, which was limited to self-repair, found that most of the patterns
identified by Fox and Jasperson for English (1996, cited in Chui 1996, p. 344) — for
example, replacement, repetition of previous words, the addition of new constituents,
or even the abandonment of old constructions — can also be found in the Chinese data.
From the data, drawn from two commonplace, everyday conversations among friends,
Chui identified 458 self-repairs, which were classified into six main patterns (the
examples below are taken from Chui’s work). While only the English translation is
presented below in order to have a consistent style of data presentation in this study,
the complete transcripts of Chui’s examples are shown in Appendix III):
i  Repetition:
[24]
H: I (wo)).
I (wo)) do know I have this kind of defect.
(Chui, 1996, p. 346)

The speech above has a repetition of the first-person pronominal wo (I).

ii  Completion:
[25]
L: Anyway time ((shi))
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when the time ((shijian)) comes
you will then be promoted.
(Chui, 1996, p. 347)
In example [25], speech interruption occurs within a word by shi of the whole

compound Shijian (time). It is then completed in the self-repair outcome.

Replacement:
[26]
L: Then quickly ((kuai))
comparatively ((bijiao)), that can be seen.

(Chui, 1996, p. 348)
Replacement is major kind of pattern for self-repair. In example [26], kuai

(quickly) is substituted by the adverbial bijiao (comparatively).

Addition:
[27]
L: Then, Taiwan does not seem
still ((hai)) does not ((mei)) seem to have this kind of example.
(Chui, 1996, p. 349)
The adverbial Aai (still) is added to the front of the negative mei (does not) in

example [27] above.

Reordering:
[28]
W: His mail was written also ((ye))

was also ((ye))written in a very interesting way.
(Chui, 1996, p. 350)

Example [28] is interrupted at the adverbial ye (also), which reverses its order

with the preceding verb in the outcome.

Abandonment:
[29]
O: How can I know he ((ta)) will
he ((ta)) got the wrong way,
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not I got the wrong way.

(Chui, 1996, p. 350)
In example [29], speaker O’s attempt to raise a question about his/her knowing is

entirely aborted. He/she then starts a new construction which suggests a message

about a different subject ta (he).

Nevertheless, it is necessary to note again that Chui’s (1996) patterns for self-repair
are drawn from data on self-initiated self-repair only, without cases of other-initiated
self-repair. The patterns of self-repair initiated by others in Chinese conversation were
further examined by Zhang (1998), and six patterns were identified from the data
which consisted of 13 hours of recording of calls to radio programmes, and more than

2.5 hours of face-to-face and telephone conversations. The six patterns are listed

below:
1 Repeat
[30]
1 Man: [eh, they said my home is very far away
2 (0.9)
3 Sun: > Your home what?
4 (1.0)
5 Man: he said our home- (0.6) is very far away

(Zhang, 1998, p. 102)
When the man in above example says something about ‘my home is very far away’ in
line 1, Sun issues an other-initiation ‘your home what?’ in line 3. This initiation shows
that Sun has heard ‘my home’ in the previous turn and probably understood that the
disapproval has to do with the man’s home, but may not have heard or understood
what it is about the man’s home. Thus, the man repeats the words in his previous turn
‘is very far away’, together with a little word change from ‘they said’ to ‘he said’, and

from ‘my home’ to ‘our home’, as self-repair.
ii  Rephrasing

[31]

1 Zhou: ..- then at the canteen entrance, we gathered,
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then sang. after the singing was done went in to
Eat.

eh, if yvou didn’t sing loud could vou go on to
Eat?

Ah?

if you did not sing well could you go on to eat
then? =

= wasn't a big deal really. anyvwayv () we all
just hummed a bit and it was over. it was done.
after the singing we ate, after eating we then

took a nap...

(Zhang, 1998, p. 97)

In this example. there are two repair accomplishments which both employ the

rephrasing pattern for repair. The first is when Zhou uses *Ah?" as other-initiation,

which gives Mei the signal that he has some problem with hearing or understanding

what she has just said in line 3. In line 5, Mei rephrases her original question as self-

repair to ask again for an answer; the second one is that. after Mei issues initiation for

repair. in lines 7-9. Zhou rephrases his words in the trouble source in lines 1-3 as self

-repair.

iii Confirmation

[32]

1

9]

(@) () 4 (%)

~J

Liu:

Chen:
Liu:

Chen:
Chen:

Liu; ->

... passengers (check) doesn’t it have a security
check,

N hm

securitv check means passing all the lug- big
luggage through the conveyor belt. the small
luggage are all se- checked by security staff,
[this is all very normal

[mm

vou mean the security check at the airport right.

uh the airport. veah (Zhang, 1998. p. 110)
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Here, Liu is talking about a security check on passengers’ luggage. When Chen uses
the technique ‘you mean + possible understanding of prior turn’ for other-initiation in

line 8, Liu confirms Chen’s understanding ‘the airport’ in line 9.

iv  Explanation

An example for explanation as a pattern of repair can be taken from [21]. In [21],
when Zhang asks the question ‘what does it mean by preschool class?’ as other-
initiation, Tian and Cheng, who overlapped in speaking in the prior turn, try to give
their explanations of ‘preschool class’ in lines 6-8 and 1011 as self-repair to the

problems which occurred in their prior turns in lines 3 and 4.

v Rejection

[33]

1 A: If this happens to you what would you do?

2 >if<you:: in future have a lot of money,

3 C: Mm

4 A: and have married a:: chief executive for a wife
5 -ah for husband

6 C: hhuhuhh .hh

7 A: then wouldn’t you be::(.)in a similar situation
8 and how do you handle it?

9 )

10 ()

11 C: in a similar situation? you mean divorce?

12 A: > n(h)onohuh
13 [huh (why’re you always thinking about this)]
(Zhang, 1998, pp.11-12)
In [33], C issues an other-initiation turn in line 11 by displaying his/her possible
understanding of A’s prior turn for A to confirm or reject. Obviously, C’s initiation
indicates that he/she has some trouble with A’s prior turn in lines 7-8. In line 12,

however, A uses rejection to accomplish self-repair. Though A then goes on to make a
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joke instead of clarifying what he/she meant by being in a similar situation, his/her

rejection already provides a definite answer to C.

vi Combination

[34]
1 Zhou: [ know to make medicine there’s a room for it.
2 in our hospital we have such a room and they
3 make what::em
4 ()
5 Wu Pressing tablets and the like (ya pianr)
6 ()
7 Zhou: Opium? (yapian?)
8 Wu: - No,it’s that pressing those tablets.

(Zhang, 1998, pp. 105-6)
Example [34] starts with Zhou talking about the hospital where she works making
their own medicines. In lines 2-3, as Zhou has some difficulty in finding words to
describe exactly the kind of medicine that can be made in the hospital, Wu comes in to
make a tentative suggestion for the words. However, Wu’s suggestion turns out to be a
trouble-source for Zhou. In line 7, Zhou issues an other-initiation. It happens that the
phrase for ‘to press tablets’ (ya pianr) and the noun for ‘opium’ (yapian) in Chinese
are homophonous with different tones, which causes Zhou’s mishearing or
misinterpretation of Wu’s suggestion in line 5. In line 8, Wu first says ‘no’, the form
of rejection to oppose the word ‘opium’, that Zhou understands, and then explains that
it is ‘pressing those tablets’ as self-repair. In line 8, Wu accomplishes a self-repair for
combined troubles, one of which is the mishearing or misinterpretation of ‘ya pianr’ in

line 7, and the other is the word search in lines 2-3.

The self-repair patterns for self-initiation and other-initiation respectively have been
reviewed above by looking at two studies of Chinese conversation. As noted before,
repair patterns for self-repair have received more attention, and have been analysed in
more detail (as exemplified above), while repair patterns for other-repair have
received less attention and been examined only in general (e.g., Zahn, 1984).

Moreover, to date, no research has been done on the analysis of patterns of repair in
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Web-based conversation. There is therefore a need to examine repair patterns in Web-

based conversation, which in most cases embodies other-repair.

2.4.6. Preference in repair organization

Based on their observations, Schegloff et al. (1977) argued that self-repair and other-
repair are ‘not to be treated as independent types of possibilities or events, nor as
structurally equivalent, equipotential, or equally “valued” (p. 362). The two types of
repair employed by participants in conversation do not seem to be equally balanced,
and there appears to be an order of importance or preference in how people carry out
repairing; and this order is closely connected to who starts the repair (self or other),

and who accomplishes the corrective work (self or other).

As indicated in the general review of the issue in section 2.2.4, the idea that there is
some preferred response to some types of utterance, which is called preference
organization, was first put forward by Schegloff et al. in 1977 in their article
‘Preference for self-correction in the organization of repair in conversation’. In this
paper, they used the term ‘preference’ not to refer to the motivations of the

participants in a conversation but to sequence and turn-organizational features of

conversation.

They found that there is a preference organization for repair in conversation, i.e. self-
initiated self-repair is preferred to other-initiation other-repair (Schegloff et al., 1977).
Listeners do not usually initiate a repair as soon as they have detected some deficiency
in speech, but wait for some time for the speaker to initiate it him/herself. Only when
the speaker fails to do this during the waiting period do they begin to initiate it (Jiang,
2000, p. 267). Schegloff et al. considered other-repair to be highly constrained, and
Levinson (1983, p. 342) argued that it is ‘a rare event’. However, Schegloff et al. did
not provide frequency data on the relative occurrence of self- and other repairs, and
did not even attempt to look beyond sequential organization as an explanation for their
findings. Further efforts which have been made to investigate preference for repair
have suggested considering the content or function of the utterances, and the relational
context in which the repair sequences occur. Research which has included content and

relational context in analysing repair offers further insights in*o the nature of the
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repair process. For example, Zahn (1984) investigated repair organization on data
collected from 42 different conversations, and found that, for example: self-initiations
usually do yield self-repair; self-repair is favoured not simply on sequential grounds
but also on informational or knowledge grounds; self-initiations occur most frequently
when the problem is one of wording. Other-initiations occur most frequently when the
problem is either ambiguity or error. Thus, Zahn (1984) criticizes Schegloff et al.’s
viewpoint on preference for self-repair, and argues that the repair system is more
complex than they had originally proposed: by not reporting frequency data, and more
importantly, by neglecting communicative concerns such as content and relational
context, Schegloff et al. drew incomplete conclusions regarding repair organization.
Zahn (1984) further indicates that conversation structure and content are related:
‘content and sequencing information together predict the shape of repair episodes
much better than either independently. Both must be assessed in trying to explain

conversation’ (p. 64).

Zhao (1996)’s investigation, which was based on data collected from discussion in a
Chinese linguistics circle, showed that among 260 instances of repair, 126 cases (48%)
were self-initiated self-repair and 47 (18%) were other-initiated self-repair, while 67
(26%) were other-initiated other-repair, and 20 (8%) were self-initiated other-repair.
This indicates that, though self-repair made up the majority (66% in total), other-
repair accounted for a not insignificant percentage, 34%. Furthermore, if only
initiation is being looked at, self-initiation did not have an overwhelming majority,
only 56%. Among those which were other-initiated, 59% were other-repaired (cited in
Jiang, 2000, p. 268). Zhao’s (1996) data from Chinese conversation, therefore, do not
support the view that there is a preference for self-repair. Self-repair seems not to be a

universal preference, but may be situated and dependent on the context of

conversation.

Given the different viewpoints on preference of repair, further study of this issue using
data from another kind of situation and context — Web-based academic discussion —
should be of interest in its own right, and will help to provide a better picture of repair
as an organized mechanism addressing conversational problems. Therefore,

preference of repair in Web-based conversation is given particular attention in this

study.
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2.4.7. Competence for repair

Though Schegloff et al. (1977) argued that self-repair is preferred over other-initiated
other-repair, they also suspected that there is a skewing toward other-correction in
adult—child interaction. They considered that other-correction acts as a ‘vehicle for
socialization ... a device for dealing with those who are still learning or being taught
to operate with a system which requires, for its routine operation, that they be
adequate self-monitors and self-correctors as a condition of competence’ (1977,

p- 381) — a speculation which stimulated other work in the area. For example,
McHoul (1990) examined repair in classroom talk, and found that teachers tend to
respond to problematic student answers by issuing other initiations as soon as the
trouble-source turn is over, so next-turn other-initiations are more numerous than
same-turn self-initiations and self-corrections. However, teachers generally do not
take the opportunity to other-correct student errors, but use various techniques to

provide students with opportunities to self-correct.

Another area of particular interest in competence for repair is whether repair
accomplishment depends on a characterization of the speaker’s ability or knowledge.

There are several different viewpoints on this issue.

