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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Why study conflict talk

The purpose of this study is to compare conflik tesage in two different online
communities in order to find out how conflict talkapes these communities and
Is in turn shaped by the established communicgtaiterns and rules of those
communities. The study will present examples oksahfeatures of online
conflict talk as well as examine the use of thesgures in connection to such

iIssues as anonymity, moderation and group immersion

In social interactions it is inevitable that somets our opinions will differ from
the opinions of the other people when preforming a€ communication. When
this is the case, a conflict talk situation maywc€onflict is defined by the
Oxford English Dictionary (30.7.2012) as

Conflict, a serious disagreement or argument, typically &g@cted one

Thus conflict talk can be defined as speech adtivolving a disagreement.
Conflict talk is a type of dialogue that happensrgwhere where people interact
with each other, even though we've often been ¢ionéid to think of it simply in
terms of face to face (FtF) communication. One comigation environment that
has increasingly gained attention in the mainstredia and news is the
Internet. People are more and more prepared toakantage of new avenues of
communication, which in turn gives fuel to the deban what exactly is the
position of the Internet in modern communicatiorariyl are willing to offer their
their opinion concerning "Internet” as a brief, emtdefinition, without actually
attempting to understand that the Internet isaat,fnot one uniform environment,
but, instead, it would be more appropriately defias a network of different

communication environments.

When speaking of the Internet, it is important balerstand this multiplicity, so as
to be able to take advantage of the benefits ahemommunication while
avoiding any possible pit-traps online environmeyais pose for a newcomer.

This is why studying conflict talk in online commities can potentially provide
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important insight into not only the academical gs@l of online behavior, but also
help casual users of the Internet gain practicgdssind knowledge essential for

comfortable and safe online communication.

Concerning safety, we are not simply talking alibatrecent phenomenon of
identity theft or of the dangers of an outsideingag access to our private
information. For example, Makinen (2006) arguex tinline environments
provide opportunities for such behavior and actithvas would be frowned upon
in everyday social interactions. The author ofwed-comicPenny Arcad€2004)
summarizes a similar opinion rather less elegabtlymore succinctly by calling

this phenomenon “John Gabriel's Greater Internekwad Theory.”

Normal person + anonymity + audience = Total Fuakwa

(Penny Arcade 2004)

What both of these opinions indicate with theketan the nature of the Internet
is that, for reasons currently under debate, theeens to be an aspect of online

communication which appears to increase conflieksg behavior.

This type of aggressive behavior online, while &ntome as a surprise to new
Internet users, is something that many people remwarked as one of the
defining features that differentiates FtF commutidcafrom computer mediated
communication (CMC). However, it is my hypothesiattthis perceived

difference is not, in fact, as simply explainedgsnoving the communication
situation from the real world to an online enviraamh Therefore, there is need for
information concerning conflict talk in differenbline environments, if we are to
gain more information onto this phenomenon. Thisrmation can also help us
understand the practical aspects of Internet usagiat we are better able to
conduct ourselves appropriately in different cantffituations when participating

in online discussions.

In this study, | will examine conflict talk in twdifferent online environments. By
doing this | hope to provide an example of how catapmediated conflict talk is

constructed differently in different online commiies, even if they share the
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same type of audience and discuss a similar tdpis. study will be a compare
and contrast type of examination of the structaral conversational properties of
conflict talk as presented in the Something AwfA\J and 4chan communities,
hopefully providing an unbiased look on the feasuréconflict talk in each

community while also comparing the results withvoreas studies.

1.2. Ethics in studying computer mediated communid#on

Studying conflict talk in online communities isairfy new area of study, which is
why there are some difficulties when trying to ¢eeappropriate standards for
research. The lack of established research toolsadlifficulty researchers must
face, but there are also many ethical issues orst take into consideration when
collecting data from online sources. Thssociation of Internet Researchers
(AOIR), which consists of an active community odearchers from different
disciplines of study, have collected their own takeethical issues in a guide to
for those attempting to conduct studies in CMC anlthe environments. This
guide available for download from their site in P@Fnat and can be considered
useful reading material for anyone attempting toek®arch on the topic of online
communication. Advocating such things as ethicatglism, cross-cultural
awareness and flexibility, the guide aims to previmformation that can be useful
for various different branches of research, sucéoagl psychology or linguistics.
The basic guidelines for computer mediated comnatioie AOIR states as

follows.

* Consideration for venue/environment and informeaksent of the subject of
the study concerning the use of the material

* Who are the subjects posters / authors / creatdhe anaterial and/or
inter/actions under study?

* What are the initial ethical expectations/assunmgtiof the authors/subjects
being studied?

* What ethically significant risks does the reseactail for the subject(s)?

The AOIR guide also emphasizes the importance $idering the benefits

gained form research against compromising subjegtgs. It also states that it is
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quite possible that different researchers will fatiffiering opinions concerning
what can be considered appropriate handling ofrtaterial. For the purposes of
this study, | have considered these questions andvith relative confidence state
that | evaluate the risks concerning the privacgngfsubjects to be very low for

three distinct reasons.

1) The communities that provided the data for mggtare public and thus
viewable to almost anyone with an Internet acokléshe speakers in these
communities are acting within the knowledge thargthing they say may be
read by a considerably large audience.

2) All the speakers are protected by the very lbgst level of anonymity
provided by an alias, and in the case of 4chan t&mpanonymity is established
by the technical workings of the community.

3) My study is not focused on any single messag®mon, but instead my aim
is to provide an overall look on the features @f thnversation in each
community. Thus no one poster will be singled autre target of my study.

While | believe these measures to be enough tegirttte privacy of my subjects,
| have also decided not to portray the aliaseb®pbsters as presented in the
Something Awful conversation, and shall be refgrtim specific posts simply by
the number they appear in the linear order. Shthddeed to demonstrated the
position of an alias in a conversation rise, | withply use the wor8llicknameto
indicate the use of such alias when appropriate. tbuhe time limits of my study
and the fact that it would have been almost imfxbs<0 inform all the
participants of the conversations of my intentaswinfortunately unable to
request informed consent in order to use the datayi study. However, as the
data in question was gathered from public infororathade available by the
subjects themselves, | see no ethical reasonr@mdfom using it.

All the material for this study was collected frohe 4chan website in 2bf
November 2011 and from the Something Awful forumsbof November 2011.
The analysis took place in the course of SpringSunaimer of 2012. Because of
the rapid exchange of topics in the 4chan commuh#ythread (for definition of

thread see page 17) analyzed in this study no-longest&€rinline, but the data
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have been archived by this researcher for the pagof this study. The SA thread
is still online, but can be viewed only by thoséwan archive level account on
the SA forums.However, both threads were open and availablea@éneral
public during the time the data for this study waBected. This data is only
maintained for research purposes and is not shiauaay public network or
service, not is it currently accessible to anyoutthe author of this study. This is
to provide my subjects with the maximum amountrofgry possible in the

limitations of the purpose of the study.

1 http://forums.somethingawful.com/showthread.php?
threadid=3442982&userid=0&perpage=40&pagenumber=1
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2. PREVIOUS STUDIES ON CONFLICT TALK AND COMPUTER
MEDIATED COMMUNICATION

2.1 A fractured field of study

Conflict talk has been, until fairly recently, agusingly neglected area of
discourse research (Arpo 2005). Even less workbbas done in researching
conflict talk in online environments such as blagsine communities (including
the subtypes know derumsandboardg or chats. This is perhaps surprising, as it
is clear that online activities take over an insreg amount of people's time in
many industrialized countries. In fact, computedmated communication has
become so common that the line between virtuadbntine, lives and "real” lives
has become increasingly more blurred. In some mreases, there has been talk
of social isolation, where a person separates thles as much as possible from

the material world in order to focus on his/heriioallife.

There are many reasons why people are more andanbine oriented these days,
but one of the influencing factors to cause thsinsply because online services
have become much more affordable and accessibiks atho becoming more
user friendly. In order to access online contemigiBon no longer needs to be an
expert in information technology, since the whalegess of connecting to the
Internet has been so far automatized as to makeamaputer illiterate people
comfortable with simple aspects of online usagehss the use of the World
Wide Web (WWW), which many people today associatsyenonymous with the
Internet. This is why such a large part of casoialine communication is
conducted in various WWW environments. For examiplegs, discussion forums
and fan-pages are just a few types of WWW envirarimthat encourage reader
participation and input.

However, this technological progress has also npadele more vulnerable and
unprepared for social interactions on the Inteéth the technical challenges
removed, experienced users now interact with newsu@lso known asoobs,
newfagsor newbies)n many online communities, which can sometimesltes
conflicts stemming from differences in experienaad expectations concerning

online communication. An experienced member of @me community
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(sometimes known as adfag) may be expecting that other speakers behave
according to the implicit norms and customs of mwnity, while the newcomer
may not understand why their behavior is elicitomigicism and derision. This is
one situation in which conflict talk is born, andeathat could be easily avoided

with previous knowledge of customs of communicatioepecific communities.

Even if a person is an experienced user of onkneices they are still likely to
encounter situations where conflict talk may emefdps is simply because of the
overwhelming amount of technology most people imntoes, such as Finland,
have to deal with every day just to be able te tiveir regular lives. In
workplaces virtual conferences are held throughmders, while instant
messenger programs suchVdsdows Messenger Skypemake it possible for
people to keep in contact with friends and relaioeer long distances. These
beneficial effects of technology are widely accdpde a matter of course, while
the more negative aspects of continuous onlineepeescan sometimes come as a
surprise. There are several examples of socialgceptable behavior, such as
bullying or or stalking, which have also benefifean the ease of online
accessibility, so much so, in fact, that onlindyanfy has become an issue often
discussed even in the mainstream media. Therdsores@veral new types of
conflict seeking behavior, such as trolling or flagawhich are specially build

around online communication.

Considering the obvious importance of studying koinfalk in CMC situations, it
is perhaps surprising to notice that as of yetfibld of study remains fairly
fractured and without universally accepted paramsdteat could form the core of
the research. One of the problems is that onlimenconication has many distinct
features that do not occur in face-to-face (FtFhemnication, such as the use of
intertextuality in the form odlinking, i.e. using not only pragmatic connectors to
other produced texts, but also directly referrimghiose text by providing an
access to them, usually in the form dfygerlink There are also features of FtF
communication that CMC lacks, such as tone of vaiug eye-contact. Another
issue that makes establishing such frameworkssefareh difficult is the
previously stated variability of online environmgnCurrent researchers such as

Leung (2002: 15have pointed out that different types of data comog conflict
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talk will produce different results, unlike the gealizations sometimes made in

popular media would have us believe.