For example, Norrick (1991) describes the organization of repair in settings
characterized by uneven language ability — such as interactions between parents and
children, classroom interactions, and interactions between native and non-native
speakers — and compared them to settings characterized by approximately equal
language ability among participants. As Norrick views the imbalance in ability and
knowledge between speakers as an important factor in accounting for who is able or
even responsible for issuing other-correction, he argues that corrective action by a
single participant with superior language ability or background information is a
normal response to certain conversational circumstances; and ‘participants negotiate
the organization of repair in any given context based on their perception of who is
better able to recognize and correct errors due to differences in language ability and
background information’ (p. 80). Norrick (1991) also suggests that this accounts not
only for the unmarked occurrence of other-corrections in conversations between

parents and their children, teachers and students, and native speakers and non-native
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speakers they know well, but also for ‘the relative reluctance associated with other-
corrections in conversation between adult native-speakers with approximately equal
background knowledge’ (p. 80). Therefore, Norrick tends to review repair from the

standpoint of participants’ respective abilities rather than from ‘preference for self-

correction’ (as Schegloff et al. do).

Another viewpoint on competence of repair, however, provides some illustrative
evidence different from Norrick’s emphasis, even though some of the evidence comes
from Norrick’s study. For example, Zhang (1998) compares the following two

examples from Norrick:

Norrick, 1991, p. 70 (Extract 15):

1 Coco (2, 10): Make these flowers here-in

((Cf. German: Mach’ diese Blumen hierein))
2 Father: Put’em in here.
3 Coco: Yeah.

Norrick, 1991. p. 71 (Extract 18)

1 Father: Moths usually have hairy bodies. But butterflies’ bodies are
uh:glatt.

2 Nick (4, 6):  Smooth.

3 Father: Yeah smooth.

The first line in each case contains the troubles-source caused by German speakers
speaking in English. They are corrected in the second line and confirmed in the third
line. As Zhang (1998) indicates, in both cases, the second speaker issues other-
correction on an item in the first speaker’s prior utterance. The difference is that the
two other-corrections have been made by the father and the child respectively.
Therefore, the labelling of the speaker as father and child does not seem immediately
relevant here (p. 186). Zhang, therefore, argues that the formal features of repair do

not necessarily depend on a characterization of the speaker’s ability or knowledge,
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whereas the participants will have to display to themselves that they are engaged in

talk in these capacities at any given point in the ongoing talk-in-interaction.

Reviewing the literature on competence of repair is useful for explaining repair

organization in Web-based discussion in this study.
2.4.8. Repair as an interactive resource

As has been stressed before, repair plays an important role in conversation not only
for removing problems which occur in the process of talk and keeping conversation
going, but also as an interactive resource for talk-in-interaction. This section reviews
the literature from this perspective to see how repair functions as an interactive

resource.

Studies show that participants in ordinary conversation can use repair as a resource to
organize the talk in progress (e.g., Goodwin, 1981). Goodwin (1987) says that repair
‘not only enables a speaker to display to others some of the information processing, or
other “back stage” work involved in producing an utterance, but also provides
participants with resources for shaping their emerging interaction’ (pp. 115-16). For
example, as mentioned in the previous section, display of uncertainty is a form of self-
initiation for repair. Using this repair initiation form may provide resources for

interactional activity in a range of ways, as Goodwin (1987) points out:

First, by marking something as problematic, a speaker can both bring the material
being looked for into a position of salience that it would not otherwise have had,
and make the task of searching for that material the primary activity that the

participants to the conversation are then engaged in.

Second, through the way in which a speaker performs the display of uncertainty,
he or she can make a variety of proposals about the social position of others
present. Thus a speaker can signal that others present share with him or her
access to the material marked as problematic, and invite them to aid in the search
for it. Different recipients are thus asked to participate in the search in alternative

ways, a process that places those present in a set of contrasting discourse
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1dentities. These same resources can also be used to make relevant larger social

identities.

Finally, the social proposals made possible by a display of uncertainty provide a
speaker with resources for attempting to reshape the structure of the interaction

of the moment in ways better suited to that party’s current projects. (p. 116)

Uncertainty is just one illustration of how self-initiation for repair can be used as an
interactive resource. Another example is self-error correction, as seen in a study by
Jefferson (1974). Jefferson collected instances in which error-correction yielded error

cancelled just prior to delivery, such as:

Parnelli: I told that to thuh-uh- officer.

Barrows: Well? according to thuh — thee officer
(Jefferson, 1974, p. 189)

Parnelli and Barrows in the above excerpt are accomplishing self-repair by involving
‘thuh-uh-¢, ‘thuh’ -’ resulting in error being cancelled just prior to delivery. Jefferson
indicates that such an occurrence may be ‘an elaborate act, serving as a resource for
such interactional business as the proffering of identity of self and situation’ (p. 192).
Because ‘ thuh-uh- officer’ or ‘thuh — thee officer’ can convey not only that the
speaker happened to be on the verge of saying ‘cop’ and replaced it with ‘officer’, but
also that this is the sort of person who habitually uses the term ‘cop’ but replaced it
with ‘officer’ out of deference to the courtroom surroundings. The example can
demonstrate that ‘people distribute their talk in terms of appropriate environments for

talk and appropriate users of talk’, (p. 192) and that this kind of interactional activity

is embodied by self-initiated repair.

Other-initiation is also an interactive resource. For example, in a study of ‘information
withholding sequence’ in Nukulaelae gossip talk, Besnier (1989) notices that the
speakers withheld information from their interlocutors, thereby creating a situation
where the interlocutors had to other-initiate a repair to request that information, so that

in the next turn, the speaker would finally provide it. According to Besnier, the
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sequences of information withholding show how ambiguity and repairs ‘can be
exploited to meet the communicative demands of particular interactional contexts’

(p. 315). In a Korean case, Kim (1993) indicates that speakers tend to over-suppose
and under-tell, which leads the interlocutor to initiate repair in various forms. Then the
speakers of the trouble source provide clues, and the speaker who initiated repair
attempts to respond to the trouble source utterance over the smallest clue. This ‘clue-

giving and catching-up’ process is an interactional practice.

Though it is not absolutely certain why repair always appears in natural conversations,
Tao (1995, pp. 55-56) uses his data to highlight several interactional reasons that may
help to explain it (though the reasons do not cover all the instances of repair), viz:
gaining the floor or attention; word-searching; rearranging referent presentation;
amending speech errors; and rephrasing propositions. These reasons appear to be

related to the interactive nature of conversation.

A specific instance of repair may be classified as either ‘no-error’ or ‘error-correction’
repair. The ‘no-error’ repair indicates that there is no hearable error in the utterance
that is being repaired, and that repairs are performed for the interactional needs of
conversation. In contrast, ‘error-correction’ repair indicates that the repair is induced

by speech errors (Gomes de Garcia, 1995, cited in Tao, 1995).

Repair is organized as interactive activity. Its sequential structure provides speakers

with resources for shaping emerging interaction. Once again, this is an area which the

present study will explore.
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2.5 Summary

This chapter has reviewed three dimensions of the literature that are closely related to
this study: theoretical and practical work on conversation and Conversation Analysis,
Computer Mediated Communication and non-English Conversation Analysis; and the

emphasis has been placed on a specific aspect of the work in Conversation Analysis —

repair organization.

Finally, as it is central to this study’s orientation, it should be emphasized that text-
based approaches to analysing conversation or discourse do not interpret speakers’
intentions or cognitive strategies; rather, ‘by looking at systematic patterns in the
relationship of perception of surface cues to interpretation, we can gather strong
evidence for the social basis of contextualization conventions and for the signalling of

communicative goals’ (Gumperz 1982, p. 170).

This research applies Conversation Analysis with the text-based approach to analyse
what is happening in participant interactions in Web-based conversation. The research
methods used, and the literature on methodological issues, are addressed in the next

chapter.

68



Research methods

Chapter 3

Research methods

This chapter presents the research methods employed in this study. As mentioned in
previous chapters, since Web-based talk-in-interaction as a form of CMC has a
relatively short history, not many conversation analysts have worked in this particular
setting, and corpora of Web-based talk-in-interaction have been used even less
frequently as a source for language studies. As there is no ready-made methodology
for research in this field, this chapter deals first with methodological issues in general
and then the strategies used in the present study. The first section considers
approaches to the study of conversation and the strengths and limitations of both
Conversation Analysis and Content Analysis before focusing on the specific methods
used in this research. The next section, ‘Data collection’, outlines the context and
source of the data for this study, describes the Web-based discussion board and the
data used, and considers ethical issues; and this is followed by a detailed description
of the procedures used for data analysis. The final section of the chapter deals with the

issue of transcription of the Chinese data.
3.1 Methodological issues and the strategies used in this study

It has been noted in earlier chapters that the Web-based academic discussion data used
here differ from ordinary conversation in terms of setting and context, and even the
form of language use. The data are presented in the written form as a type of
‘communicative utterance’ (Titscher, Meyer, Wodak, and Vette, 2000, p. 20) and can
be viewed as ‘text’. As this research attempts to study talk-in-interaction taking place
in the context of the Web, the related theoretical approaches and methodologies need
to be discussed first. This section considers two linguistic approaches to the study of
conversation, the procedures and limitations of Conversation Analysis, and a non-

linguistic approach to text analysis — Content Analysis. The research strategies used in

this study are then described at the end of this section.
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3.1.1 Approaches to the study of conversation

As stated in Chapter 1, the goal of this research is to investigate interactional
organization, particularly repair structure in Web-based talk-in-interaction. Two
different approaches to studying conversation are particularly relevant to this study,
Discourse Analysis (DA) and Conversation Analysis (CA) — both of which examine
the structure of discourse and how sequential organization in communication is
produced and understood. The differences between these approaches are outlined

below as background to explaining the choice of methods employed in this study.

The DA approach to studying talk-in-interaction, of which ‘exchange structure’ is a
well-known example, was adopted by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975). They studied
primary school lessons and found a regular structure of three basic moves in
classroom interaction between teacher and student: the initiation (I) from the teacher,
the response (R) from the student, and the follow-up (F), which is the teacher’s
comment on the pupil’s answer. The combination of moves in this IRF structure is

known as the ‘exchange’.

CA also studies the interactional structure of talk-in-interaction, but it takes a different,
ethnomethodologically-oriented, approach. For example, DA looks at exchange
structure in discourse as a predetermined sequence. It starts with the theory of a
patterning of units, and shows how what people say fits the model, thus viewing
conversation as a product. CA, on the other hand, takes a ‘bottom-up’ approach (cf.
Cutting, 2002, pp. 27-28) which avoids premature generalization or theory
construction. To CA, ‘there was no a priori characterization of the talk’ (Schegloff
1998, p.413). It starts with the conversation itself, and lets the data dictate their own
structure. CA looks at conversation as a linear ongoing event, which unfolds little by
little and implies the negotiation of cooperation between speakers along the way, thus
viewing conversation as a process. From a CA perspective, conversation is usually

informal and unplanned, which is obviously different from the DA perspective.

As a linguistic method, the difference between DA and CA is that the former

incorporates linguistic categories into its analyses. DA ‘speaks of form and texture at
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the textual level (Fairclough) or of forms of linguistic realization (Wodak)’ (Titscher et
al., 2000, p. 167), while CA rejects such premature categorizations and generalizations,
and attributes no prior significance to linguistic categories. In other words, the key
difference between DA and CA is that the former takes the concepts and terms of
linguistics and then examines their role in real data, whereas CA takes real data and

then examines the language use and demonstrates that conversation is systematically

organized.

To elaborate further, Levinson (1983) argues that the essential difference in the
procedures employed by DA and CA is that DA often follows: (a) the isolation of a set
of basic categories or units of discourse, (b) the formulation of a set of concatenation
rules stated over those categories, delimiting well-formed sequences of categories
(coherent discourses) from ill-formed sequences (incoherent discourses). In contrast,
CA’s methods are essentially inductive: CA searches for recurring patterns across
many records of naturally occurring conversations, but not the immediate
categorization of (usually) restricted data which is the typical first step in DA. In
contrast to DA, CA emphasizes what is actually found to occur — not what one would
guess would be odd (or acceptable) — and it does not circumscribe the data (pp. 286—
287). Thus, CA theorizing is ‘data-driven’, not ‘rule- or grammar-driven’ (Mey, 1993,
p.195).

Both CA and DA have been criticized on various grounds. For instance, Levinson

(1983) argues that:

DA theorists can accuse CA practitioners of being inexplicit or worse, plain
muddled, about the theories and conceptual categories they are actually
employing in analysis (see €.g., Labov & Fanshel, 1977:25; Coulthard &
Brazil, 1979); CA practitioners can retort that DA theorists are so busy with

premature formalization that they pay scant attention to the nature of the data

(p. 287).

Because of such criticisms, there may be room for some accommodation between the

two approaches, and even between them and other approaches — which, as will be seen
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later, is attempted in this research.

In addition to the issue of theoretical approaches, special attention should be paid to
distinguishing the research interest or focus, which was an important factor in
deciding on the appropriate approach to data analysis in this study. While both DA and
CA approaches study talk-in-interaction, the former tends to be concerned with *verbal
interaction as a manifestation of the linguistic order’, whereas the latter is ‘more
concerned with verbal interaction as instances of the situated social order’
(Montgomery, 1986, p. 51), or with finding ‘those generative principles and
procedures which participants use to produce the characteristic structure and order of a
communicative situation’ (Bergmann, 1994, quoted in Titscher et al. 2000, p.107). The
present study is more closely related to the CA approach. It is more concerned with
CA’s focus on the mechanisms for socially organized interaction, such as how repair is
sequentially produced and organized by the participants involved, rather than DA’s
emphasis on the linguistic order (e.g., grammatical categories). Moreover, while DA
expects its results to ‘lead to more or less explicit changes in the behavior of
participants’, CA on the other hand, ‘seeks only to discover the generative procedures
used by participants and does not seek to influence or change those procedures’

(Titscher et al., 2000, p. 118-19), which is closer to the intentions of the present

research.

However, as will be shown in detail later (see section 3.1.4), this study has two phases
for data analysis, to answer different kinds of questions. For the reasons outlined
above, CA is adopted in the first phase of the study, mainly for exploring the features
of repair structures, initiation techniques for repair and repair patterns in Web-based
conversation. As a CA approach is used in phase 1, its methodological principles and

limitations are discussed further in the following section.
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3.1.2 General methods and limitations of CA

Although it has been emphasized that CA must start its work without pre-defined
concepts and theories, this does not imply that any piece of research involving CA
begins blindly. Actually, ‘CA provides its own assumptions, its own methodology

(including its own terminology), and its own way of theorizing’ (Schiffrin, 1994, p.
232).

The most central of the assumptions in CA is that ‘ordinary talk is a highly organized,
ordered phenomenon’ (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998, p. 13). In this respect, it can be
said that the present research works mainly within a CA theoretical background
(though other approaches are also adopted which makes the methods used in this

study comprehensive, as explained in later sections).

Unlike DA, CA uses inductive, not deductive, methods to deal with its data. That is,
CA does not start with a model or form to show how participants’ conversation fits it,
but aims to find what patterns emerge in real data for a specific object of investigation.
In this sense, CA attributes no significance to the prior assumption of a linguistic

model, form or category.

With its ethnomethodological orientation, CA intends to reconstruct reality from the
point of view of the participants in an interaction. For this reason, Titscher et al. (2000)
indicate that, while conversation analysis does not have any general and binding
methodology, its analysis is ‘systematic and rule-governed’ (p. 109). A central ground

rule for any conversation analysis (Sacks, 1985, p. 15) is that:

In setting up what it is that seems to have happened, preparatory to solving the

problem, do not let your notion of what could conceivably happen decide for you

what must have happened.

Only through adhering to this ground rule can conversation analysis proceed in the

right way.
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No full description of the procedures for dealing with data analysis has yet been
developed for CA. However, it has been suggested (e.g., Bergmann, 1994, quoted in
Titscher et al. 2000, p. 110) that, as the first step, a relatively small segment of data
should be analyzed by an interpretation group, without jumping backwards or
forwards in the transcript. Interpretation hypotheses are developed, rejected or
validated jointly. The work of interpretation consists only of identifying objects (that

is linguistic and non-linguistic utterances) and understanding them as components of

an ordered event created by the participants.

In CA, the ordered nature of activities is a result of the methodical solving of some
structural problems in the social organization of interaction, in other words is the
answer to preceding questions. As mentioned previously, because conversation
analysis attempts to discover how particular aspects of conversation are viewed by the
speakers themselves, behavior is therefore analyzed, and from this analysis, units,
patterns and rules are derived and formulated (Schiffrin, 1994, p. 236). The principles
for processing analysis are summarized below, according to Bergmann (1994, see

Titscher et al., 2000, p. 110):

Starting — with the participants’ notion of relevance; it is therefore not a question
of what speakers might intend by a particular utterance, but of how this

utterance was handled in the conversation;

Ending — with a classification of the techniques used in the conversation by the
participants in the interaction; categorizations are, therefore, typically

only undertaken as a final step.

In the analysis of episodes of talk in interaction, CA work adopts various techniques,
including establishing a pattern, deviant-case analysis and single-case analysis, all of

which can be classified as qualitative analysis methodologically.

The following set of basic procedures for conducting conversation analysis has been

suggested by Levinson (1983, p. 326):
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a  collecting recurrent patterns in the data and hypothesizing sequential

expectations based on these;

b showing that such sequential expectations actually are oriented to by
participants; and

¢ showing that, as a consequence of such expectations, while some

organizational problems are resolved, others are actually created, for which

further organizations will be required.

Having discussed the methodology of CA, it is necessary to consider some criticisms
of the approach, in an effort to justify the use of other methods, in addition to CA,in
this study. Particularly relevant to this research is the fact that CA is essentially a
qualitative approach which does not count the instances of types of occurrences in
order to find densities and distributions, or give empirical validity to claims about

conversation organization.

Because CA focuses on describing and explaining single extracts from audio/video (in
tradition) recordings, which differs from the other approaches to the study of language
use, there has been debate about the place of quantification in CA. For example, it has
been argued that the absence of quantification, as well as the claimed disinclination
among conversation analysts to deal with large amounts of data, are weaknesses in CA
work (cf. Prevignano and Thibault, 2003, p. 12). However, in defense of CA,
Schegloff (1993) criticized the techniques of quantitative analysis and argued that,
with some exceptions, quantification is ‘premature’ in CA, because we ‘need to know
what the phenomena are, how they are organized, and how they are related to each
other as a precondition for cogently bringing methods of quantitative analysis to bear
on them’ (p. 114). He also raised a range of other issues related to the quantitative
approach, such as: ‘What counts as an occurrence of whatever it is we think we are
counting?’(p.107); and ‘some of the best evidence for some phenomenon or practice
can often be derived from negative cases, which may display an orientation by the
participants to the very practices from which they depart’ (p.110). The upshot of this

debate is that behaviour in talk-in-interaction could appear to be demonstrable as

orderly at the level of the singular occurrence only.
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Drew (1989, pp. 99-100) put the issue as follows: ‘the focus of ... analysis is not on
how often [participants] joke but ow they joke, not on how often they display
nervousness but how they display nervousness ... in short, not on the frequency of
some activity but on the details of its management and accomplishment’. Clearly,
qualitative analysis is an essential method in the CA tradition, though it is noticeable
that quantification in the analysis of talk-in-interaction has been considered recently

(e.g., Ford and Thompson, 1996; Tanaka, 1999; Li, 2001).

In fact, the CA tradition does not oppose the use of quantitative analysis, but shows a
preference for so-called ‘informal quantification’ instead of ‘formal quantitative
analysis’. ‘Formal quantitative analysis’ focuses on precise numerical characterization;
while ‘informal quantification’, in contrast, uses terms such as massively,
overwhelmingly, regularly, ordinarily, occasionally, or commonly. According to
Schegloff (1993, p. 119), the terminology used in ‘informal quantification’ reports ‘an

experience or grasp of frequency, not a count’.

The above review of the arguments about the position of quantification in CA suggests
that there is room for using some kind of quantitative analysis for studying
conversation. For example, as noted in section 2.2.4 and 2.4.6, conversation analysis
of preferences in repair organization described the occurrence of other-repair in
ordinary English as ‘rare’ (Levinson,1983, p. 342) — but exactly how rare is it?
Preference for repair is one of the areas of interest in this study, and some more
precise indication of its frequency would be helpful. To remedy CA’s lack of
quantification, the non-linguistic method of Content Analysis is adopted after the first
phase of data analysis, particularly to provide frequency results for each pattern of
repair. Also, in the second phase of data analysis, the procedures of Discourse
Analysis and Content Analysis —both of which are ‘top-down’ methods — are
combined for clarifying linguistic and non-linguistic events in the data on preference

organization of repair in Web-based discussion.

As Content Analysis is employed in phase 2, its approach and methods are outlined in

the following section.
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3.1.3 Content analysis — approach and method

Methods for text analysis include linguistic and non-linguistic approaches. Broadly
speaking, both DA and CA, which have already been discussed, are linguistic
approaches for text analysis. While there are several non-linguistic approaches for

analysing text, the method most relevant to this study is the longest established —

Content Analysis.

Definitions of content analysis have tended to change over time with developments in
technique and with application of the tool itself to new problems and types of
materials (Holsti, 1969, p. 2). One of the most recent definitions, proposed by
Neuendorf (2002), is as follows:

Content analysis may be briefly defined as the systematic, objective, quantitative
analysis of message characteristics (p. 1).

Content analysis is a summarizing, quantitative analysis of messages that relies
on the scientific method (including attention to objectivity-intersubjectivity, a
priori design, reliability, validity, generalizability, replicability, and hypothesis
testing) and is not limited as to the types of variables that may be measured or the

context in which the messages are created or presented (p. 10).

As the above definition indicates, content analysis uses quantitative methods to deal

with its data.

The literature on content analysis refers to numerous procedures. Though concrete
rules for the main area of research interest, and for the allocation of units of analysis
to categories, must be developed anew for each application, there are certain

procedures which have been summarized by Titscher et al. (2000, pp. 58-61), as

below:

Sampling — samples may be used based on the probability method, and under

certain circumstances quota samples;

Defining units of analysis — the units of analysis are the smallest components
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of texts in which the occurrence and the characterization of
variables need to be examined;

Categories and coding — every unit of analysis must be coded and allocated to
one or more categories, and every category should be,
recommended, illustrated with examples;

Coding and reliability — to ensure that a coder is using the same criteria for
allocation of units of analysis and categories throughout the
operation, and is not modifying the definitions of categories,
regular operational discussions need to be held. Inter-coder
reliability can be assessed using a number of different
measurements which indicate the relative proportion of units of
analysis allocated to the same category by two different coders;

Analysis and evaluation — the evaluation for frequencies and indices consists
of counting the number of occurrences per category. Evaluation
takes account of problems of inference, e.g., both from the selected
material to the total material.

It seems that, in general, content analysis has some ready-made, clear research
procedures and guidelines to be followed in dealing with data. In the present research,
this method is used to obtain the frequency results for each pattern occurring for repair,
to show more precisely preference organization in repair in the particular setting of a

Web-based discussion board, using the written form of Chinese language.

3.1.4 Research strategies for this study

It is generally agreed that it is unnecessary to use any linguistics research method in
exactly the same way as it has been utilized by researchers in other specific research
projects; as Jorgensen and Phillips (2002, p. 76) argue, for some kinds of approaches
in linguistics study, there is no fixed procedure for producing material or for analysis:

.. the research design should be tailored to match the special characteristics of the

project’.

As stated previously, this study seems to be one of the very few (if not the first)

research projects carried out in this area. Consequently, it requires the researcher to
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develop a special research design which is suitable for this particular study. For this
purpose, the three approaches discussed above — namely conversation analysis
discourse analysis and content analysis, all of which deal with text linguistically or

non-linguistically — have been brought together in this research.

The research strategies can be described as follows:

Phase I: CA is employed to show the variety of types of repair structure, initiation
techniques and repair accomplishment emerging from real data. It is a ‘bottom-up’

approach to answering research questions 1-3 in section 1.3

Phase 2: The pattern, model or categories derived from the first phase analysis are
used for content analysis, and a discourse analysis approach is also employed for
dealing with the data linguistically to ‘make explicit those implicit norms and rules for
the production of language, and [in particular] ... the way that discourse consists of
sets of hierarchical units which make up discursive structures’ (Mills, 1997, p. 140).
This is a ‘top-down’ technique to answer research question 4 in section 1.3.

In this second phase, the study, therefore, employs deductive methods to deal with text
from both a non-linguistic (content analysis) and linguistic (discourse analysis)
perspective, based on the results from the conversation analysis in phase 1. More
specifically, in phase 1, ‘single-episode analysis’ involving a mainly qualitative
approach is used to illuminate the locus of repair organization; and in phase 2,
quantitative analysis is used mainly to provide numerical data on frequencies to

address relevant points or arguments raised in this study.

Although this comprehensive research design has been specially developed to achieve
the goals of this study, it is not entirely without precedent in previous research. For
example, Wilke (1992) employed CA to show a variety of types of opening in
psychoanalytic initial conversations, and subsequently used the themes as the basis for
a Content Analysis (see Titscher et al. 2000, p. 124). The strategies and methods used
in this study are very similar to those used by Wilke (1992), but the context. setting

and even the language are different in the two pieces of research.
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The procedure for data analysis in this study is outlined in figure below.