Concerning that conducting studies in online emmnents is likely to produce
several different types of data, it is difficult¢ceate a framework that would
provide reliable results in all situations. For exde, Leung (2002: 9) proposes
that earlier studies done in conflict resolutionrevimfluenced by the fact that the
data used in them was collected in controlled lataoy environments, which
would mean that the results of those studies woatdapply to similar studies
conducted in naturally occurring online environnsefhile conducting research
in controlled environments makes it easier forréksearcher to obtain the type of
data they need, it can also provide a distortemhersided view of a typical online

communication act.

The reason why atrtificially created CMC environngesite not necessarily suited
for studying naturally occurring online communicatis partly because there is a
sense of purpose in controlled experiments whi¢hrahonline communication
lacks, but also because these controlled subjecapgrdo not provide a realistic
look on the actual users of online environmentsn&studies, such as Strijbos et
al. (2006) and Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (2012) vdtbeir subjects exclusively
from students and the study of Lapidot-Lefler araatdk (2012) also excluded
people who did not have eye-contact with the prielary interviewer from the
study. The basis on this exclusion was to elimipateicipant that "might have
difficulties communicating under the experimentahditions”, but by doing this
the researchers compromised the usefulness ofdtiugly, in that it remains
guestionable whether or not their results can Ipdiegpto other situations of
CMC.

It is considering these issues that | decided tmlaot my study on online
communities. My goal is to construct an image efworkings of two different
online communitiesSomething Awful forum(&A) anddchan image-boards
(4chan), by doing a comparative analysis on theufea of conflict talk as applied
by members of each community. | also hope to pepidtential researchers with

the understanding that in order to properly stualjne communities with
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established behavioral patterns it is necessarthén to gain in-depth knowledge
of the said communities in order to properly cdllaed interpret their data. These
communities were selected because | believe tineseommunities demonstrate
well the need for previous knowledge on how to ecamidneself in different

online environments, as in the case of both ofdleesnmunities behaving in a
certain way will instantly either alienate a newasrar recommend him/her to the

community.

In order to provide a proper context for my studyave collected several earlier
studies and theories on conflict talk, conversa#inalysis and computer mediated
communication. In the following chapters | shallgreviding a brief discussion
concerning those studies and theories that arertarggdor the purposes of my
study. These will hopefully help to emphasize teedfor my study in order to

fill a gap in current research, as well as prowidportant background information

concerning the current state of conflict talk aseyn CMC.

2.2 Content analysis and the unit of analysis

Content analysis is defined by Christopherson (2@87aving the aim of
revealing information that is not immediately distable from a transcript. At
least two common types of content analysis aregmized. There argualitative
methodswhich focus on collecting detailed informatioorfr a relatively small
sample of data, amguiantitative methodwhich focus on collecting large amounts
of data in order to recognize general patternsfamd an overall picture of a
subject. In this study | applied aspects of thentjtetive research model, since |
will be dealing with large amounts of data whick analyzed as a collective in
order to find out overall features of this datawdeer, when applying this
approach there are few issues which must be addrésfore attempting to

collect data.

Since accuracy is often stated as the advantageaoititative analysis when
compared to qualitative analysis, it requires sgeattention concerning when it
comes to the reliability of the results of suchlgsia. Lack of quality control

concerning the methods and while analyzing the oty result in dubious
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conclusions (Strijbos et al. 2006: 30). It is imjpot that the method used in the
study is clearly explained, but it is even more am@ant for the researcher to
ensure that there remains a consistency in thieadef his problem can be
addressed by the researcher constantly evaluasfttehmethod and data as s/he
makes progress in the study. This type of selfhaglis also known amtra-rater
reliability (De Wever et al. 2006: 9). Other ways of ensutireg the standards of
reliability are upheld argter-rater feedbackfeedback among two or more
researchers) améplicability of the study. (De Wever et al. ibid). In this stud
have done my best to maintain intra-rater religbly means of continuous self-
editing. However, unfortunately circumstances Hanéed my access to inter-
rater feedback. | have also done my best to documgmethod so as to provide
for replicability, but again due time constrairtte reliability of this study is as of

yet untested.

Concerning intra-rater reliability, one questioattheeds to be addressed when
studying CMC is the definition of unit of analyg8trijbos et al. 2006: 31, De
Wever at al. 2006: 9). Rourke et al. (1999: 8-&)ehsuggested that there are at
least five different definitions that have beendusedefine the concept unit of
meaning. In order of size from largest to smalilestunits that Rourke et al. name
are: message (for example, an e-mail or a forurt) pusragraph, 'unit of
meaning' (aka thematic unit), sentence (aka syn&ainit), and illocution. Of
these, the most frequently used are message, ticaimétand sentence (Strijbos
et al2006). In my study | decided to focus on the mesgag my case, a single
forum pos) as a unit of analysis. This is because | beltbiebest fits my
intention of comparing overall features and sties of the two communities. |
also feel that to separate meanings into smalligs than the message will not
allow me to draw reliable conclusions about natyratcurring online
communication, as each forum post is intended tdk qual to one turn of
speech in the conversation. Dividing a post intalgen units of meaning would

be to strip these meanings of their proper context.

The question of context is something that | consigigortant for the study of
conflict talk in CMC. From previous observationsdeaoncerning various online

communities, | have noticed that the same persorpmsent an entirely different
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picture of themselves based on their environmemave previously alluded to my
opinion that when conducting content analysiss itiportant that the researcher
is able to understand subtle workings of the onéineironment s/he is studying.
In my case | believe | am qualified to conduct e#sk on my topic of choice, as |
already posses extensive experience concernirgyeliff types of online
communication, communities and subcultures. Intamdil have personal
experience in observing some of the less desiagpects of online
communication, such as online bullying a@ralling (see chapter 2.4.5

Combined with a reasonable knowledge of the mechhniorkings of online
technology and an active reading concerning thermet, | believe | posses
enough information to provide a reasonably educiagdession on the subject of

my study.

2.3 Conflict talk research

Aside from content analysis, another area of refeidnat is relevant to my study
is the field of conflict talk research. Conflictkanalysis, in it's most basic form,
concentrates on the initiation, continuation arsbhation of arguments (Ikeda
2008: 289). This can mean anything from casual thegun situation, where each
party is attempting to reach an appropriate comgento outright threatening
and aggressive verbal competition for dominanceerAhtively, lkeda (ibid)
defines conflict as "making claims, disagreeingwalaims, and countering
disagreements.” Therefore, conflict, or an argumisrgomething that emerges
when two or more participants in a conversatioagtise with each other in at

least three turns.
2.3.1 Applying pre-existing methods of conflict tdd analysis to CMC

One issue is that it is difficult to apply modebsvedloped for FtF conflict talk
analysis towards online arguments. Defining workthe field of conflict talk
studies, such as Muntigl and Turnbull (1998), hignegr basis on FtF discourse
with only a limited amount of participants. Compéhis to online arguments
which are often asynchronous and include multiglshanges between multiple
speakers, and it is clear that the methods apmi€dF conflict talk studies do not
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address all the issues concerning CMC studies.i$ iy, in order to apply
previous methods of study for the purposes of CNI(S,important that we
examine the basics of what aspects of conflict¢alk be said to be universal, as
attributable to both CMC and FtF communication, et attributes we must
examine as a type of communication not comparabpedvious frameworks

concerning conflict talk in FtF situations.

Argumentsakadisputesor disagreementf_eung, 2002: 2), are often viewed as
negative situations resulting from unsuccessfulrooimcation between at least
two parties. While these words commonly have nggatonnotations, it is
important to note that conflict talk as a conceptot necessarily always negative,
or even undesirable in a conversation. Thus cdr#lik analysis does not
necessarily indicate analysis of aggressive behavigerbal abuse. The positive
or negative aspect of conflict talk depends onotaioutside factors, such as
motivations, environments and expectations of #mtigpants. A good example
of a desirable situation for conflict talk would @eublic debate, while an
example of an undesirable conflict talk situatioowd be, for example, name
calling in a children's argument. In the debateagion the goal of the whole
conversation act is, in fact, to engage the paditis in active conflict talk
without the dialogue breaking certain expectedibesiof behavior, while in the
case of the name calling fight the purpose of iadue is simply to insult the

other participant as much as possible.

When talking about possible positive and negatspeats of conflict talk, it is
also important to consider the difference betweaatarally occurring conflict (a
row) and constructed conflict (a debate). Thisdlas caused some trouble for
researchers trying to define, what exactly makeargoment. For example, Rips
(1998, as cited in Leung 2002: 3) makes the sugesitat disputes that only
contain name calling and/or threats are not reatljppyments, as they do not
include an exchange of views concerning an actdmile this remains debatable,
for the purposes of this study | have chosen tludeall acts of verbal
disagreement - including threats and insults - utitke definition of conflict talk,
as | feel it is vital to include all the messagssathentically as possible in my

analysis. This is because in one of the commurittidaded in my study, 4chan,
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these types of verbal acts are such an integrabpé#ne dialogue that not
including them would provide a seriously warpedafetata. However, | do not
expect this to be an issue, as it appears fronmprelry observation that there is a
certain minimal amount of elaboration expectediuin posts concerning the
topic of politics, which in turn makes speech adstaining nothing but verbal

assaults relatively rare.

In fact, the type of conflict talk that occurs inlme communities often appears to
be a mixture of naturally occurring and construatedflict talk. This is because
while there is usually an initial element of delidse instigation of debate, this
initiation is not necessarily asking for a genugxehange of opinions based on
facts and accurate data. While each original goBY (of a thread introduces a
topic and invites conversation concerning thatdptiiere are usually no attempts
made to control the direction of the conversatitbarahat first initiation. The
members of an online community taking part in avergation are expected to
know the rules and norms of the group and adhetfgose when composing their
contributions. When functioning inside the expegtadameters, the disputes
concerning the topic can be considered an exaniglenstructed and desirable
conflict talk. However, an unwanted conflict maycocwhen someone either
deliberately or due ignorance breaks the expeatbd\boral patterns of the
community. What happens when a person deviatestierrules and norms of the

community depends on the type of participants whicin it's user-base.