Step 4:

Step 3:

Step 2:

Step 1:

Bottom-up

Phase I:

Conversation Analysis approach

Inductive method

establishing recurring patterns and developing
categorizations

interpreting naturally occurring events

searching for relevant small segments in the data

the retrieval of all data from two Web-based
discussion boards for two courses

Phase 1I:

Discourse Analysis and Content Analysis approaches

Top-down
step 1:

step 2:
step 3:
step 4:
step 5:

step 6:

Deductive method

examining units of analysis

defining categories and establishing coding rules
doing a pilot coding exercise

the coding of data by two coders

analyzing data with codes

getting and reporting the results of analysis

Figure 3.1 Procedures for data analysis

The following two sections (3.2 and 3.3) give further details about the research

methods used and the procedures for data collection and analysis.
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3.2 Data collection

In order to describe the data collection for this study in a clearer way, this section first

g1ves an account of the source of the data, and then provides a profile of the data

coming from the Web-based discussion boards.

3.2.1 Source of data

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the Open University of Hong Kong presents most of its
courses with the support of the Online Learning Environment (OLE). The discussion
board provided in the OLE offers an additional channel of communication for students

and tutors to enhance teaching and learning.

This study is based on naturally occurring written interaction on the Web-based
discussion boards for two education courses, ET300C and ET800C, for in-service
teachers at the OUHK. The courses, which were non-credit-bearing, were developed
specifically for the Hong Kong Education and Manpower Bureau; and they aimed to
prepare primary school teachers and course coordinators to implement the major
changes in curriculum and assessment strategies currently taking place in Hong Kong.
They were based on the Internet-enhanced distance education model practiced in the
OUHK. A considerable number of online discussion activities were built into the
Study Units, and were hyper-linked to the Web-based discussion boards, which made
it straightforward for participants to navigate; and also the course assignments
required participants to reflect on their learning in the courses through Web-based
discussion. Because of these elements of course and assessment design and provision,
the two Web-based discussion boards contained more participants’ contributions (i.e.
more interactional postings) than the discussion boards for many other courses,
according to the School reports on the use of the Web-based discussion board.
Therefore, these two Web-based discussion boards were chosen as the data source for

the study of organization of talk-in-interaction taking place on the Web.

The discussion board was open to students in ET300C from March to June, 2002 and
to students in ET800C from July 2002 to February 2003. After each course ended, the
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original data — that is, all participants’ postings in the discussion boards —were

retrieved and analysed.

The language of instruction for the two courses is Chinese, so the discussion boards
are also presented in the written form in Chinese. Since a considerable number of
online discussion questions were built into the printed study units for both courses,
and related websites were also mentioned in these texts and hyper-linked to the OLE,

students could move into the discussion board easily during their reading process.

A total of 400 participants, including students, tutors, and the Course Coordinator (CO)
took part in the two Web-based discussion boards. These participants created more

than 4,000 postings. Table 3.1 shows details of the data sources for this study.

Table 3.1 Details of the data source

ET300C ETS800C Total
Student |Tutor |CC Sub-total |Student Tutor CC Sub-total
Number of{177 9 1 187 206 6 1 213 400
participants
Number of]1,323 482 147 1,952 1,646 294 116 2,056 4,008
postings
Number of|108,530 41,827 {8,262 (158,619 {290,415 31,655 10,764 {332,834 |491,453
words

There were nine student groups in course ET300C, with ten discussion boards, and
students could take part in their own study group discussion boards as well as in the
public discussion board. Course ET800C involved six student groups, with seven
discussion boards. As in ET300C, students could put their postings on their own study
group discussion board as well as on the public discussion board. The details of

posting distributions and number of topics discussed in each group are shown in Table

3.2 below.
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Table 3.2 Topic title and discussion Séquence presented in each group

Group |Postings Topic title presented Discussion sequences*
N % N % N %

ET800C

Group 1 193 9.4% 59 12.3% 19 8.5%
Group 2 145 7.1% 48 10% 20 8.9%
Group 3 | 215 10.5% 44 9.1% 23 10.3%
Group 4 151 7.3% 43 8.9% 22 9.8%
Group 5 | 355 17.3% 109 22.7% 46 20.5%
Group 6 195 9.5% 50 10.4% 23 10.3%
Public 802 39% 128 26.6% 71 31.7%
Total 2056 100% 481 100% 224 100%
ET300C

Group 1 243 12.4% 49 9.8% 28 11.0%
Group 2 111 5.7% 42 8.4% 20 7.8%
Group 3 144 7.4% 55 11.0% 23 9.0%
Group 4 199 10.2% 65 13.0% 26 10.2%
Group 5 102 52% 17 3.4% 10 3.9%
Group6 | 96 4.9% 19 3.8% 7 2.7%
Group 7 110 5.6% 26 5.2% 15 5.9%
Group 8 | 92 4.7% 38 7.6% 24 9.4%
Group 9 132 6.8% 50 10.0% 23 9.0%
Public 723 37% 140 27.9% 79 31.0%
Total 1952 100% 501 100% 255 100%

* Discussion sequence: two or more participants engaged in a discussion activity on the same topic

title, which formed a discussion sequence.

Although there were seven discussion boards in ET800C and ten discussion boards in
ET300C (each group was assigned its own board, with one public board for all
students in the course), over 39% of the postings (802 postings) in ET800C and 37%
of the postings (723 postings) in ET300C were posted in the public discussion board.
Most participants were clearly more interested in or took part in more activities in the

public discussion boards. Therefore, for quantities analysis in phase 2, the study uses

only the data from the two public groups.
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3.2.2 Data included and excluded in data collection

As has been noted before, the data in this study is written text which already exists in
the Web, and has been saved automatically as archives by the computer. These data
are very easy to access and retrieve (unless the University removes them from the
archives officially). All texts posted in the two Web-discussion boards are captured,
converted to Word files and maintained in the same format as displayed on screen, by

using word-processor cut-and-paste functions.

Although the data collection from the Web seems easier than from oral conversation
settings, several relevant issues need to be dealt with before the data collection

proceeds. The three most major ones are noted below.

1 Inthe data, most texts showing on the screen contain the participants’ entire
message. However, in quite a number of cases postings have attachments, which
are not displayed on the screen unless those receiving them open them. The
attachments may contain the senders’ own message, or references senders intend
to give to other participants in the discussion group. If these attachments are
ignored, the data retrieved would be incomplete; but if they are included, the
workload in data collection becomes significantly heavier as every posting needs
to be checked carefully, and each attachment has to be opened and retrieved as
with normal postings. In considering the nature of the data and goal of the

research, it was decided that, as parts of the data, all attachments must be

collected.

2 Similarly, some postings in the discussion boards have linkages to other websites,
which may contain information on the topic or issue under discussion. However,
the messages in the linked websites are not direct speaking by the participants in
the discussion group at that moment. Unlike the attachments discussed in above
point (1), all the texts in linked websites are treated as non-direct utterances of
participants in the talk-in-interaction activity. They are, therefore, not considered

relevant for speakers in current conversation, and so have been excluded from the

data collection.
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Self-repair is a common practice in talk-in-interaction which needs to be
examined in this study. This raises a very crucial issue for data collection as self-
repair may be carried out by participants before postings are sent. So
consideration needs to be given to whether or not self-repair in the writing

process (i.e. before the text is posted on the discussion board) needs to be

recorded and gathered for analysis.

How this issue is handled depends on the research orientation and approach
employed. As explained in a previous section, this study aims to apply the CA
approach to dealing with data in the first, and most fundamental, phase of the
research, and so data collection should meet the requirement of CA. As seen in
the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, CA works on ‘these words produced as
formatted utterances in relation to the utterances of other speakers’ (Have, 1999,
p. 7), i.e. the utterance is the basis for a conversation analysis. That is why the CA
tradition needs to use technology to record the words spoken and uses them as the
only source of data for study. It is very obvious that CA deals only with words
which are already uttered (not with what a speaker is thinking about saying) and
also the words must related to others’ utterances, i.e. presented in a sequential
talk. This provides two important criteria — actual utterances and utterances in a

talk-in-interaction — for data collection for a conversation analysis.

The term ‘utterance’, as stated earlier (see 2.3.6), can be equated with ‘posting’ in
this study. Only once a participant has posted his/her text by computer has he/she
‘uttered’. From this viewpoint, it is very clear that, unlike self-repair in the same
turn in oral conversation, self-repair during the text producing/writing process in
Web-based discussion is not an actual ‘utterance’. Any repair made by a
participant appears only on his/her own screen, not others’ screens, so any words
repaired are never uttered, or spoken to others: they just remain in the mind of the
speaker as part of his/her thinking process. Although this kind of “self-repair’
would be an interesting research area, it does not come within the scope of CA
because the repairs have not been put into the process of actual talk-in-interaction.

Therefore, this study excludes the collection of data for self-repair which
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happened during the text production process before being sent to the discussion
board.

3.2.3 Ethical issues

The issue of research ethics was considered and dealt with before the study started.

This section outlines the relevant issues and the ways used to deal with them ethically.

A formal request for permission to carry out the research project was made to and
approved by the School of Education and Languages, and was then submitted to the
University’s Educational Technology and Publishing Unit for the special passwords

required for entering the two discussion boards.

As regards the sensitivity surrounding the question of whether Web-based data are
public or private, and whether researchers are eligible to access the data or not, the
position of the Open University of Hong Kong is that the data are deemed to be
University property as long as they are used without breaching personal privacy (see
Appendix IV for the OUHK’s policy on the OLE and Personal Data Protection).
Therefore, participants in any Web-based discussion are not informed unless they are

required to provide relevant information.

The researcher was neither the course coordinator nor a teacher on either course and,
therefore, had no close relationship with the two courses. The relevant course
coordinator was asked, and agreed, to co-operate where necessary. Also, as the
research involved data coding and classifying procedures, a part-time research
assistant (her name is shown in the Acknowiedgements on first page of this thesis)

acted as a co-coder, and she was made fully aware of the University’s policy on

personal data protection.

The decision to select the two courses as the data source for this study was made after
the courses ended when the data were already available for use. None of the

participants could access the Web-based discussion board at this stage as their
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passwords had expired, so no changes to the data were made by them. It was decided

that no retrospective request to participants for use of the text was needed.

The issue of whether or not participants’ full names could appear in the study was
considered seriously. The researcher finally decided to hide them for two main
reasons. First, the data from the discussion boards could contain some personal
information. Second, because CA ‘is involved in the study of the orders of talk-in-
interaction, whatever its character or setting’ (Have, p. 4), participants’ names are not
involved in the data analysis process and never influence the results of conversational
organization. A simplified label to indicate different participants should be sufficient
for analysing and presenting the data. The study therefore used Chinese surnames only
to indicate different participants, with the address form ‘Mr’ or ‘Ms’ in front of the
surnames to identify their gender (e.g., Mr Tang and Ms Tang for participants whose
surname was Tang). Because many Chinese surnames are the same, the first names
become more important as personal identifiers, so hiding first names provides enough
of a guarantee of participants’ anonymity. In addition, following each surname, there
is an indication in brackets of the sender’s status in the group — (S) for student, (T) for
tutor, and (CC) for the course coordinator. Particularly since the course coordinator
for the two courses was the same person, and might be immediately recognized in the
data presentation when CC appeared as a posting sender, his consent to use this form

of data presentation was requested, and was given.

Because the research results did not give full information on individuals, and because

of the time and cost involved, it was decided that participants would not receive

copies of the study report.

In short, ethical issues were considered and dealt with carefully, and all the ethical
guidelines produced by the OUHK were strictly adhered during data retrieval and
analysis. During the process of analysis, the data were coded and the results of the
analysis were given special codes, so no real names were shown in the findings. thus

avoiding any contravention of the personal data protection policy.
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3.2.4 Profile of the Web-based discussion board

Because a number of factors affect Web-based discussion, in particular the medium of
the Web, which give it different features from oral conversation, a profile of the Web-

based discussion boards at the OUHK needs to be given before discussing the ways in

which the data were analyzed.

Participants’ real names are displayed on the screen of the discussion board when they
take part in discussion activities. As noted earlier, participants could send their
contributions (postings or attachments) to the discussion board of either the group they
had been randomly assigned to at the beginning of the course or to the public domain.
This was up to the individual student. All postings were catalogued with varying depth
of detail in terms of date, title and author. Each tutor was responsible for operating or
managing the discussion activities in his or her own group. Tutors could not enter
discussion boards they were not responsible for, but all tutors and students could enter
the public group to post contributions. The Course Coordinator (CC), who had
responsibility for all aspects of the presentation of the two courses, could enter all the
discussion boards of the courses and monitor or moderate the discussion activities.

Finally, all postings in the discussion boards remained until the courses ended.

When using the discussion board, the user’s screen was split into several sections.
When a participant clicked on a topic title on the left part of the board, the right part of
the board immediately displayed the focal posting. Other postings, which the focal
posting was replying to, are displayed in separate sections on the right. Participants
who intended to take part in the discussion board usually wrote their postings in the
top blank section, because the cursor always automatically appeared there. However,
it was possible to move the cursor to another section on the right part of the board and
words could be typed there as well.

The Web-based discussion board included an indexing function. The topography of
the board allowed the reader/writer to sort postings by date, title, or author; and users
could scan and select the postings they would like to read or respond to. Figures 3.2

and 3.3 below are the interfaces for indexing postings, which helped participants to

find their target posting easily.
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Figure 3.3 Interface for indexing by topic title
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The following Figures 3.4 and 3.5, which were produced by the researcher, illustrate

the on-going interactions in the Web-based discussion.