It has been previously proposed that discourse medey based on several
intertwining factors depending on the types of peqarticipating in the

discourse (Lapidot-Lefler and Barak 2012: 439) sTihiks directly to the fact that
reactions towards similar actions may differ gneagtween communities. A
newcomer acting according to the norms of one conitymnay actually be
breaking the unwritten rules of another withoutieeag it. There are also people
who use the differences between communities toqaaly provoke negative
conflict talk. This can be a great obstacle foesearcher to overcome, as it can be
very difficult to interpret when conflict talk ags from ignorance and when as a

reaction to a deliberate provocation.
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2.3.2 Constructing an argument

Whether natural or constructed, positive or negatbonflict talk has many
properties which separates it from other typesoofimunication, even when not
examined in terms of CMC. For example, a geneaadlyepted position is that an
argument is an exchange of opinions larger tharsorgde disagreement act
(Leung: 2002, Muntilg and Turnbull: 1998). Struetily, argument can be divided
into roughly three phases: initiating an argumkegping an argument going and
ceasing an argument (Ikeda: 2008). If thought aérms of these three phases,
then it follows that an argument naturally follothe pattern of three turn
exchanges (Muntigl and Turnbull 1998: 226). Th®atkinforces the
understanding that an argument is not somethirigotiacan have by oneself, as
these three exchanges must be divided into a dialbgtween at least two
different speakers. The participants in argumergalialogues engage in what
Muntigl and Turnbull (1998: 226) cadrguing exchangesvhere Turn 1 (T1)
initiates an argument, Turn 2 (T2) presents a i@t this initiation and Turn 3

(T3) responds to the T2 reaction.

Perhaps the most important part of any argumehgeimitiation act. There are
many types of initiations which can result in cartftalk. In the case of my study,
the T1 initiation act is always in the form of anginal post(OP), which is a
message posted to and online community with thentrdn of presenting a new
issue or a question up for discussion. The contiersthat follows this original
post is conducted in a dialogue appearing undeadihg created by the original
poster. This is what is known asteead The argument in the thread is
maintained by other members of the commurptysfer$ replying to this

initiation act with T2 and T3 type reactions. A chaf exchanges is thus created,
which can then separate into sevéranchedeading the topic to different
directions, as illustrated in figure 1. The struetof this type of expansion can be
thought in terms of pairs of action-reaction se@asnalthough some researchers,
such as Leung (2002: 6), question this definitas¢conflict talk episodes do not

necessarily follow a strict linear structure of stamt disagreement.
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[ Turn 1 (OP) ]

Branch 1 /
' Turn 2

' Turn 3 I

Figure 1. Branches of Conversation

——
l Turn 3

This is important for the purposes of CMC analysspecially concerning online
communities - as the conversation in a threadyamelceeds in absolutely linear

mannetr.

Post 2

Figure 2. Alinear posting order

Since all the previous messages are constantlyl®ig all the speakers, it is not
uncommon that action-reaction exchanges do ndaciy follow each other, but
can be separated by other messages either resxting same initial post, or
indeed relating to different branches of conveosaéintirely Thus, post 1 is not

necessarily followed logically by the next messegie linear posting order, as
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illustrated in figure 2. From this figure it is aeleto see that not all initiations are
followed by an immediate reaction. Indeed, somggitive acts may receive no
responses in an online conversation. This is whdrecomes necessary to
consider what exactly keeps an argument going.

Ikeda (2008: 293) states that there appears tohidan motivation on behalf of
the participants in an argument is to stay in tigei@ent. lkeda's (ibid) describes
this as”an inescapable 'trap’ for the speakerghaabsence of a counterattack to
a previous comment can be taken as a person'sityadisupport their argument
further. This is also why arguments tend to bramathand why topic changes may
occur without the previous topics reaching any tgpeonclusion, as the
conversation drifts further away from the origit@ic while each participant
refuses to appear as they have nothing more td-sagxample, in both threads |
examined for the purposes of this study at thetkede was no consensus

achieved concerning the issue raised by the OP.

This lack of resolution may be something that défeiates computer mediated
conflict talk from FtF conflict talk, since in Féommunication there have been
several documented studies conducted on ceasiaguments (lkeda 2008: 294).
Perhaps one reason for this is the multiparty eadfionline discussions, as the
previously mentioned “trap” of Ikeda (ibid) bensfftom issues such as peer
pressure as well as different goals and motivatodrike participants. Simply
said, nobody wishes to be the first one to "give imave personally observed
several conversations that spanning hundreds @&spadhout there being a
cohesive understanding on the subject achievedygb@int. In some cases the
people enforcing the community's rules have to stgmd "close” the thread (i.e.
to prevent people from posting any more messaggsds the same opinions and
issues keep reappearing without any progress t@saodnclusion. Another way
that an online argument can end is when a thremaplgi’dies” when it's
audience's attention is focused on something @lsen this happens, a thread is
sometimes saved in the forum archives, where iaagossibility of a
"resurrection” if a similar topic is again brouglmder discussion.

Based on the previous theories on the subject #w@r certain conclusion that can
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be drawn when it comes to the question of why soomdlict talk initiations fail
while other succeed. We have already observedtime threads can go on for
very large periods of time, but at the same tinegdlare threads that never
manage to initiate a proper argument and die wigwnposts. As a solution to
this question we can examine the suggestion madzhhyiel et al. (2011: 2936)
that threads are sustained by negative emotionsekier, the implied suggestion
that the most thriving communities are those tlatain most negative discussion
acts is directly contested by other researchec$) as Serfaty (2002, as cited in
Chmiel et al. 2011), who questions whether a comiypuwvith high levels of

negative content can be classified as a communéil.a

When studying conflict talk in online environmeittappears that it is necessary
re-evaluate some of the previous presumptions @mature of arguments in
CMC, as well as the processes that enable a stgiessation of such
arguments. We may still discuss issues such aatiait, but it is also important to
remember that they may not work the same way in GMiD in FtF
communication. This is why in order to provide abile background for my study,
in the next chapters | have attempted to descetyeof the most defining features
of CMC in online communities in the hopes that exang these features more
closely | will be able to provide the reader withaccurate view on how the data

in my study has been affected by them.

2.3.3 Multiparty arguments in online communities

When conducting studies on online communities threcept of group is
something that a researcher cannot afford notke uader consideration. One of
the most obvious advantages of computer mediateflictdalk as compared to
FtF communication is the ability for a conversatiornold multiple speakers
without considerable loss of cohesion and easempcehension. The
asynchronous nature of the dialogue and the fattahthe messages are usually
available for all the participants to view when etreey need makes it easier for
everyone to follow the conversation, even whenefae multiple arguments

going on simultaneously.
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Concerning conflict talk in CMC in particular, Chand Chiu (2008: 683)
propose that the multiparty aspect and asynchronotthe conversation also
reduce the pressure of responding, thus also negltice likelihood ofalse
agreementgi.e. agreements that are born from group immeraitd peer pressure
and do not necessarily reflect the speaker's &elknys on the topic). However,
this interpretation does not necessarily applyliteituations. Since their study
was conducted in an environment dedicated to exagonline conversations as
teaching aids, the study of Chen and Chiu (2008pishecessarily directly

suitable for investigating conflict talk in natugabccurring online communities.

Depending on the amount of restrictions and rimgmsed on the members of a
community is something that can have a great inflteeon the way conflicts and
controversial topics are handled in that commutitye against the goals and
norms of a certain community to discuss certaincg®such as is the case with
some fetish communities, which tend to be verycaldite against what they
define as hate speech against their lifestyle. Thalse agreements may rise when
the general consensus of the group seems to besagaiindividual, especially if
s/he is expressing a controversial opinion thathtadjenate his/her peers. This is
one way the multiparty nature of CMC can negatepthgsible advantages cited
by Chen and Chiu (2008).

The multiparty aspect can also affect the compjexfitonline conversations, as it
brings in the possibility of a new actor in thenfoof acollaborator i.e. someone
who participates in an argument by supporting mewviclaims made by another
speaker, instead of presenting their own individwglmen{lkeda 2008: 296).
This addition to the two speaker template of cohtklk analysis complicates the
attempts to apply some previous analytic methags) as Muntigl and Turnbull
(1998) for the purposes of analyzing online comrmesi The issue is further
complicated by the fact that the types of collaboracan vary depending on the
individual, but also by the fact that different amomities have different ideas

what constitutes as good collaboration.

It is perhaps surprising that some online commesitian, in fact, take a fairly

negative view concerning enthusiastic attempt®gdalooration. There is even a
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special term describing an extreme type of collatwrinterfering in a heated
argument. This type of person is often calledhite knight This term is often

used derisively, as it is used to refer to collabans who are seen as, for example,
defending something that does not need to be detkrtdking on a subject that
does not concern them or simply being very vocaliédlan unpopular opinion.
Thus, it is possible that a person's attemptsl&thmmration may be deterred by the
desire not to receive negative from the other gigdints in a conversation, again
bringing up the issue of peer pressure and groupeirsion in the multiparty

environment.

In many of the examples provided above it has Iskemn that the multiparty
aspect of online conversations can deter peopie &xpressing their true opinion
in CMC. It is concerning this fact that addresding concept ofacein conflict

talk becomes relevant. Brown and Levinson (198#pduce the concepts of
negative facethe desire to be unhindered by others, @sitive facethe desire

to be wanted and needed by other people, whicivie Inecome key concepts in
conflict studies. An argument is sometimes seamasherently face-threatening
act, as it involves rejecting the other persorce f@aims (Muntigl and Turnbull
1998), even though there is some controversy owerimportant face actually is
to conflict talk (Leung 2002: 8).

Examining face-claims can help study such issuessson's investment in a
community, motives for communication and goalsifberacting with other
people online. In the case of online communitieshmegative and positive face-
claims are relevant when trying to assess how pdogtave in conflict talk
situations. A loss of face can mean expulsion feooommunity, alienation from
old friends and in some extreme cases actual fiabocstatus loss in real life.
This is because in some communities the resultscafloss may either invoke
resentment from the other members of the communéyif someone is revealed
to be lying to other members of the community)maty reveal something about
the individual that results in ostracization (personal values that go against
common norm). While in my study | will be addreggthe issue of face briefly
and dealing with the multiparty aspect of commaasitil have decided not to

include collaboration in my research. This is pgabicause it did not fit within the
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parameters of my study, but also because the pralipnreading of the material

revealed no immediately obvious relevance of coltabive actions in the data.

2.3.4 Personality and motivations in CMC

The possibility of a loss of face in online comntigs seems to reinforce the idea
that while many communities may revolve around jpesparing the same
interests and ideals, there exists great varietyebralf of the members on a
personal level when it comes to motives for assimgjavith a community. While

a community may share a common purpose and geynacaépted rules of
behavior, this does not mean that all the membrerglantical in their behavior.
Just like in FtF communication, people participgtin CMC can have different
goals and ideas on the best way to present theiromg. The personality of the
speaker and his/her sense of commitment to the comtyrare variables that a
researcher should always try to remember whengrgrmmake generalizations

about a certain group.

One of the most popular ways to conduct analysithereffects of different
personality types in group communication situatieBysenck's (1947, 1997)
studies orpersonality dimensiong&ysenck's system is based on archetypes of

personality, which are stated as follows.

1) Neuroticism-StabilityThis relates to traits such as shyness, feebhgsiilt,
moodiness and being tense.

2) Introversion-ExtroversionThis is associated with personalities that enjoy
human interaction, talkativeness, assertivenessiskuiaking.

3) Socialization-PsychoticisnThis deals with being solitary, being insensitive

to others, aggressiveness and disregard for samiaentions

Tosun and Lajunen (2010: 163) have used Eyseneks®pality dimensions to
examine how they relate to people expressing thesrself(i.e. showing a
different aspect of oneself online than what onesda FtF interactions) online.
They found that of these three dimensions psycisatigvas the only one which

affected how people form new relationships onligevall as online only
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friendships, while extroversion was the only dimengelated to maintaining
long-distance relationships and using CMC to suppl@ regular FtF
communication. Psychoticism and neuroticism wese &und to be positively

associated with expressing true self.

Amiel et al. (2004: 714-715) have also studied Bgkts personality dimensions
in CMC. They propose that those people more satisfiith their social lives
seemed to use the Internet for instrumental pugyasgeile those who felt
unfulfilled and neglected in FtF communication u€®#dC as a substitute for
social interactions and to pass time. Amiel efibid) also argue that people who
scored highly on the psychoticism scale usuallgddess for the
interpersonal/communicative uses of Internet. Nétigersonalities, on the other
hand, expressed a desire for information and a faedzklonging in their Internet
usage. Based on their findings, Amiel et al. (20{21) suggest that people who
rated as having psychotic tendencies used thenkttemore for what could be
viewed as "alternative” or "deviant” purposes, @&l of using it for "fun”. These
individuals used more file-sharing sites, which &hgt al. associated strongly
with pirated content, such as copyrighted videosnaiges. They also found that
people who scored highly on the psychoticism seisliéed sites with nudity and
pornography more frequently.

It appears that there is evidence of personalfgsyaffecting the types of
websites a person visits. Therefore, it is notféached to assume that they might
also affect how a person conducts themselves thr@MC. Tosun and Lajunen
(2010: 164) present the theory that

People use the Internet for gratification of thrgeds which they have difficulty to
gratify through other communication methods, inatgdface-to-face interaction.
People with different personality characteristiasyndiffer in their needs which they
attempt to gratify through the Internet.

The data in Tosun and Lajunen’s study (2010) s¢ennslicate that, based on
Eysenckian personality dimensions, we can fin@astl three types of different
motives for Internet use and online behavior inegah Therefore, it can be

2 Note that this does not include music-sharingsitdhich Amiel et al. (2004) count as more
"mainstream”
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argued that different types of online communitippeal to different personality
types, which could also indicate that the modesoafimunication in these

communities would be the type to appeal to thessgpality types.

However, even though we know that an individuat'sspnality can affect they
way they conduct themselves in CMC situations, dioss not necessarily meant
that studying personality types in connection tbnencommunities is easy. The
fact that the nature of the Internet makes it engly difficult to reliably asses the
validity of claims made by individuals means thas idifficult to guess what
motivates a specific person. Amiel et al. (2004t)A2ave already suggested that
people possessing properties belonging to the psigcspectrum of the
personality types are likely to behave differemthfine and offline. This could
also suggest that there is nothing preventingtyipis of personality in creating
several online "selfs” to best fit the purpose iffledlent communities.
Furthermore, the amount of participants in a cosa#on means that it is almost
impossible to know the personality and goals ofgyerson involved. Even if it
would be possible to create a complete profileagheparticipant, all these
profiles should also be examined in the light thase people might also be
affected by the actions and personalities of othembers of the community

present in the same communication situation.

This complexity in using personality structurest@lyze online communication
is why | think the question of motives and goalkibd Internet usage is difficult
to answer when studying multiparty online environtselt is also why in my
study, while | do speculate on some of the pos&fikrts of personality types
concerning communication in the SA and 4chan conitiesn| have refrained
from drawing definite conclusions between persiynd#ipes and communities.
However, it is interesting to note that in commaowledge the 4chan
community has for a long time been connected wigpsychoandcreepytypes
of Internet users. It would be interesting to $eewould be possible to apply
Eysenck's personality dimensions to identify ifréhis truth in these types of
presuppositions.
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2.3.5 Internet knowledge quota as measured by iKnow

While personality is one important factor influemgithe nature of a person's
Internet usage, perhaps a more visible factoras tavel of competence
concerning the uses of modern technology and oeliw&onments. It is an
unfortunate truth that there are discrepancies é@tvpeople's knowledge on both
the technical and social workings of the Interhéte in any situation where
people posses varying amount of information onkges, it is not surprising that
the people with less knowledge sometimes find tiedves exploited, or in an
unfavorable position. This is why there have bemresl attempts to measure a
person's level of knowledge about different type®nline tools in order to

understand how this affects their behavior and-aat#ons.

Concerning technical competence, Potosky (20071 pdéfines Internet

knowledge as

a set of individual characteristics or qualitieattlevelop over time and that generalize
from one set of tasks or uses involving the Inteton@nother.

This Potosky calls an individual's Internet KnovwgedoriKnow, measure.

Potosky (2007: 2762) proposes four hypotheses &asuring a person's iKnow

level:

1) Frequency of internet use will be positively edated with internet knowledge

2) The correlation between use of the internetfonail and for information
searching) and internet knowledge will be positive

3) Internet self-efficacy, internet use, and intékrewledge will be positively
correlated with each other

4) There will be a positive correlation between coitap experience and internet
knowledge

With this system of classification Potosky elabesabn previous attempts of
measuring iKnow, such as Eastin and LaRose (200@oiosky 2007: 2763) by
not associating a person's iKnow level purely il time they spend online, but
also with what they know about the Internet andtthay are able to do with the
tools provided by it. This more complex system oflerstanding a person's level
of iKnow was developed because, according to Pgt(&B07: 2764), a simple
measurement of time might be inadequate, sincégittntake a longer time for a
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person with a low iKnow to find what they are loogifor online.

While an appropriate view of analyzing the techhstals of people, what
Potosky's iKnow measure fails to address is theabkdiznensions of iKnow. It has
already been stated that personality is likelyfteca the way people use online
tools and conduct themselves in CMC. Thereforig, bt unreasonable to suggest
that people also posses different levels of iKnowoerning the social aspects of
CMC. People with a high level of social iKnow wouikkely be more adaptable
and posses more knowledge about different Intermetonments such as blogs,
forums or chats, and would be able to adjust thefravior accordingly, while
people with a low social iKnow level would be mdikely to make themselves

unwelcome in a new community or in a discussion.

It can, in fact, be said that the concept of sa&abw levels is something that is
already present in the world of online communiaateven though it may not
referred to by that particular definition. Thisdge to the interesting tendency for
online communities to evaluate each other, espgaidden it comes to conflict
talk in other communities. Websites suchiFasdomWanlkandEncyclopedia
Dramaticahave amassed vast archives of material aboutusagdonflicts, and
even individuals connected to those conflicts, #ratseen as "infamous” or
somehow noteworthy. These sites offer an interggtoint of view on the type of
meta-commentary that online communities sometimgage in concerning each
other. Naturally, they are not objective resour@®esmpirical information, but can
still be an interesting point of study for a persdtempting to expand their social
iIKnow on different aspects of online communitiesgyided the reader is prepared
to encounter fairly offensive content and has thiétg to filter the knowledge

gained from such unreliable sources.

For those not willing to browse through this quaséible material, the position of
research and objective studies are even more iatosthen attempting to
increase their social iKnow level. One suggestarstudying the social aspects
of iKnow could to use Eysenckian personality dimens to determine the
communication methods and norms of a community bighabout it's members.

While studying personality dimensions in online ecoumication does not fit in
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the parameters of my study, | will be speculatingsome of the possible effects

of personality types on CMC conflict talk in thedwommunities in my study.

2.4 Means of influencing conflict talk in onlinecommunities

2.4.1 Status and power relationships in online comuamities

The concept of social iKnow is important when cdesing the part of status in
online disagreements. Since it has already betedstiaat face-claims, personality
and experience can affect the way in which peoptelact themselves in CMC
situations, it is also important to note that innpanline communities these
features of conflict talk also contribute to theriwngs of the complex systems of
status and hierarchy. In many arguments there éeanent of dominance
involved, which causes people to use all the méssposses in an attempt to
gain a superior position in the dialogue. This eeve people with greater social
and technical levels of iKnow gain an advantageil®\the face-claims of a
person can be influenced by their personalityytiglity of these claims can best
be supported by people with experience concernicaamunication situation in
which they occur. Thus, it can be assumed thatlpasith a higher lever of
IKnow posses moreonversationaktrategieswhich they can apply in order to

gain support to their point of view.

Since CMC lacks some of the properties that camsled to empathize the
speaker's opinions in FtF communication, such as &b voice, gesturing or eye-
contact, there are various conversational strageet aim to replace and/or
imitate these aspects of FtF. Some of these steatetpy be universal to online
communication, but many have developed in closednconities for the purposes
of communicating inside a certain environment. \Wliilese strategies sometimes
do spread outside their initial environment (itee phenomenon of lolcétz
spreading from 4chan to the Internet at large) emstdnding what specific
strategies are typical for certain communitiesriportant when attempting to

conduct research in online communities.