The former is a time-based thread of the discussion process and the latter a title-based
thread.

ET300C Public Group
Time-based Sequence

[Respond 59478 Discussion date: 5/13/02

Posted on 5/12/02 [¥~__

R ——— \\|

Respond to P482 P483 1:05 AM - Tutor 1 |

Posted on 5/12/02 \
| P484 4:04PM-CC |

Respond to P443

Posted on 5/07/02
Respond to P468 P486 6:04 PM - Student A
Posted on 5/10/02 [~

Respond to P466 \\\\\|B 487 6:08 PM — Student A]

Posted on 5/10/02

Respond to P482 P488 6:10 PM - Student A

Posted on 5/12/02 '\
| P489 6:11 PM — Student A |

Respond to P462
Posted on 5/10/02

P490 6:12 PM - Student A |
Respond to P455

Posted on 5/09/02 \
| P4916:13 PM - Student A |

P492 10:07 PM - Tutor 2

P493 10:21 PM - Tutor 2 |

~| P494 10:31 PM - Tutor 2 |

P495 10:37 PM - Tutor 1

[ Respond to P67 |
Posted on 5/10/02 |
osted on T ——[[p496 11:00 PM - Student B |

4

P497 11:09 PM - Student B
Respond to P459

Posted on 5/09/02 \
osted on P498 11:15 PM - Student B

P499 11:18 PM - Student B

Figure 3.4 a time-based thread

The time-based thread above relates to discussion among students, tutors and the
Course Coordinator on 13 May, 2002. As can be seen, on that day there were 17
postings on the discussion board by five participants including two tutors, two

students and the Course Coordinator. (P485 was a blank posting posted by Student A

at 6:03pm, which is not shown on the Figure 3.4).
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During the nine minutes from 6:04 pm to 6:13 pm, Student A (SA) sent six postings
responding to former postings, which were posted on the discussion board on the dates
7,9, 10 and 12 May. However, SA did not respond to the postings by Tutor] (T1) and
the Course Coordinator (CC) early on the same day (1:05 am and 4:04 pm). In return.
SA got only one response, from Student B (SB, 11:09 pm), out of his six messages
sent out on the same day. T1 and CC got a response from T2, but received nothing

from SA and SB. T2 made a response to T1 and received a reply from T1 as well.

Also, during the 18 minutes from 11:00 pm to 11:18 pm, SB made four turns to
respond to two messages, which were posted on the discussion board on 9 and 10 May,

and also responded to two messages, which were posted on the same day by SA and
T2.

Figure 3.5, a title-based thread (see overleaf) shows that some rather odd things
happened in the title sequence. For example, P517 replied to P512, and P534 replied
to P517; but four postings between P512 and P517, and 13 between P517 and P534
are missing from the sequence, since they were involved in other topic sequences. The
figure also shows that there were some sub-sequences in the title sequence. For
example, P617, P641, P646 and P656 compose a sub-sequence parallel to the other
sub-sequence composed by P520, P522 and P533.

The index is a practical route-map for the discussion activity, particularly for title-
based threads. For example, a posting that replies to other postings under the same
title or topic has the English abbreviation ‘Re’ in front of it when it appears on the
screen; and if a posting replies to a second posting which already has a ‘Re’, it has a

double ‘Re’ in front of it on the screen, and so on.

Later in the thesis, it will be seen that the title-based thread is used mainly for
analysing the organizational sequence of conversation on the Web. Because the Web-
based discussion is multi-person multi-topic conversation, the title-based thread can
be helpful for examining conversational sequence under the same topic title, while the

time-based thread can help to show other features of Web-based discussion which are

not the focus of the present investigation.
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ET300C Public Group
Topic-based Sequence
Discussion topic: Collaborative Learning

P512 Collaborative Learning (Student A 2002/5/17 04:59 PM)

P517 Re: Collaborative Learning (Tutor A 2002/5/ 17)

P520 Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Tutor B 2002/5/ 18)

P522 Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Tutor C 2002/5/18)

P533 Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Tutor D 2002/5/20)

P534 Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student B 2002/5/20)

P537 Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student B 2002/05/20)

P538 Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student D 2002/5/21)

P539 Re: Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student E
2002/5/22)

P553 Re: Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Tutor A
2002/5/22)

P560 Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student C 2002/5/25)

P565 Re: Re: Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning
(Student F 2002/5/26)

P617 Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student H 2002/6/2)

P641 Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student I 2002/6/3)

P646 Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student ] 2002/6/3)

P655 Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student G 2002/6/4)

P656Re: Re: Re: Re: Re: Collaborative Learning (Student K 2002/6/4)

Figure 3.5: a title-based thread
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As discussed in Chapter 2, in asynchronous Web conversation turn-taking appears to

be disorderly. However, using the topic index to look back at the trajectories of

conversation, 1t can be seen that Web-based discussion is organized in an orderly

fashion from a CA perspective. That is, it is the product of an organization that relates

the positions to each other, and has features similar to those indicated by Schegloff et

al. (1977, p. 373) for face-to-face oral conversation. For example, in Figure 3.5, under

the same topic of Collaborative Learning, P517 replies to P512, and P520, P522 and

P533 follow one by one in responding to each other.

As in other asynchronous CMC, in the OLE system the text cannot be sent until the

sender clicks the ‘send’ button in the interface. Also, there is no limitation on text

length. For more details about the length of postings, see Tables 3.3 and 3.4.

Table 3.3 Characters and sentences in the Web-based discussion boards

ET300C ET800C Total

Total sentences 3877 7719 11,596
Total postings 1952 2056 4008
Total characters 158,619 332,834 491,453
Average number of characters in each sentence 40.91 43.12 42.38
Average number of sentences in each posting 1.99 3.75 2.89
Table 3.4 Frequency distribution — characters per sentence
Sohuar:tacter E\]Igl}fn;g?)% c;f sentences Frequency ?}IEuTrréggrc c;f sentences Frequency
5 orbelow |149 3.84% | 3.84% 326 4.22% 4.22%

6-15 687 17.72% 1201 15.56%

16-25 803 20.71% 1374 17.80%

26-35 693 17.87% 1319 17.09%

3645

477 12.30% | 68.60% 991 12.84% 63.29%

46-55 350 9.03% 673 8.72%

56-65 226 5.83% 516 6.68%

66-75 165 4.26% 353 4.57%
76 or above

327 8.43%)27.55% |966 12.51% 132.48%

TOTAL 3877 100% 7719 100%
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The two tables above show that although there is an average of 42.38 characters in
each sentence, about two-thirds of the sentences contain between six and 45 characters.
The biggest proportion of sentences contains 1625 characters, making up 20.71%

and 17.80% respectively of the two discussion boards. The average length of a posting
was 2.89 sentences. However, these figures provided aim to give a picture of the text
data produced in the discussion boards only, not imply any unit of analysis. The issue

of the unit of analysis is discussed in detail in the next section.

Because of the characteristics of Chinese use in Hong Kong, the written form of
Chinese (Modern Standard Chinese) was mainly used on the two Web-based
discussion boards. However, because of the linguistically complex context, ‘Hong
Kong Chinese professionals generally use Cantonese or mixed-code (1.e. Cantonese
mixed with English terms) in work-related interactions with local colleagues and
clients’ (Evans and Green, 2001, p. 265) — the phenomenon of code switching or code
mixing between Chinese and English can be found in the data. For instance, although
there were not many examples, some of the postings mixed these languages and some

were initiated in English but were responded to in Chinese, or vice versa.

Individual postings to a group are saved and distributed as they come in, which may
be at any time, and may be separated by any period of time. Each discussion group has
its own interactive activities, which vary from group to group in terms of the
frequency of message posting and posting intervals. For example, the Public Groups
in both courses usually had several postings every day, and sometimes as many as 28—
30 arrived in a single day (ET800C, August 2002; January, 2003). Other groups had
about 100 postings over the whole duration of the course (several months), and
sometimes received no postings for several weeks — for example, ET800C Group 2
in September and December, 2002; ET300C Group 4 in April, May and June 2002;
and ET300C Group 6 in April, 2002 (see Appendix V(a) and V(b)).

This section has given a brief profile of the OLE discussion boards to provide
background and basic information about the data source of this study. Though not all
the aspects mentioned are used directly in each stage of the study, they help in

understanding the situation, context and specific factors in the setting of this research.
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3.3 Data analysis

As discussed earlier, while the first phase of data analysis falls within the scope of CA,
the second phase employs a quantitative method to analyse data in order to provide
evidence on the frequency of occurrences of repair. Therefore, the data analysis
involved two procedures — qualitative analysis (conversation analysis) and

quantitative analysis (content analysis together with discourse analysis) which were

carried out one after the other for different purposes.
3.3.1 Procedures for qualitative analysis — a CA approach

As mentioned in the previous section, the Web-based discussion boards included an
indexing function. All the postings were retrieved, indexed by title-based thread and

number coded.

Each posting was examined carefully within its context and each event related to
troubles or trouble-repair in speaking/writing, hearing/reading and participants’
understanding was immediately captured and marked. The relationship between
relevant postings was traced further and grouped as sequential episodes because,
unlike oral conversation, postings in the Web are not usually in a logical order. For
example, when a post (P521, in Excerpt 19, see section 4.2.2) was captured as an
event of repair initiation (the posting raises a question ‘After the students leave school,
how can class observation be conducted by teachers?” which requests a repair), the
analyst needs to find where the trouble source has been placed; the trouble source post
(P511) was eventually found, and then the two postings, P511 and P521, were put

together as an interactional sequence for further analysis.

During the process of discovering relevant natural events from the data, pre-defined
concepts or pre-established models from other research did not work entirely. For
example, no events fitted the self-repair pattern of ‘reordering’ discovered in Chinese
conversation data in other studies (Chui, 1996); but the analyst did find recurring
events which can be seen as special mechanisms for keeping the Web-based

discussion going, and which have never been reported in other CA research (e.g.,
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duplicate postings and reformatted postings). Although some results of the analysis
aré comparable to those found by other researches in related areas (e.g., repair in oral
Chinese CA, English CA and computer-mediated communication), again the analysis

at this stage of the study did not look for events in the data to fit into pre-defined
models or patterns.

Events found in the data were further analyzed case by case. Attention was given to
the specific repair circumstances being examined, as some cases may seem to be very
similar examples of repair but may not embody the same structure in a specific repair
circumstance. For example, the participants in P094 and P234 (Excerpts 12 and 23,
see section 4.1.2.3 and 4.2.5) both used ‘sorry’ as their first word, but when the

context was examined, they occupied different position in each sequence:

Sorry. Unable to open the attached ppt file. ... I'm trying to email it once to see if it
works. (P094)

In this case, ‘Sorry’ is used as a self-initiation techniques for self-repair;
Sorry, attachments cannot be found. Send them again, please. (P234)
In this case, ‘Sorry’ is other-initiation for repair.

Therefore, both the above examples were given the notation ‘initiation’, but were

classified as different category — ‘self” and ‘other’ respectively.

After all relevant cases drawn from the data had been analyzed and coded, the analyst
worked out a general classification system for the techniques used in the Web-based
talk-in-interaction, and named each category along with a typical example. Although
the basic names used for categories or patterns are the same as those in the CA
tradition and other research — such as ‘self-initiation’ and ‘other-repair’ or ‘correction’,
‘repeat’, ‘different expression’ — they were given because of real events found in the

data, not because suitable events were looked for to fit the names.
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3.3.2. Procedures and techniques for quantitative analysis — Content Analysis and

Discourse Analysis approaches

Because various patterns of repair were found and classified, and categories
constructed, in phase 1 of the data analysis, the foundation was already available for
the quantitative analysis in phase 2. Both Content Analysis and Discourse Analysis

were employed as methods for obtaining the frequencies for each category of repair

pattern.
Units of analysis

Since ‘unit’ is more important in both Content Analysis and Discourse Analysis than

in CA, the procedures involved in phase 2 are detailed below.

A “unit of analysis’ is the smallest component of texts in which the occurrence and the
characterization of variables are examined (e.g., Titscher et al., 2000, p. 58). As both
Discourse Analysis and Conversation Analysis are concerned with the study of ‘the
language above the sentence or above the clause’ (Stubbs, 1983, p. 1), the unit of
analysis in this phase is an ‘utterance’, a discrete unit of talk produced by a single
speaker. As explained before, in the setting of Web-based talk-in-interaction,
‘posting’ can be considered the equivalent of ‘utterance’, and so ‘posting’ is used as

the essential unit, which can be defined not syntactically, but semantically basis, for

data analysis in phase 2.

Because the text is already broken down into utterances or postings on the computer

screen, there is no need to work on unit division during the process of data analysis.