Communication strategies are often applied whetiggaants in online arguments

Pictures of cats with superimposed comments afi@lgchumorous nature written on them, often in
deliberately poor English such as the most wellvim@xample "I can haz cheeseburger?”
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vie for dominance in a conversation, i.e. engagsoiner playin order to raise
their status while lowering their opponents. Regaydtatus in online
communities, it is interesting to observe that nsoolecommunication are affected
by a perceived difference in status of the paréiotp. Reysen et al. (2010) in their
study of social presence in online fan groups fotmadlow status members

(LSM) andhigh status membe(s8ISM) use different styles of communication.
Reysen et al. (2010) also found that LSM used nman@acy and social presence
cues such as praising the group, self-disclosure aadgnt tense verb forms.
They also used less articles, shorter words arsddissrepancy words. What was
particularly interesting considering these reswiis LSM were evaluated as being
more likeable by other members of a community tH&M. Reysen et al. (2010:
1316) interpret this as suggesting that LSM maysessal presence cues
strategically in order to ingratiate themselveth®group. They also note that
previous research seems to indicate that LSM terdnform to the groups norms
(i.e. they are more susceptibleg@up immersiopwhen their actions are

observable to other members of the community.

While the study of Reysen et al. (2010) offers samresting insight concerning
the question of status, it is my opinion that m@search is needed before
definitive conclusions can be drawn. This is beeats Reysen et al. (ibid) study
was conducted by examining the visiplest coun{i.e. a number indicating how
many times a person has posted a message on mhnswgaty) of the members of
a certain community and assuming that the amoupbsts a person makes
correlates directly with their status. However,admg to my personal
experience, the post count is not the only indicétat should be taken into

consideration when trying to determine status iimercommunities.

While a high post count may indeed provide a membarcommunity with a
certain type of status, there are also indicatbstatus can be purchased with
money or by regular contributions to the commurkityt example, a member of a
community may be able to buy amatar imagé or signaturé in some

communities, while in others it may only be grantedhose with a long history in

A small image identifying the poster, usually aguireg next to their user name
A short piece of text of the poster's choosingntifying something about their character to theeot
members of the community. For example, a quotaifaa lyric from a song.
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the community. In some fan communities especiphlgyiding content (i.e. art or
music) or special inside knowledge can be the wagtof gaining those types of
privileges. Thus, it is possible for a person toviseially identifiable as an HSM
even if they are not a prolific poster in a comntyni

Whatever the means of becoming a HSM, it is ontuna for members of a
community to aspire to reach a better positiornendommunity hierarchy.
Concerning conflict talk, being an HSM can provedene very practical
advantages in an argument. For example, some HSBepasuch privileges as
special titles or the ability to edit, add and teldareads and posts, the later of
which at least is a very real threat to their omus in conflict talk situations.
One special type of HSM that are generally ackndgéel and visually present in
many communities are the people who are actuadyamsible for the existence of
the community. In the case of many online commasjtthe community is
"owned” in a technical sense by administrator(akaadmin, who takes care of
the practical and/or financial aspects of runnimgt tommunity. Usually this
administrator then chooses a group of individudis they deem suitable to help
them with the everyday running of the communitye3é people are known as
moderators or mods and they are usually the most visible part of the
infrastructure behind the public access areas ofdine community.

Moderators are often chosen based on the perswafat@nces of the
administrator. This means that in different comrntieaithe amount of power a
moderator holds and how s/he uses that power agrgveatly. The decisions that
a moderator makes are influenced by their expegigpersonality, the customs of
the community and actions of the other moderatdmierators often have the
right to punish those who either break the ruleshefcommunity or cause
disturbance with their actions. If a community @gdy managed, or has an
obvious bias concerning a certain subject (i.e.espuoiitical forums), it is possible
the a moderator may use his/her authority andsstatintimidate other members
taking part in a conversation, or outright previyi@im from expressing an opinion.
While most communities have taken steps to preseacit misuses of power, it is
still fairly easy to find examples of communitiebe@ve moderators use

intimidation tactics to influence the general opmbf the group in conflict talk
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situations.

While moderators are usually a fairly visible tygfeHSM, it is interesting to note
that a community may also have members who possesiaible statusFor
example, in a fan forum a person might be an eswcedlrtist who regularly
uploads his/her drawings to the community. Whileéhimgy in their profile or posts
necessarily indicates this person as being a H3Mranembers of the group
might know about this person and give them pretaktmeatment, such as the
administration overlooking when s/he violates thies of the community, or
providing this person with direct line of commurtioa to the moderators. They
might also receivenvisible benefitssuch as other participants in an argument
carefully avoiding directly insulting this persdearing that by doing so they

might experience a negative backlash from the attembers of the community.

These type of benefits and their influence on thtaus of a person are a problem
when it comes to conducting research on the eftd@cigatus in CMC, as without
existing knowledge of the community they are almirgiossible to notice.
However, even if in-depth knowledge of a commuistglifficult to obtain, an
observer with previous knowledge of other commagighould at least posses
enough information to be able to make educated@sisons about the effects of
status in an online community. Even if examinirggs$ and power play is not in
the scope of researcher's study, s/he can stibasal iKnow to recognize

possible visible and invisible levels of status.

At a first glance, it may appear that there is ray\@a HSM could lose in an
argument against a LSM. However, it is importanteimember that in many
communities with the rise in status the risks asged with face-loss also
increase. Previous studies have claimed thatdb&l costf face threatening
acts are lower online, thus reducing the influenfcgtatus in online communities
(Chen and Chiu 2008: 683). However, many of thasdiess have only dealt with
the social costs in relation to the norms of FtRganication,while ignoring
issues such asfame(i.e. fame in an online environment which may dioectly
translate to real-life fame) and invisible sociasts of face-loss in fan

communities.
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In many communities, the actions of a HSM gain mondne attention than those
of a LSM, resulting in more visible presence angsth certain loss of anonymity.
If an LSM or an outside observer does not agrek thig actions of a HSM, they
may turn to other communities in order to addrssissue, if they feel their
opinion remains unheard in the primary communitytie Internet is constantly
engaged in meta-commentary concerning itself, tdte1s of an HSM may not
only damage the HSM's own face-claims, but alscelawe status of the whole
community they are involved in. For example, a aéston on a gaming forum
about a member of a game review site may lowestidteis of that whole site,

resulting in less traffic and the loss of prestigel revenue.

There is another, perhaps a more dangerous, exarible social costs of face-
loss in CMC; namely, the effects of an online arguatraffecting a person in real
life. While some might instantly associate thishiypeople realizing aggressive
threats made on the Internet in real life, thisndact, not the real issue that
warrants concern. Indeed, trying to intimidate atheith the threat of actual
physical violence is often seen as juvenile andod@ple resorting to this are
sometimes derisively callddternet Tough Guysith the implication that their
words hold no real substance outside a limitecherdinvironment. The types of
face-threatening acts are that are most effectiwgim fact, much different from
simple aggressive verbal abuse, and often applg subtle ways of attempting to
undermine the opposing party's face-claims inlitegl These types of face-
threatening acts often aim not to cause physiaah i@ a person, but instead wish
to cause embarrassment to him/her or otherwise glumia/her everyday face-

claims.

A good example of this types of non-aggressivegffetctive face threatening act
would be the case of Ocean Marketing and theith@time) PR lead for the
product Paul Christofoso. This company launchpdduct known as the
Avenger Playstation3 controller, but failed whenatme to keeping up their face-
claims when confronted by a dissatisfied custoielient who had placed a pre-

At this point it is interesting to note that in myaonline communities online activities are sepzdat
from everyday activities in the physical world, whiare often referred as happening IRL, aka in real
life
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order on the controller exchanged a series of eamaih Christofoso concerning
their order, during which Christofoso belittled ttleent and made threats about
keeping their ordered items and selling them onyéBaustrated with the
uncooperative and outright rude attitude of the gany representative, the client
eventually added several prominent video game weie and bloggers to the

correspondence.

While initially undaunted by this, Christofoso hetend suffered severe
consequences for his ignorance of the social dtigoé the client/customer
relationship, as his behavior eventually causeérséyopular industry people to
denounce him personally, resulting in a huge piuplgcandal for Ocean
Marketing. In the end Christofoso even begged #uple he had insulted to
repair his reputation, but by that time the incidead already achieved such
proportions it was impossible for anyone to conteanymore. In this case not at
any time did the customer use vocabulary indicapingsical aggression towards
Christofoso, but destroyed his image merely bysthating his arrogance to other

HSM of the video-gaming community.

Incidents such as this make it abundantly cledntiganeed to be aware of the
true face-damaging potential of online face-lodse Dcean Marketing situation
as presented is also good example of how attemfuinge status as a tool of
dominance may turn against it's instigator. Chfesto, in this case, was clearly
the more vocally aggressive party, implying that position held more weight
than that of a customer. However, as his attitu@mime public knowledge it was
deemed as not fitting his position, and eventuaifybehavior caused damage to

the whole company associated with him.

While the examining status is not the focal pointny study, | will be providing a
brief view of visible, non-verbal indicators of &ia in relation to my data, so as to
provide at least a cursory look on the effectstatus on computer mediated
conflict talk. | believe that by examining thesenagerbal indicators, such as
avatars or signatures, it is possible to at leadtenan educated guess on whether

or not members of a certain community are likelypéanfluenced by the status of

7 An online auction site, see www.ebay.com
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the other members. Since both SA and 4chan possay #arge user-base, |
estimate that the influences of invisible statuthmcase of these communities is
negligible for the purposes of my study, which isyw have not thought is
necessary to examine it in greater length. Howesreuld any messages in my
data bring forth indications of invisible statugher as an attempt to raise ones

own status or lower another speakers, | will bading this up in my analysis.

2.4.2 Conversational dominance

When examining the influencing structures behinaflect talk, the concept of
conversational dominandas closely linked with the question of status. Whi
status deals with pre-existing structures of h@rgain a community, the term
conversational dominance is understood to reféndee properties of speech
which are employed by an individual in order to ttohthe direction of the
dialogue (Itakura 2001: 1862). According to Itak(ibid), conversational
dominance can be divided into three specific typased on what means the

speakers employ in order to control the dialoguesE types are as follows:

1) Participatory, meaning restriction of speaking rights, such as
interruption and overlap.

2) Quantitative meaning the amount of words one person
contributes to the conversation

3) Sequentiglmeaning the tendency of one speaker to conteol th
flow and direction of a conversation through mesunsh as
initiation

(Itakura 2001)

When examining these three types, it is clearith@MC conversational
dominance cannot work exactly the same way askufa's model, which was
based on FtF communication. In written CMC thene loa little or no
participatory dominance, as interruptions and @geduch as they are in FtF
communication are virtually impossible. While arina chat might possibly
contain elements of overlap, in the case of forisoubsions this is simply

impossible due to the working mechanics of the camation environment.
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Therefore, if a researcher wishes to examine o#isinis in speaking rights, they

cannot use established examples of participatanyersational dominance.

Quantitative dominance is also something that tsecessarily as simple as
conceding victory to the person who expressesdriséif most eloquently.
Different online environments have different standafor whether long or short
messages are preferred. While a high amount of lattge content is usually
appreciated in debates, in some Internet commariltiere is a certain desire for
brevity and verbosity can, in fact, be viewed agative feature of a message.
Messages that are viewed as overly elaborate tee fullowed by comments
containing the abbreviatiofL; DR, which stand for "Too long, didn't read.”
Speaking in great detail about a subject of Inti@ot interest for the rest of the
group is sometimes also knownsgperging a term which is coined from the name
of the condition known a&sperger's syndromand the tendency of people who

suffer from Asperger's to sometimes focus obselson details.

Despite there being clear differences in featufeooversational dominance
between FtF and CMC communication, it is still pbkesto find similarities when
comparing the two. Sequential dominance seems w@tyeimportant in CMC,

with pragmatic linkingbeing an important aspect in online communication.
many communication situations the participantsgartéd connect their messages
with previous ones in order to provide contextieiit opinions. This is done
typically by either quoting a part of an earlierssage, or by providing a direct
hyperlink to the message which is commented ors fge of linking helps to
avoid confusion in a conversation which may halerge number of participants
who are engaged in several branches of dialogualtsineously (see chapter 2.3.2

p. 17 for definition of branches).

Initiation, another type of sequential dominancealso something that happens
in both FtF and CMC, and initiative actions areenftised as means of influencing
the flow of conversation in a thread. In the masipde terms, initiation in online
communities means that a participant in a conversdrgoes commenting on
previous messages in favor of attempting to irtenew branch of conversation.

One forum thread can contain several initiatiors aghich are also used as tools
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when attempting to control the flow of the convémsa This is why by
examining initiation posts in relation to the respes they elicited can be an
excellent source of data when examining convensatidominance in CMC. By
combining the study of initiation with examiningagmatic linking it is also
possible to determine if participants prefer to owmicate by responding to
previous posts, or by contributing initiations béir own. We can also identify
which types of initiations are successful and @ initiations employ similar
strategies.

2.4.3 The effects of anonymity in computer mediatedonflict talk

In this study, | will be discussing the elementsnitiation and pragmatical linking
in SA and 4chan. This is because | believe thatelieatures of sequential
dominance are important when attempting to idenhti&/structures of conflict talk
in online communities. While | believe studyingtiation is valuable when
examining group immersion and status in online comities, there is perhaps
one other influencing factor involved in CMC thanefits from research
concerning sequential dominance. This fact@nignymity or namelessnesand

the effects of anonymity on established commuracatiorms in conflict talk
situations. When discussing the different aspefctewflict talk in online
environments, anonymity is something which resezncheeds to take note of, as

it is one of the most defining differences betw&&h communication and CMC.

The question of anonymity is something that haanmed Internet users and
researchers alike. While it has been argued tr@tyanity increases the
possibility of loss of inhibition - which is turnanifests in aggressive verbal
behavior - there are also studies that have foiancbnnection between
anonymity and aggressive behavior (Lapidot-Lefledt Barak 2012). Moore et al.
(2012: 2) claim that it is more common for an dttag party in a verbal conflict

to present themselves as anonymous, while defepdefiesred to label
themselves with social indicators. Moore et alidjilalso observe that the Internet
is seen as an environment where it is safer todther person's feelings, since it

offers the cover of anonymity and lacks immediateilvutions for our actions.
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However, the influences of anonymity are not eadéfined as purely negative.
Christopherson (2007: 3041) proposes that anonycaityprovide a cathartic

experience since:

One can be completely anonymous within the Intedmgtstill express thoughts and
emotions without fear of being identified and stigiavaluated and examples can be
found on individual blogs throughout the Internet.

Anonymity is also more complex as a concept tharertaek of name. Lapidot-
Lefler and Barak (2012: 435) have identified selvieneels of anonymity and they
propose that the most common level of anonymitp@aged with online
communication can be understood bettewradentifiablity By this they mean
that online anonymity is not as necessarily synamysnwith namelessness, but
refers more to a lack of identifiable details sashgender, occupation or race. A
conceding interpretation of anonymity is offered@iyristopherson (2007: 3040),
who defines anonymity as

perception of others and/or one’s self as unidahiié because of a lack of cues to use
to attribute an identity to that individual

and suggests that anonymity in the verbal sense miatenecessarily mean
anonymity in the social sense. By this Christopber&bid) means that while a
person may not be identifiable as themselves thr@ugame, they may still

posses an identity which other people can assowi#ttehem.

It is perhaps difficult to try and understand anwoity as consisting of several
levels possessing different features. If namelesssoannot by trusted as a
defining influence behind anonymity's effects ohdngor, then it is necessary to
try to find other ways of explaining why anonymigyso often associated with
antisocial behavior. Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (20426) suggest that the most
important contributing factor on our feeling of aymity is not, in fact, the lack
of name, but the lack or eye-contact. This wouttidate that anonymity is not
something that in itself creates aggressive behaasois the lack of visually
identifiable person behind the message.

There have been several attempts to filter thegperd negative effects of

anonymity out of CMC. It has been suggested thexeticould be an automated
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tool created in order to filter out posts that u disruptive behavior such as
trolling or bullying (Chmiel et al. 2011: 2937). Wever, creating such a tool is
not as easy as some would assume. Chmiel et 4l12@ve suggested that one
way to limit the disinhibiting effects of anonymiuyould be to make the
community members aware of their traceability, etrerugh they may appear

anonymous to each other.

While the idea of such a tool may seem like a saargtept in theory, it poses a
problem for many communities, as experienced leteusers often feel
uncomfortable in providing personal details to arivho are not 100% clear on
what they are going to use the information foma lser is likely to post
controversial content it is even more futile to #stm to provide this type of
information. Indeed, many users who posses a leigtl bf technical iKnow are
already doing their best to erase their steps mguysoxie§ and other similar
software, meaning that any tool created to traeesusould have to by-pass
multiple levels of protection, which in turn woutdean increase in expenses to
the forum upkeep. It is also likely that such tawoluld not be able to differentiate
between attacks against ideas and attacks aga&oglep thus limiting the freedom
of speech of the participants in a conversation.

Another suggested way (Chmiel et al: 2011) of adltig online conversations
way would is to find a way to focus people's aitamto the topic instead of
comments made by other users, for example by maditye interface of the
community for this purpose. However, this suggestioes not take into
consideration that in many communities the excharigginions and even
disagreement are, in fact, desired outcomes imaersation. Christopherson
(2007: 3049) presents that "even anti-social bedravcan be encouraged in
anonymous CMC, as long as these anti-social befsasare the group norm.”.
Consequently, Postmes, Spears and Lea (1998: B803w@ggest that different
groups developed different communication norms ¢ivee. It is possible that to
an outsider these communities appear to allow nakstibd communication that
can be classified as offensive, when these metli@sn fact, just typical for that

particular community.

8

IP altering software intended to make physicahtimn of the user more difficult
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Concerning my study, 4chan is a textbook exampke @dmmunity where anti-
social behavior is not only tolerated, but alsoested and in some cases
encouraged. This has become so obvious to Intasaes who are familiar with
the community that it is rarely even questionedanversations. Just recently |
myself was involved in a conversation online whereen discussing group
normative behavior and peer pressure, one of tier garticipants in summarized

his experiences with 4chan thusly:

I've tried posting on other chan boards before,iamdy experience, if you haven't let
go of your original personality and blended witk tiroup mind, they pretty much

GTFO(get the fuck outNEWFAG you out.

To which another poster replied:

Yeah, kind of. | wouldn't exactly call it a groupmd, but the elitism of these people is
fucking unfathomable.

While this may only be a single exchange of opisioancerning the issue, one
does not need to look hard in order to find comesiing opinions online. Thus it
falls to reason that trying to moderate discusbptimiting the access to other
comments would not only be useless, but also coprtéuctive for the purposes
of some online communities.

All'in all, it is very difficult to determine howreonymity and it's effects on CMC
should be handled. Considering that the ramificetiof anonymity for CMC
cannot be easily interpreted as purely negatiyesitive, and that there are
problems with suggested methods of limiting negaéffects of anonymity, it is
very difficult to say what type of conflict talk sbld or should not be allowed.
There is also the question, do we really wantrtotlanonymity at all in online
communication? Christopherson (2007: 3052) pointdlmat technology applied
for anonymity for the sake of personal safety cambed strategically for negative
actions, but there is also no reason why anonymionline communities cannot
also work for positive purposes such as a protedtiyer between a bully and a
victim. Anonymity is also something that can pa®/ipeople possessing a shy or
introverted disposition an opportunity to enjoyisbtteractions without the

social pressures present in FtF communication (@e4).
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There are many sides to the issue, which is wisydisappointing to notice that in
popular media anonymity tends to be understoocaunie-sidedly as the all-
encompassing force behind the evils of the Intednéeed, one of the most
prolific "gangs” often seen in the headlines is tgsteriousAnonymouswhich,
depending on the source, seems to refer to evagythom a global terrorist
organization to a collection of intellectual freeatdighters. The actions of this
group - consisting in reality of a constantly shidtcollection of loosely
connected individuals with different motivationglagoals for their actions - are
sometimes viewed as definite proof of the dangeonline anonymity. While
connections between anonymity and conflict seekelgavior cannot be
completely denied, it would do well to remembett ih&s only one aspect of the
online communication act. Indeed, many types ofladrseeking behavior, such
as trolling (see chapter 2.4.5), can exist completeparate from anonymity,

although in perhaps different forms.