Categories and pilot analysis

All units of analysis were coded and allocated to a certain category(ies). The system
of categories was established at the completion of phase 1, and was already illustrated
with examples during the process of analysing repair organization, €.g., the special

features of repair structure, the forms of technique for initiation, and the patterns for
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repair. This facilitated the allocation of all units, and also allowed further discussion

and modification of the definitions of categories or patterns during the pilot coding

process.

The categories were established at different levels — major categories and sub-
categories. There were two major categories: self-repair and other-repair; and the sub-
categories included eight items. For instance, under the major category of self-repair,

there were the following four sub-categories:
Major category: Self-repair

Self-initiated self-repair
Sub-category: Self-initiated no repair
Other-initiated self-repair

Self-initiated failure repair

Each category was also broken down into dimensional patterns, with the following ten
patterns allocated under each category:
Correction
Complement
Clarification
Explanation
Different expression
Confirmation
Rephrase
Combination
Reformat

Repeat

The pilot analysis exercise started with about 100 sequential posting samples (the first
100 in order were selected) from each public discussion board, which constituted

about 5% of the total number of postings in the data.
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Noted below are some specific issues concerning primary category definitions and
coding problems discovered in the pilot analysis, along with modifications made, to

illustrate how the actual coding and classification were conducted:

1 For the category of self-initiation, participants sometimes used the form in other
words’ to speak about things from a different perspective or in a clearer way. Is
this a form of ‘self-initiation self-repair’? After further reference to Schegloff et
al.’s illustrative examples of ‘repair’ (1977, p. 363) , in which ‘word search’ is
included in the domain of ‘repair’, it is believed that cases involving ‘in other

words’ could be classified as ‘self-initiation self-repair’.

2 Also, on occasions, participants posted supplementary messages after their
original message, which had no real ‘trouble’: the speaker simply wanted to add
more. Does this belong to the category of ‘self-initiation self-repair’? As
Schegloff et al. (1977, p. 363) provided examples of cases of repair being
initiated without an apparent error, it appears that nothing, in principle, is
excludable from the class ‘repairable’. So, once again, it was decided that such

supplementary text would be viewed as self-initiation self-repair.

3 Disagreement, which normally involves an objection to a previous view, idea, or
proposal, is a very complex issue. At the start of the analysis, it was considered
that disagreement does not propose or clarify ‘troubles’ regarding speaking,
reading or understanding in the Web-based discussion. Therefore, it was excluded
from the category of ‘other-repair’. However, after examining further the
theoretical basis of the concept of ‘repairable’, disagreement has also been
analyzed case by case to see if there are any special instances of repair practice.

Below is an example to illustrate the case of disagreement in data and relevant

techniques used for analysis.
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Example 1
No. Date/time Sender Title Content
P298 380229/ 10/25 MrWan  Collective lesson ...Collective lesson preparation can help to
29PM [
(T) preparation gather teachers’ experience, so it exceeds
the limits of ‘lesson preparation’.
P299 2002/10/26 Mr Lau Re: Collective Since it exceeds the limits of ‘lesson
05:39PM (T) lesson . -
preparation preparation’, =2 _it is no longer
‘collective lesson preparation’.
P300 2002/10/26 MrWan  Re: (2) = 1have raised this point several times
08:19PM (T) Collective lesson ]
preparation before - that the actual meaning of

‘collective lesson preparation’ has
exceeded the limits of ‘lesson preparation’.
A relevant reference can be found in the
document ‘Learning to Learn: Lifelong

Learning’ (2001, pp. 66-67).

In Example 1, Mr Lau in P299 did not use the disagreement form ‘I do not agree

(with what you said)’, but actually objected to Mr Wan’s viewpoint in P298 by

saying that ‘it is no longer “collective lesson preparation™. This is an obvious

example of disagreement. Because it was related to trouble in the prior speaking,

P299 can be classified as other-repair. However, as it also involved trouble in

understanding the prior speaking, the disagreement in P299 immediately became

a trouble source on its own, and received a repair from Mr Wan (P300). Such

examples of disagreement therefore need to be examined carefully, case by case.
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4 The pilot coding also raised some difficulties with the counting of frequencies, as

illustrated in the example below.

Example 2 (Excerpt 1)

No. Date/time Sender Title Content
PO19 2002/07/23 Ms Re: (3)  ((The screen shows all Chinese characters in
01:17PM Chan Curriculum an illegible code))
(S) Development
P020 2002/07/23 Ms Re: (3) > Let me make a response. ((no actual
01:20PM Chan Curriculum response made))
(S) Development
P021 2002/07/23 Ms Re: (4) - Let me make a response. ‘Please see
01:21PM Chan Curriculum attachment’ ((with no attachment))
(S) Development
P023  2002/07/23 Ms Re: (5) > Let me make a response. ‘Please see
03:09PM Chan Curriculum attachment’. ((with an attachment))
Development

The repairs (marked with arrows) in the above example, which were issued by the
speaker of the trouble source (Ms Chan), are illustrations of self-repair self-initiation.
However, in P020-23, three postings are definite repairs that were made by the
speaker who tried to correct her mistake in P019, but two of them become other
trouble sources. The technical issue here is whether this should be counted as three
self-initiation self-repairs or just one. As the quantitative method is rarely used in the
CA tradition, there is no relevant reference for establishing a set of counting rules for
repairs but, after considering the situation of the discussion taking place on a Web-
based discussion board, it was decided to count it as three self-initiation self-repairs.

In other words, all occurrences or distributions of repair should be counted, no matter

in what order or context.

Coding and reliability

For the purpose of ensuring reliability, a trained research assistant (RA) who has
linguistics background knowledge was invited to assist in the pilot and real

classification and coding work (again, her name is shown in the Acknowledgements

on first page of this thesis). Following discussion between the researcher and the RA,
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the coding scheme was revised during the pilot analysis which about 5% of the data
had been coded.

After the pilot coding exercise had been conducted and the schema of categories
stated precisely, the actual coding process started. The classification work was carried
out separately, and the coding and categorization processes were repeated until an
acceptable level of reliability was reached. For example, in classifying repair patterns,
after discussion and repetition, 90.2% of the research assistant’s codings were the

same or very similar to those of the researcher.
Frequencies and relationships

After all the units had been coded in line with the categories, the analysts counted the
frequency of the units. Special attention was paid to the relationship between each
category and pattern by reviewing their number of recurrences. The different
frequencies for each category/sub-category and each dimensional pattern were then
put into a hierarchy in their own series. For example, the highest frequency for the
category of self-repair was self-initiation self-repair with 85 cases, compared with 28
cases of other-initiated self-repair, and so the sub-category of self-initiated self-repair

was placed first in the major category of self-repair.
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3.4 Transcription of the Chinese data

Most data reported here were originally presented in Chinese and appeared in written
form on the computer screen. (In some cases, participants used English or a mixed
code of Chinese and English in their discussion, and the relevant notations are made

on the transcription.)

For the purpose of analysis, data need to be put into an analysable format. Though
there are transcription systems for spoken discourse in English and other Western
languages, such as French, Spanish, Dutch, Italian, Finnish (cf. Lenk, 1999, pp. 21—
24), there is no equivalent for Chinese. For spoken Chinese, there is no unified
transcription system, with Chinese researchers relying on a mixture of transcription
symbols derived from those used in CA for English. Also, Web-based Chinese written
text, which has not yet been collected as a data source for conversational study, seems
to have no established transcription system at all. Although establishing a system for
Chinese transcription was not one of the aims of this study, a suitable form specially

designed for Web-based written text in Chinese had to be developed.

The CA perspective on transcription emphasizes that ‘the transcription system is not
just aimed at accuracy of detail. Like all transcription systems, it is designed to
highlight analytically relevant features of talk-in-interaction’ (Hutchby and Wooffitt,
1998, p. 88). This viewpoint coincides with the basic ‘theory’ or ‘principles’ for
transcription generally suggested by researchers (e.g., Du Bois, 1991; O’Connell and
Kowal, 1995). The transcription system designed for this study adopted the general
principle of ‘parsimony’(O’Connell and Kowal, 1995, p. 654), 1.e. only those data
which are to be analysed should be transcribed, and only what makes analyses
intelligible should be presented in transcripts. As a piece of data is subjected to closer
and closer analysis, ‘the transcript itself evolves as part of that analytic process’, and
there is ‘a close connection between data, transcription and analysis’ (Hutchby and
Wooffitt, 1998, p. 92). Therefore, for this research, the data was transcribed only to

suit the needs of analysing the sequential organization for repair taking place in Web-

based talk-in-interaction.
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As noted in Chapter 1, this study does not aim to explore the relationship between
conversation organization and syntax or syntactic constraints in analysing
conversation. The English translation of Chinese transcription is not provided for the
presentation of Chinese syntax or lexical features, but is used mainly as a means of
understanding data and of showing the nature of sequential organization of the Web-
based talk-in-interaction in reporting the study. With reference to the Chinese
transcription format used in other CA studies (e.g., Zhang, 1998), in the main body of
the chapters, the data presentation uses only the English gloss translation, not a word-
by-word translation or grammatical description. In cases where glosses in the English
translation could not represent accurately the original Chinese words, Chinese Pinyin

is used instead of the English gloss.

Some special symbols are employed in the transcription. — for example, the portion of
the transcription under scrutiny is indicated by underlining. Overall, the transcription
format was carefully designed to present the data in an orderly, simple, and clear way
which would be readable and meaningful for the reader. An example is given below to

illustrate the format of the transcription.

Example 3 (Excerpt 2):

No. Date/time  Sender  Title Content
P2392 2002/04/08 Ms Tang Re: (2) ...There is an excellent article in the website of
11:44 PM (T) School- “Minjiaowang” in the Mainland which analyes the
based differences between school-based curriculum and

curriculum the national curriculum...The website is:
development http://www.pep.com.cn/kechengicyjs/2002-
3/86.htm...

As can be seen, there are five columns for displaying the relevant information about
the data. In the column ‘No.’, P2392 indicates the data number coded by the analyst
for this study; the column ‘Date/time’ gives the precise time at which this posting was
received in the discussion board (8 April, 2002 at 11:44pm); the column ‘Sender’
shows that the sender was named Ms Tang (Tang is the person’s Chinese surname in
Pinyin) who was a tutor of the course; in the column ‘Title’, Re:(2) indicates that this
posting is the second response to the discussion topic, which in this case is ‘School-

based curriculum development’; finally, in the column ‘Content’, the text is a free
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gloss English translation by the analyst. Within the English translation text in the
“Content’ column, the ellipsis ¢...” at both the beginning and middle of the main
paragraph indicates that some words in the original Chinese text of this posting are
omitted, because they contain non-relevant features of the talk-in-interaction under
scrutiny. The name of the website “Minjaowang” is represented in Pinyin, not English
gloss, because it is an abbreviation in Chinese which could not translated accurately
into English; and also, because this abbreviation is a specific element (a repairable, or
trouble source in this case) which needed to be analysed (in this case, for repair), the
symbol ‘underline’ is used to draw the reader’s attention to this special phrase in the

transcript.

The original Chinese texts, which used the same format as the English translation
transcription, are attached at the end of the thesis as an appendix (Appendix VI) to
facilitate presentation and proofreading of the data, and in case the reader may wish

to examine the original text.

Finally, because the transcription of Chinese data from a Web-based discussion board
seems less complicated than transcribing spoken data of ordinary conversation,
besides some transcription notation adopted from transcription conventions applied to
CA, only a few notations have been specially developed for the study (see details in

Appendix I for the transcription conventions).
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Chapter 4

Findings and discussion

This chapter examines the repair organization in Chinese talk-in-interaction in Web-
based conversation — in the light of the repair organization for English introduced by
Schegloff et al. (1977), and also the findings on repair organization for Chinese oral
conversation, which were reviewed in Chapter 2. It begins by introducing some
findings about several characteristics of the organizational structure for repair in Web-
based conversation, and then classifies the forms of initiator techniques and patterns
of repair accomplishment in order to understand the organization that relates them in
particular environments. The next section reports on preferences for repair

organization, and this is followed by a discussion of the findings in the last section.

Before considering the repair structures, it seems useful to make a brief comment on
some of the symbols used in the illustrative examples from the data in this study (full
details of the transcription conventions can be found in Appendix I). The data
presented in this chapter are based on written texts in Chinese that occurred naturally
in Web-based discussion boards and were translated into English to be consistent with
the language used in the thesis. In some cases, these original texts were made up of
very long paragraphs or had a very large number of words. Therefore, some special
symbols had to be used in the data citations, such as: the texts in the English
translated version have been simplified by omission with ellipsis; arrows indicate the
location of the repair phenomenon for which a segment is initially cited; words in
double parentheses indicate comments about the text, not transcriptions of it; and
underlining is usually used to refer to repairable (trouble in the source) or repair

outcome.
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4.1 Repair structures in Web-based conversation

Repair as ‘self-righting mechanism’ exists in Web-based conversation where one
participant sometimes needs to repair something another has said. As with repair
organization in oral conversation, repair operating in a Web-based conversation has
its organizational structure. The following two sections report the results of examining
repair structures in Web-based conversation for the same features as, and for different

features from, ordinary conversation (see sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 respectively).