2.4.4 Threats and threatening behavior

Concerning conflict seeking behavior, it is necegsaaddress the issue of verbal
aggression in the form diireats Limberg (2009: 1378) defines threats as
"linguistic strategy that is used to manipulatesgen coerce the addressee into
(not) doing something which has an undesirableayaé&cfor him/her. As
suggested in the previous chapter, there appedes adink between anonymity
and the degree of severity which participants aleng to employ when engaging
in online communication acts. However, as it iscldat there are differences in
what people perceive as acceptable behavior in GiMyst be that definition of
threat too is subjective when it comes to contidk. Here is where it becomes
important to consider the difference betwémeatsandperceived threatdt has
been reported in earlier studies that people judlger peoples' behavior based on
their view of appropriate social behavior for atagr situation (Limberg: 2009).
This would seem to imply that what a person consids definite threat against
them may only be a perceived thread, as interptétedigh their own subjective

experiences.

Aside from the problem of the subjective naturentérpreting threat speech,
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there are also other issues concerning analyziegtihin conflict talk. Limberg
(2009: 1379) proposes that there is a differentedmnconditional threatsand
non-conditional threatsWhile conditional threats directly state the cansences
of ignoring the said threat, non-conditional thseaerely imply these
consequences (Limberg, ibid), thus appearing ast iaitially, as less
confrontational. Non-conditional threats are, iotfa subtle way of asserting
social dominance, as there is an implication ofjibs face-loss without the risk

of appearing overly aggressive.

Using threat speech effectively is an excellent wbgsserting social dominance,
but not one without it's problems. The more aggvedhe threat, the more likely
it is to damage the face-claims of the speakeeratian those of the addressee.
For example, if actual threats are defined as thra@anditional (direct) and always
directed at a specific target (as clearly targeéingndividual reduces the
possibility of incorrectly interpreting a threatf)en we can easily see that these
type of threats include topics such as hate-speeddcism, which are harder to
gain support for in an environment which embracesenn values on tolerance.
Consequently, the less aggressive, non-conditibmehts or threats without a
direct target are more likely to be accepted aplsira part of a communication

strategy in an argument.

It makes also practical sense that non-conditithrelats would be more
acceptable in conflict talk situations online. Tisi®ecause in many communities
direct threats and personal insults are sometlhiaghave to be addressed
carefully by the administrators and moderatorghaee is a chance of one
individual's actions reflecting on the whole comityiand it's reputation. An
administrator can be held accountable if his/haurfois subject to potentially
harmful content, such as hate-speech or copy-pgeatenaterial, especially if the
administration is seen as supporting this typectiba in the community by
ignoring said undesirable behavior Service prowdave also been known to
shut down online communities in order to proteentiselves, even though the

community has not actually violated any laws.

While it is relatively rare for the government eirgice providers to interfere with
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online communities outside the ones containing/tcointroversial material (i.e.
child pornography), most administrators have anitefiview on what type of
content they will allow in their community. Dependion the nature of the
community, the personality of the administrator #melreputation of the service
provider, many online communities have developedaicate balance between
threats, face-damaging acts and face-claims. Funtbre, the administrator also
usually faces pressure from inside the communitgesthe individual members
of the community also have their own view on timeits of threat speech
(Limberg 2009: 1381).This adds a new dimension aflehges when it comes to
analyzing conflict talk in CMC, as two communitist appear similar at a first
glance may have completely different standardpfmishable levels of threat
speech.

All'in all, threat actions in online communicatiare very closely linked with
other methods of power play in conflict talk sifoas. Non-conditional threats
especially relate closely with status (using opesition to intimidate) and face-
claims, while anonymity can be associated with d@oothl threats. However, the
definition of threats and the amount of threat speslowed in a community are
highly subjective, resulting in complications araspible misunderstandings in
interpretation. Furthermore, it is still unclearatimotivates a person to resort to
threats speech in CMC.

2.4.5 Trolling

In the previous chapters | have discussed sevspalcés of conflict talk, usually
taking the stance that it is something that is boom disagreement or
misunderstanding. However, when examine online comaation it is important
to address the type of conflict talk which is notrbnaturally in dispute

situations, but which is the result of a deliberatanflict seeking behavior. In
online communication, there is a certain type ahownicator who chooses to act
provocatively, not because s/he wishes to expriedsfend an opinion, but
because s/he finds amusement in stirring up argteméhis type of behavior is

known agrolling.
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Trolling is a concept that sometimes seems todaiffid/or divide observers of
online communication. A troll is usually a persohonmay not have any other
reasons for his/her behavior than to cause commatial amuse him/herself by
provoking other people. This type of behavior sodknown as "Doing it for the
lulz (laughs}. Suler (2004) uses the tetioxic disinhibitionto refer to the
negative effects of online communication on humelhavior, as opposed to
benign disinhibitiorwhich categorizes the positive effects. Suler @@Escribes
toxic disinhibition (TD) through six different waysd thinking. These Suler lists

as:

1) "You don't know me” akalissociative anonymityBy this Suler refers to the
fact that in acts of communication what peopleisetually an image that a
speakers projects of his/herself in a particularasion. This image is not
necessarily the same as a person's "true self”

2) "You can't see me” akiavisibility. This Suler uses to address both the fact
that in online communication it is possible to talke position of amvisible
observer(aka non-commentator) and the fact that the Usetbhe most part are
physically invisible to other users

3) "See you later” aka asynchronocity. Because nwariyye communication are
by nature asynchronous, Suler proposes that ther@ossibility of posters
delaying feedback or even resulting to "hit and’'nposting tactics when
delivering personal, emotional or hostile feedback.

4) ’lIt's all in my head” ak&olipsistic introjectionThis is an interesting
psychological concept that Suler uses to refeheaéndency of some people to
create an image of the other person they are tatkiin their minds. This image
can eventually even become such an integral pahieopsyche of the individual
that it is essence becomes the "real” person behmdext, gaining their own
voice and personality as imagined by the otherypa@hus a person who is in a
long time contact with another person via CMC mayehcreated an image in
their head of that other person which to them mmgletely real, but which, in fact,
does not correspond to the other person's perceptithemselves at all.

5) ’lt's just a game” akdissociative imaginatiorRelated to solipsistic
introjection, this refers to the tendency of soraepde to think of the online

environment as a completely different space, andearld of sorts, which they in
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their minds disassociate completely from real Baler proposes that to these
people this online world acts as a type of gamettiey can just switch off when
they wish.
6) "We're equals” akaninimizing authorityThis Suler describes as dissociation
from one's status in the outside world, and noessarily the lack of status
structures in online communities. In these comniemid person's status and the
amount of influence they have on others is detegthisased on issues such as
communication skills, technical skills, persisteacel quality of ideas instead of
outside status indicators such as wealth, occupatio

(Suler 2004)

When observing Suler's (2004) definition of TDisieasy to notice that trolling
appears to posses many of the behavioral pattesasiated with TD, such as
invisibility and dissociative imagination. Indeddhlling is commonly seen as a
typical example of negative effects of online amuity, fitting perfectly within

the parameters of TD. However, this is actuallyegone-sided view of trolling.
In reality, there are multiple variations of trallj that an active member of an
online community may encounter in daily communiatituations. Just like
anonymity, trolling is not a concept that is easiplained in the terms of purely

positive or negative associations.

Christopherson (2007: 3041) argues that one feafitea associated with
anonymity is autonomy. This involves the chancexgferimenting with new
models of behavior without fear of social reprisaface-damage. In some cases,
this experimental behavior and acting outside tirarnon norms is something
that seems to motivate people engaging in act®lihg. Trolling is first and
foremost about entertainment; finding pleasurecimg outside generally
accepted limits. This would seem to indicate thaitihg can be a liberating way
of experimenting with social communication. Famfrbeing a completely
negative phenomenon, there are actually communitiese good-natured trolling
has become a regular feature of the communicati@ngst group members.
While this may be self-evident to the members ef/troup, outsiders may often
attribute this type of trolling as aggressive oetiening (see perceived threats in
chapter 2.4.4, p. 40)
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Associating trolling exclusively with other typesamnflict seeking behavior is
another issue which makes examining trolling diffic\Very often it is easy to
find people using the term trolling interchangeablih another type of online
toxic disinhibition known aflaming(i.e. sending aggressive and verbally abusive
messages either directly to another person octoranunity). Indeed, it
sometimes appears that some Internet users mayeantbe aware there is
difference between the two terms. For example, M@l. (2010: 1540) report
that some of the participants in their study ditifatly understand what the term
flamingencompassed when asked to rate examples of flambegns of severity.
While it may not appear self evident at first, vehil can be said that flaming is a
type of trolling, this does not mean that all tiragl shares the features of flaming.

The simplest way of differentiate between trollangd flaming is usually to
consider the motivations behind the communicafldns can be observed in that
messages labeled as flaming often include theebtibostile language combined
with non-verbal elements such as question markeaadmation points, mixture
of letters, numbers, and dingbats and use thelofscand font effects (Lapidot-
Lefler and Barak 2012). It is also very typical faming to use conditional
threats that are directed towards a specific taf@etthe other hand, while trolling
may share some features of flaming, it may alsoecomforms which contain

little or not verbal aggression.

One alternative way of trolling is by completelyspave utterances, which at first
sight do not contain anything unusual or offensisdeed, a trolling message may
consist of simple remarks not directed at towargsggerson or community in
particular. For example, a troll might go to anioealsite which allows Internet
users to ask questions from other users and pssenaingly innocent question.
However, what the troll is actually using is takimgyantage of the dissonance of
values and norms between different online commemitVhile the troll's message
may at first appear harmless, based on the comyntimstposted on it may
actually illicit a violently emotive reaction indse who read the message. This
way, the troll achieves his/her goal of causingflocirin the community with a

bare minimum of effort, as often it is not evenessary for the troll to participate
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in the conversation outside of his/her initial naegs

Another alternative way of trolling is for the trod wait until someone asks a
question online, then provide a hyperlink to on¢hefvarious "shock” sités
claiming that this site includes the informatioe thther party wants. If the person
is not already familiar with this particular sitegy may click the link in good

faith expecting information. Instead, they are ligdfaced with pictures or videos
of unpleasant, and quite often pornographic, nattr@angely enough, while this
type of trolling also requires minimum effort fraitme troll, it can also be seen as a
more benign type of trolling. This is because the of these shock sites is already
so ingrained in Internet communication that mostvaanembers of online
communities are already accustomed to them. This ¢f trolling is also common
among friends, which further implies it is usuallyt a serious attempt at causing

disagreement.