4.1.1 Possible structures for repair in Web-based conversation

Four possible structures for successful repair and two possible structures for failure of
repair as identified by Schegloff et al. (1977) in ordinary oral conversation conducted

in English have also been found in Web-based conversation in Chinese. Noted below

are examples of each kind of structure occurring in Web-based discussion boards.

4.1.1.1 Self-initiation self-repair

It was found that self-repair can issue from self-initiation in Web-based conversation,

as seen in the following examples (Excerpt 1 and 2).

Excerpt 1:
No. Date/time Sender Title Content
PO19 2002/07/23 Ms Re: (3) ((The screen shows all Chinese characters in
01:17PM Chan Curriculum an illegible code))
(S) development
P020 2002/07/23 Ms Re: (3) > Let me make a response.
01:20PM Chan Curriculum
(S) development
P021  2002/07/23 Ms Re: (4) > Let me make 1 response. ‘Please see
01:21PM Chan Curriculum attachment’ ((with no attachment))
(S) development
P023 2002/07/23 Ms Re: (5) > Let me make a response. ‘Please see
03:09PM Chan Curriculum attachment’. ((with an attachment))
(S) development
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In this extract, Ms Chan, a student in the discussion group, responded to the
discussion topic ‘Curriculum development’. As her first response (P019) was typed
straight on to the web in Chinese using a special code, the screen showed all the
Chinese characters she typed as being illegible when she posted them on the
discussion board at 01:17PM, 23 July, 2002. Three minutes later, 01:20PM, when
nobody had noted the problem of reading her Chinese characters (no other issued
initiation), Ms Chan sent a second posting saying ‘let me make a response’ (self
initiation with an attempt of self-repair, P020). This was obviously an attempt to make
her response again to repair the trouble source of her prior posting. Then, after one
minute, 01:21PM, Ms Chan found that the second response was incomplete, because
she should have attached a file, without which the same problem with the special
Chinese code would occur again. So, she sent a third posting, which added ‘Please see
attachment’ (P021). However, as in P020, while the third posting was a repair to prior
postings, it also became a trouble source, as there was no file attached, even though
the posting said there would be. After more than an hour and a half, at 03:09PM, Ms
Chan sent her fourth posting with a Word file attached, which contained her response
with a text that could be displayed on screen. The result was that the last repair
accomplishment eventually solved the problem in Ms Chan’s prior turns in response

to the topic.

It should be noticed that, within the repair sequence in Excerpt 1, initiation for repair
was all issued by the speaker of the trouble source herself, and the repair was also
accomplished by her. In other words, this is an example of self-initiation yielding self-
repair, and the self-repair is not done in the same turn with the trouble source, but in

the next one.
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Excerpt 2:
No. Date/time  Sender  Title Content
P2392 2002/04/08 Ms Tang Re: (2) ...There is an excellent article in the website of
11:44 PM (M School “Minjiaowang” in Mainland analyzing the
based differences between school-based curriculum and
curriculum the national curriculum... The website is:
development www.pep.com.cn/kechengicyjs/2002-3/86.htm...
P2393 2002/04/08 Ms Tang Re: (3) I’m sorry, the name of the web site should be
11:48 PM (T) School corrected as >  “Renjiaowang”. The internet
based address is: www.pep.com.cn/index1.htm.
curriculum
development
P2394 2002/04/08 Ms Tang Re: (4) =  The “Renjiaowang”
11:56PM (T) School http://www.pep.com.cn/index1.htm provides many
based articles about curriculum research, such as
curriculum educational reform, curriculum theory, curriculum

development history, educational materials research, case
research, etc. This will help our colleagues in HK

to understand the educational reform in China...

In Excerpt 2, Ms Tang discovered an error she made in P2392 where she provided the
incorrect name and address for a website. She issued a self-initiation and then
accomplished a self-repair in P2393 at 11:48pm. After eight minutes, at 11:56pm, she
sent her third posting, which also dealt with the repairable in posting P2392. In P2394,
Ms Tang also made a self-repair by providing supplementary information about the

website.

As with Excerpt 1, the correction (P2393) and the supplement (P2394) in Excerpt 2
were issued and operated by the speaker of the trouble source. They are typical of
self-repair issued from self-initiation. Also, Excerpt 2 is again an example of self-

initiation taking place in the next trouble source turn, not in the same turn.
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4.1.1.2 Other-initiation self-repair

Some sequences of other-initiated self-repair were also found in the Web-based

conversation, such as:

Excerpt 3:
No. Date/Time  Sender  Title Content
P2541  2002/05/13 MrWan Re: (6) ... The precious aspect of the process of
01:05 AM (T) Problem-solving “teaching” and “learning” is to help the
students to obtain the key to_tackle
difficulties...
P2550  2002/05/13 MrLau  Re: (6) > Is there any difference between
10:07 PM (T) Problem-solving problem-solving and ((tackle))
difficulties?
P2553 2002/05/13 MrWan Re: (7) > ((both are)) Solving the difficulties
10:37 PM (M) Problem-solving

In Excerpt 3, Mr Wan used the term ‘tackle difficulties’ (P2541) in his turn instead of
the term ‘problem solving’, which was commonly being used by participants in the
discussion process. Mr Lau then issued initiation for the ‘repairable’ by asking a
question involving identifying the difference between the two terms — ‘problem-
solving’ and ‘tackle difficulties’ (P2550). Subsequently, the speaker of the trouble
source, Mr Wan, accomplished self-repair by clarifying that ‘((both are)) solving

problems’ (P2553). This is an example of other-initiation yielding self-repair.

Excerpt 4:
No. Date/time Sender Title Content
P296 2002/10/24 Ms Re: (11) 1agree with Ms Leung’s view on
07:54PM Fung Collaborative ‘collaborative lesson preparation’, and feel that
(S) lesson there are many advantages in that
preparation activity. ......

Implementing collaborative lesson preparation

is not an easy task. However, from our many

years experience, its advantages go beyond its

disadvantages. Therefore, it is worth it to try.
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P297 2002/10/24 MrlLau Re: (12) I believe there are advantages in implementing
09:15PM (T) Collaborative collaborative lesson preparation.
lesson You mentioned that it’s not easy to implement.
preparation —> Can you explain the actual difficulties in
detail?
P303 2002/10/29 Ms Re: (8) My school teachers need to stay in the office
10:12PM, Leung Collaborative by-weekly to meet together or have a
(T) lesson collaborative lesson preparation. But
preparation sometimes there may be several meetings
needed for one teacher. So it is difficult to
make a suitable schedule. > _Are there any
other suggestions for our reference?
P307 2002/10/31 Ms Re: (6) - I’d like to respond to the questions raised
3:21PM Fung Collaborative by both Tutors Mr Lau and Ms Leung. As my
(S) lesson school is a half-day primary school, the use of
preparation time and space is the most serious issue. So,

we will perform three collaborative lesson
preparation sessions in every term. The
restriction of time and venue in the summer
vacation is less than other periods, so we’ll
discuss and set the curriculum, progress and

activities of the whole academic year....

The topic under discussion in Excerpt 4, ‘Collaborative lesson preparation’, was first

put forward by the tutor, Ms Leung (as indicated in P296, ‘I agree with Ms Leung’s

view on ‘collaborative lesson preparation, and feel that ...”). Later, however, the on-

going discussion dispersed into two threads. Before P296, there were 11 postings

which formed the first thread [as (11) follows ‘Re’ in the ‘title’ column]; and, before

P307, the second thread contained six postings already, as Re: (6) shows.

Excerpt 4 shows a repair sequence involving a somewhat more complex situation.

Following Ms Fung, who was the speaker of the trouble source in P296, Mr Lau

initiated a request for a further explanation of the ‘difficulties in detail” of

collaborative lesson preparation (P297) at position Re (12) in the first thread. The
trouble-source speaker, Ms Fung, accomplished repair in her turn P307. However, her
response was not only to Mr Lau (Tutor), but also to Ms Leung (Tutor) who was

issuing another initiation in the other thread, asking for ‘any other suggestions for our
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reference’ in P303. This kind of other-initiation self-repair appears often in

asynchronous Web-based conversation, and is discussed again from another angle in

section 4.3.8.

4.1.1.3 Self-initiation other-repair

As in ordinary conversation, in Web-based conversation other-repair can issue from

self-initiation:

Excerpt S:
No. Date/Time  Sender Title Content
P2496 2002/05/06 Ms Lau Teacher's role  Teacher’s role in “Central curriculum”:
07:13 PM (S) in “Central 1. To take central curriculum as a blueprint,
curriculum” and adapt it according to individual school’s
and “School situation; 2. To make some reflections on
based central curriculum. ...
curriculum” Do you agree with my points? Do you have
any supplementary viewpoint on them?
P2501 2002/05/07 Mr Tang Re: Teacher's = If we can really reflect on the central
09:08 AM (CC) role in “Central  cyrriculum, then the central curriculum

curriculum”
and “School
based

curriculum”

would not be the blueprint. If the central
curriculum must be the blueprint, it need not

be reflected on.

Excerpt 5 is an example of other-repair issuing from self-initiation. The other speaker

(Course Coordinator) accomplished a repair in his turn (P2501) following an initiation

issued by the trouble-source speaker herself, which was shown by two questions

asking for confirmation and complementary views (P2496). This shows that some

other-repair can issue from self-initiation, as speakers may initiate some troubles

within their turn for others to accomplish repair.
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There were also cases of other-initiation other-repair in the Web-based conversation.

The following excerpts are some examples.

Excerpt 6:
No. Date/Time  Sender Title Content
P2403  2002/04/12 MrLi(S) Re: (12)  Itotally agree with the notion “cooperation
12:04 AM Where are the requires everyone’s willingness to give”.
teachers The problem is that some teachers still
heading believe they should be off duty after school.
for? Who has the ability to balance this
situation? Education Bureau? Headmaster?
Or...
P2405  2002/04/14 MrlLau (T) Re: (13) - 1don’t understand what you’re talking

06:46 PM

Where are the
teachers
heading for?

about “off duty after school”. Why

shouldn’t the teachers be off duty after

school?

P2407 2002/04/15 Ms Lam

12240 AM  (S)

Re: (14)
Where are the
teachers

heading for

‘Where are the teachers heading for?’ It’s
an interesting question but that makes me a
bit sad. The curriculum reform is school-
based. It requires the participation of all
teachers in the school in order to succeed.
This is where the problem lies! Is
everybody willing to spend time and effort
to complete this enormous task? Is

everybody going in the same direction?
—> Saying “off duty after school” just

reveals the key issue (of the reform).

In Excerpt 6, repair initiation was issued by Mr Lau (P2405), who had trouble in

understanding what Mr Li was talking about in saying ‘some teachers still believe

they should be off duty after school” (P2403). A speaker other than the trouble-source

turn speaker, Ms Lam, provided an explanation as a response (P2407) to the tutor, Mr

Lau. In this case, the initiation and the outcome of repair were both conducted by

speakers other than the trouble-source speaker.
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Excerpt 7:

No. Date/Time  Sender Title Content

P2096  2002/03/02 MrYeung Re: (2) Time is always our biggest foe.
03:14PM (S) Education reform

P2108 2002/03/05 Mr Tang Re: (3) = Do you mean that if we could
06:01PM (CC) Education reform eliminate time, we can win the greatest

victory?

P2110  2002/03/05 MrlLau(T) Re: (4) > Perhaps when we are not satisfied

06:13PM Education reform with current results, we would do better

if there were more time. Do you agree?

The repair sequence in this excerpt is other-initiation (P2108) and other-repair
(P2110), and they are presented in separate turns, not by the same other speaker —
that is, the repair outcome is accomplished by a speaker (Mr Lau) other than the

speaker initiating repair (Course Coordinator).

4.1.1.5 Self-initiation with failure of repair

As it mentioned in Chapter 2, repair refers to the success of a repair procedure.
However, efforts at repair sometimes fail (Schegloff et al., 1977, p. 363). The same
two possible structures for failure of repair are found in Web-based conversation as

the same with in ordinary conversation.

Excerpt 8:

No. Date/Time Sender Title Content

P136 2002/08/13 MrLau (T) Re: Thanks for your sharing. I have read it
11:28PM The map of ((the map of treasure hunting in the dark))

treasure hunting in  briefly and I really appreciate your

the dark thoughtfulness and understanding of
curriculum reform. You must have spent
a lot of time in doing this. This is my first
thought. This map is yours and I
appreciate your generosity in sharing it
with us. So the second is a suggestion.
We are a group of people discussing and
learning on the Internet and we should

follow the rules. We can use this map as
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a reference, but we shouldn’t copy it.

If we reference it, we’ll acknowledge it.

What do all you think?

P140 2002/08/14 MsWong Re: (3) > From what you’ve shared with us, I
11:02PM  (S) The map of can say that you have made a lot of effort.
treasure hunting in | appreciate your knowledge of
the dark

curriculum. I hope we can continue to
share — perhaps this is also the purpose of

taking this course!

The above discussion sequence started when a participant in the group offered her
self-made ‘map of treasure hunting in the dark’ which was useful for understanding
curriculum reform in Hong Kong. In P136, Mr Lau initiated the repairable item with
his own suggestion (‘We can use this map as reference, but we shouldn’t copy it. If
we reference it, we’ll acknowledge it. What do you think?”), but, the other speaker,
Ms Wong, failed to answer the question Mr Lau asked (P140). This is an example of

self-initiation yielding failure.

4.1.1.6 Other-initiation with failure of repair

Failure can also issue from other-initiation in Web-based conversation. Several cases

of other-initiation yielding failure are found in the data for this study.

Excerpt 9:
No. Date/Time  Sender Title Content
P2439 2002/04/21 Ms Wong Re: (2) We have tried doing projects by grouping
07:54 AM (S) Project learning students. The project group has to
constantly report on progress.
The grades given are based on the group
dynamics (data collection, synergy,
communication), plus peers’ assessment
and parents’ assessment. The final product
of the project will receive a small portion
of the overall result.
P2448 2002/04/22 Mr Tang Re: (3) This is a good way ((assessment based on
09:24 AM (CC) Project learning the learning dynamics)) as well.

When you are awarding marks to each
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student (for their performance in the group

work) for their sharing, do you give the

erade directly to students, or just let

students grade each other?

P2450  2002/04/22 Ms Wang Re: (4) > Our school has implemented projects
04:45 PM (S) Project learning  for years as well. In the past, the teachers
gave the topics to the students and the
topics were related to general knowledge

subjects mostly......

In Excerpt 9, the Course Coordinator issued an initiation (P2448) to the trouble-
source speaker, Ms Wong, requesting clarification of the method used for assessing
student outcomes in project learning. However, the trouble-source speaker never
responded; and another speaker, Ms Wang, who did not clarify the problem raised by

the Course Coordinator, offered a failure of repair in her turn (P2450).

Excerpt 9 above provides an example of other (the third person) failure in repair for
other-initiation (the second person, if the trouble-source speaker is called the ‘first
person’). Also, as will be seen in P093 of Excerpt 12 (in 4.1.2.3), the trouble-source

speaker may also fail in repair for other-initiation (for whatever reason).

This section has presented the findings on possible structures of repair in Web-based
conversation. The above analysis of some examples of the repair sequence from this
study’s data have shown that the possible structures for both successful repair and

failure of repair in Web-based discussion are the same as in ordinary conversation.
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4.1.2 Special features of repair organization in Web-based conversation

However, Web-based conversation also has its special features for repair organization.
This section presents some characteristics of Web-based conversation which

differentiate it from oral conversation by analysing some excerpts in detail.

As has been discussed in previous chapters, Web-based conversation differs from
ordinary conversation in several respects, including its written form, the asynchronous
interaction, and the medium of the Web. These factors, in turn, influence the turn-
taking system and organizational techniques of Web-based conversation, and must
also influence its repair organization. The following features from the data in this
study show different characteristics from those identified by Schegloff et al. (1977)

for repair organization in ordinary conversation in English.
4.1.2.1 Other-initiation one after another
As the Web-based discussion in this study is asynchronous and in a multi-participant

setting, other-initiation often issued from more than one speaker other than the

trouble-source speaker, and one after another. See, for example, Excerpt 10.

Excerpt 10:
No. Date/Time Sender Title Content
P031 2002/07/23 Ms Ng Re: (6) I agree that teachers are the core component
10:16PM (S) Curriculum of the curriculum. Perhaps there is no
development definite curriculum standard when we’re
changing the curriculum. If teachers can add
the 3C elements to the class, communicate
with students and lead students in “learning
to learn”, we can break the traditional
classroom constraints.
P034 2002/07/24 Mr Lau Re: (6) => What are 3C elements?
01:16AM (T) Curriculum
development
P035 2002/07/24 Mr Sun Re: (7) > Creativity, Critical thinking,
01:45AM (S) Curriculum Communication

development
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P036 2002/07/24 Ms Lau Re: (7) = Mr. Lau (tutor), Thanks a lot! I think 3C
04:41PM (S) Curriculum means Critical thinking, Communication and
development Creativity. Is that right?
P0O37 2002/07/24 MrWan Re: (8) Very interesting.
06:26PM () Curriculum - Id like to know where 3C comes from?
development E.g. scholar, conference, guidance

documents, etc.

P038 2002/07/24 Ms Chan Re: (9) = Notonly 3C, but 4C, which includes

10:00PM  (S) Curriculum critical thinking, communication, creativity
development AND COLLABORATION SKILL. This can
be found from Learning to Learn — The way
forward in curriculum development in the
section which mentions the ability —

GENERIC SKILLS

This segment provides clear evidence of a special feature of repair in Web-based
conversation — namely that in multi-participant interaction discussion, other-
initiation can be issued by several speakers (a point which will be discussed in more
detail in the next section). The first initiation (P034) issued by Mr Lau, asked the
question ‘What are 3C elements?”’ to indicate the repairable item in the prior turn
P03 1. After two responses to the question were received, Mr Wan and Ms Chan then
issued their different initiations one after another: Mr Wan asked a question about
where 3C comes from in his turn P037, and Ms Chan issued an initiation (‘Not only

3C, but 4C) and followed with a correction in the same turn (P038).

In this case, it is obvious that more than one other-initiation can be issued by more

than one participant for the same trouble source before any repair is accomplished.
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4.1.2.2 Other-repair one after another:

Repair accomplished by not only one speaker (other than the trouble-source speaker),
but several others one after another is found in Web-based conversation. These other-

repairs can be logical in order, but are usually not.

An example of this special feature in Web-based conversation has been seen already
in Excerpt 10 in the previous section. After repair initiation issued by Mr Lau (P034)
to show his trouble in understanding ‘3C elements’ appeared in the prior turn (P031),
both Mr Sun (P035) and Ms Lau (P036) (not the trouble-source speaker, Ms Ng)
accomplished repair one after another separately. It should be noted that, although the
second speaker, Ms Lau, put up her posting at 04:41pm, almost three hours after Mr
Sun’s posting at 01:45pm, the computer system automatically displays the same
number of ‘Re:’(seven ‘Re’s) in front of P035 and P036. This means that Ms Lau
responded directly to Mr Lau’s (P034) question, not following Mr Sun’s turn (P035).
Therefore, it can be assumed that Ms Lau did not read Mr Sun’s message when she
responded in parallel to the prior turn P034. (It is a common phenomenon that
students pay more attention to tutors’ postings and may overlook or pay less attention
to peers’ message when they enter the discussion board where a large number of

postings appear in front of them on the screen.)

Furthermore, one more other repair occurred in the segment. Ms Chan in her turn
P038 accomplished repair by responding to the two initiations issued in prior turns
(P034 and P037) by answering the questions ‘What are 3C elements?” and ‘Where
does 3C comes from?’; and following her initiation (‘not only 3C’) in the same turn,

Ms Chan also accomplished another repair in P038.
Excerpt 10 not only exemplifies the fact that other-initiation can be issued by several

speakers one after another (as discussed in 4.1.2.1), but also that other-repair can be

accomplished by several speakers one after another for the same trouble source.
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No. Date/Time Sender

Title

Content

P101 2002/08/06 Cao (T)
11:20 AM

Role and

Responsibilities

... Let us discuss PSMCD’s duties and

work items (other than those already

indicated by Education Department).

P102 2002/08/06 Mr Tang
03:02PM  (CC)

Re: Role and

Responsibilities

=> Perhaps it can be your everyone’s

understanding of your key work.

P105 2002/08/06 Wan (T)
09:48PM

Re: (2)
Role and

Responsibilities

- Maybe we can think of them from
two aspects:

First, teacher’s role in curriculum
planning/development;

Second, PSMCD’s role in curriculum
planning/development.

What is the difference between the two

above? ......

Excerpt 11 is another example of the same category of special feature for repair in

Web-based conversation: other repair one after another. In P101, Cao’s comment

about what he proposed for discussion was not very clear. Thus, two other-repairs

(P102 and P105) were accomplished by two different participants on the same day (6
August, 2002) but at different times (3:02pm and 9:48pm). It should be noted that the

two repairs came one after another, but were not logically ordered.

4.12.3 Self-initiation in more than one turn

Self-initiation issued in more than one turn is another feature of repair in Web-based

discussion.

Excerpt 1 in an early section of this chapter showed the trouble-source speaker issuing

self-initiation as many as three turns until th trouble had been solved (P020, P021

and P023). In oral conversation, this cannot be common, whereas it can occur in Web-

based asynchronous conversation. Excerpt 12 below provides one more example of

the same phenomenon.
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No. Date/Time

Sender

Title

Content

PO90 2002/08/04 Ms Leung

The compass for

...I think I’ve already found the compass.

12:54 PM (S) curriculum Based on the key points of the book and
reform?! my understanding, I drew a concept map.
I’ve also made some versions according to
the Guide for Basic Curriculum, which
provides more information on it (see
attachment). I hope this map can help to
restructure the future development of
schools in different aspects...
P092 2002/08/05 Mr Lau Re: The compass -> Can you write down your
01:53 AM (T) for curriculum understanding of the compass for the
reform?! curriculum development?
P093 2002/08/05 Ms Leung Re: (2) The function of a compass is to give us
03:58 PM (S) The compass for  directions. The direction of curriculum
curriculum development is to find the most effective
reform?! method and strategy to teach students. I
am trying to sort out a lot of related
information, and so I’m not going to spend
a lot of time discussing this. However, I
do hope this will make you discuss more
and eliminate the difficulties in searching.
Sorry and thanks.
P094 2002/08/05 Ms Leung Re: (3) > Sorry. Unable to open the attached
04:10 PM (S) The compass for  ppt file. No wonder Tutor Lau didn’t
curriculum understand what I’m talking about. I’m
reform?! trying to email it once to see if it works.
P095 2002/08/05 MsLeung Re: (4) > Sorry. Still unable to open the file.
04:15 PM (S) The compass for ]| email it once more.
curriculum
reform?!
P096 2002/08/05 Ms Leung Re: (5) > Again, e-mail was fail. Is it true that
04:19 PM (S) The compass for  the system cannot support ppt files?
curriculum
reform?!

In Excerpt 12, after Ms Leung found the cause of her failure response in P093 to Mr

Lau’s initiation issued in P092, she started to make efforts to self-repair. However, as

she could not resolve the trouble. her self-initiation was issued three times within
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about nine minutes (from 4:10pm to 4:19pm for P094, P095, P096), and eventually
without success. Meanwhile, in Ms Leung’s last posting (P096), she actually issued
an initiation by raising a question asking for others’ repair. However, there was no
response received to that particular question from any of the participants in the
discussion group. This is also a rare event in oral conversation. (This issue will be
discussed later.) From Excerpt 12, we can see that over a period of about 20 minutes,

Ms Leung made four postings in an effort to implement self-initiation and self-repair.

4.1.2.4 Self-repair in more than one turn

We have reviewed excerpts (e.g. Excerpt 1 and 2) for self-repair accomplished not in
the same turn, but in the next trouble source turn in section 4.1.1.1, and also found
self-repair accomplished not only in the next turn, but after several turns. For example,
in Excerpt 2, Ms Tang in turn P2393 corrected her error in providing the wrong name
for a website in P2392. However, she did not stop her self-repair after she
accomplished it once; she subsequently accomplished another repair in P2394 to
supplement her previous comment which was posted eight minutes after P2393. This

shows that self-repair can be accomplished in more than one turn following another.
4.1.2.5 Repair-initiation with no response

From the data, cases are found of both self-initiation and other-initiation with no
response from any participants in the discussion group. This phenomenon would

rarely, if ever, occur in oral conversation.

For example, in Excerpt 12, Ms Leung in her last posting (P096) issued her self-
initiation with the question Is it true that the system cannot support ppt files’, but no
response was received at all. Thus the repair outcome never arrived. Below is another

example of self-initiation without a repair outcome.
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Excerpt 13:
No. Date/Time Sender Title Content
P2273  2002/03/12 Ms Re: (3) Education reform is a mission. It is
06:26 PM  Leung Facing difficult to implement quickly. In fact,
(T) education timing is very important. If we implement
reform it slowly, we can’t see the outcome; if we

implement it too quickly, it is much more
difficult to digest. What we need is to do

it in balance, but it’s far too difficult.

-  Am I right?

Ms Leung issued an initiation by asking if her response to the prior turn was correct

(P2273), but no response to her posting was ever received.

The phenomenon of no response being received from any participant is not only

found in the case of repair-initiation issued by trouble-source speakers themselves, but

also in the case of repair-initiation issued by