Indeed, linking such as this is one of the typesalfing that does not necessarily
fulfill the definition of toxic disinhibition. Veryoften the goal of the troll is to
trick the other person, not necessarily incitingaggressive response. It could
almost be seen as the online equivalent of the pd®acushion. This type of
trolling rarely escalates into full blown argumengsrhaps because it often lacks
any type of verbal aggression, often consistingimiple sentences like “This is
the information you wanted” or “Check out this &itemdeed most shock sites are
so well known that other members of the communigyraore likely to roll their
eyes over the simplicity of the troll and perhalpghsly berate him/her for being

S0 unoriginal.

While the previously mentioned methods of trolleng fairly simple and require
very little investment from the troll, they are@lsomparatively easy to see
through and any possible conflict caused by theusiglly not of long lasting
nature. Therefore, some trolls have felt the neeatktzelop more subtle ways of
trolling requiring much more effort and even detimato the scheme in order to

achieve the emotional reaction they desire. Oredbsious way of trolling

Web pages which, while possessing a seeminglycamtaurl such as lemonparty.org, which is often
promoted as a page containing information on lemehgde in actuality it contains a pornographic
video of three old men in a sexual encounter.
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requires the troll to appear completely seriousualbbdopic, perhaps by
supporting an unpopular opinion such as teen preges, in order to initiate an
argument. These types of trolls often engage thetims in longer dialogues
making increasingly preposterous claims while ating to appear completely
serious. If the troll receives many reactions comicg his initiation, this type of

argument can then escalate into what is sometimeshk asdrama.

Drama is a difficult to define, but usually it refeo an argument that has gone on
for a long time and taken on ridiculous proportioss much so that even the
unwilling or uninterested members of a communityehbecome involved in it.
Drama, as understood, may escalate into a comfhath may potentially disturb
the functionability of a whole community, while prding almost soap opera style
entertainment for the troll. All through this, ttrell usually maintains a facade of
complete sincerity, sometimes even going so faéo aseate a completely new
character they “play” as, with his/her own histddgpmetimes they may even
create profiles on other websites in order to frrtio illusion that the character

they have created truly exists.

It is also the type of trolling that can often tapen an experienced researcher, as
sometimes it is virtually impossible to know forswhether or not a speaker is
expressing their true opinion or not. There is ex@opulamemé’ connected to
this phenomenon, which consists of a screen-shibteotharacter Philip J. Fry
from the animation Futurama with a dubious look$@nface while the words
"Not sure if trolling or (appropriate response)paar above him. Many Internet
communities recognize this type of trolling as peofatic and have tried to find
their own ways around it. However, this is veryfidiflt as it is virtually
impossible to tell if a person is serious in anrmmkonversation if they wish to
appear so. In some communities which are spe@alyy targets for trolling there
has even developed a certain type of paranoiapgimibns not conforming to the
group consensus can sometimes be dismissedllasy or trying to cause drama
Others, on the other hand, have so far embraceualiag culture that it has
even given birth to the phenomenon "trolls trollinglls” where it is implied that

10 "an element of a culture or system of behaviaspd from one individual to another by imitation or
other non-genetic means.” Oxford English Dictiongg912)
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everyone in the thread is actually a troll tryingrick the other speakers, who are

also trolls.

The knowledge of the more complex type of trollisglosely linked to
examining conversational dominance in online comitregl By acting seemingly
rational, yet eliciting an emotional reaction, thal can actually control the flow
of conversation by striking verbally where theygedhe other speaker will react.
Reaction is something that all trolling, even takatively harmless type, considers
as the best result of their efforts. There are evelnsites dedicated to this type of
trolling, where people post screen-shots of thaicessful trolls for others to see.
On these websites (such as artoftrolling.org) oag fimd trolls bragging about
their “victories” and other people praising thelgdor a particularly witty or
unique exhibition of trolling. This may seem peaulio those who think of
trolling purely in the terms of toxic disinhibitipbut the fact is that trolling in it's
several variations has become something thatmgtiviewed as perfectly
acceptable behavior, then at least tolerated agdent remains behind generally

accepted limits.

This acceptance of trolling seems to be somethtiagrhany people unacquainted
with Internet subcultures still find confusing cenging online communication.
This is because trolling is often associated withueh more harmful
phenomenon, namely, online bullying. While it maydifficult to draw a line
between bullying and trolling, most online commigsthave a certain socially
acceptable limit to how much trolling a member canfess to without causing
any irreparable damage to their face-claims. Famgte, a community might
accept a member admitting to trolling websites witleady established cultures
of trolling, such a¥ahoo Answerdut object to any admissions of trolling in
communities discussing real-life problems, suchtaldrealth advise sites.
Members who admit to crossing this line can finthary quickly that their status
has dropped, and in some cases such confessioeseamesult in an expulsion
from the community. This is why trolling is sometyithat people are not
necessarily eager to admit to be doing.

Whatever the reason and the methods of trolling,very important to remember
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that any conflict that rises from a trolling sitiwatt is, in fact, the desired outcome
for the troll. This is why it is generally agreedhin many online communities
that the only way to discourage a true troll isgimore them. There is no way to
"win” an argument with a persistent troll, as apgction from the other speakers
apart from complete indifference is seen as a sscdée denial of access (aka
ban) to the community may work as a temporary deterbut there are many
simple ways for a troll to get around most simpktimods of banning such as IP
blocks (i.e. forbidding access to the communityrfrihe offending Internet
Protocol address) or simply deletion of accountniylexperienced Internet users
already know to ignore possible attempts at trgllwhich is why trolls often
target people who are new to the Internet, or ahg @asual users with minimal
knowledge of the trolling culture. These type ebple would benefit greatly
from reading about the behavior of trolls and comities that tolerate trolling-

type behavior.

For a researcher this calls for constant vigilamhen conducting studies in online
communities. In order to separate true opinionsiftbis type of conflict seeking
behavior the researcher has to posses extensivddage of Internet subcultures,
memes, communities and their typical members. déctse this study, | have
taken advantage of my own knowledge of the aspédtse trolling culture, as a
former participant and current observer of seveoahmunities well known for

the high amount of trolling going on in them. Sin@m examining how conflict
talk is constructed, instead of examining motivagidehind it | do not intend to
attempt to diagnose the sincerity of the messageyyidata. However, since
trolling can often be used as a conversationalegjyain order to manipulate the
flow of the discussion, | feel that it is importdotnote the effects it may have in

CMC and conflict talk situations.

In my study, | will be examining trolling in conrtéan to reactivity. Trolling, as a
phenomenon, can only truly prosper in communitieene there exists a high
possibility of action-reaction type of communicati@hmiel et al. (2011: 2936)
argue that reactive messages constitute over 5@#e dbtal number of posts
contributed to the conversation on a politicallgrtted BBC forum. It is not, in

my opinion, unreasonable to assume that in commegnitith higher levels of
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reactivity there will also be higher levels of thag present. Based on this
hypothesis, | intend to draw conclusions on how Imptential there is for

trolling in the communities examined in my study.

2.4.6 Use of sarcastic irony

While | have already discussed threats and trollingpnnection to conversational
dominance, so far | have not touched perhaps otteeahost common strategies
employed in establishing power relations in anr@tonversation; namely, the
use ofsarcastic ironyToplak and Katz (2000: 1471) define sarcastioyras
including such attributes as exaggeration, expii@ntion of contradictions,
compering the relationship between speaker andfeim and indirect criticism

in the presence of a privileged audience. They lcolecthat

...pragmatic insincerity is employed by a speakdrave some effect on a listener that would
differ from the direct, presumably more sinceraxfoand, conversely, that listeners (or, at
least, a subset of listeners) would be aware oétfeet intended by the speaker.

This definition supports the idea that use of sstrcarony is common when

competing for conversational dominance.

Toplak and Katz (2000) propose that indirect (sstfcpacriticism expresses
several dimensions of feedback, including negadffect, humor, mocking and
politeness. By applying these methods of feedhackpossible for a person to
expresses disagreement and strong opinions witeeatting to vulgarities or
conditional threats. The sarcastic use of languagealso be used to undermine
opponent's face-claims, as it is inherently aimmgnd something amusing or
ridiculous in the previous argument, thus damagfwegcredibility of the maker of
that argument. Failing to recognize sarcastic aittees as such can also damage a
participant's face, as this can be interpreteaasility to read between the lines.
Toplak and Katz (2000: 1469) also suggest that osarcastic irony can
influence social and mnemonic functions in thaam enhance the memorability
of a message by creating a situation that all gipetnts can relate to, i.eommon

ground
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The memorability of sarcastic utterances combingh the element of ridicule it
posses makes using sarcastic irony a very effectweersational tool in conflict
talk situations. Toplak and Katz (2000: 1478) sthtg¢ even though sarcasm is
indirect criticism, the victims in their study raped as feeling more criticized
when sarcasm was used, while at the same timet diedzal aggression was
found to have a more negative effect on the speakem relationships. This
would indicate that sarcasm can be used as artawter to elicit a certain
reaction from the victim without crossing certamek of social acceptability.

However, the memorability of sarcastic irony alsdicates that as a
conversational strategy people are well aware eptbssibilities it presents for
manipulating the flow of the conversation. Thip&haps where emotional
reactions and how involved the participants aré wie topic influence the
success of sarcastic strategies in conversatiamairince. When a speaker has a
deep emotional investment in a topic, an impulsaaetion may occur before s/he
has time to think about the issue rationally. Byrarwith this first impulse, it is
possible for a person to react immediately to Hreastic remark of another

poster, only to realize later they have acted dxasttheir opponent wished.

Good examples of this type of emotional reactiarstoe found in many online
fan communities, which are often easily riled nolycagainst perceived enemies
of the group, but also against other members ofémee community who express
opinions different from the accepted interpretatddthe groups subject of
interest. A good example of this would be the Tg¥itifandon¥, where supporters
of different romantic pairings between the mainralkters have formed into loose
teams (e.gTeam Jacop These teams share the same interest in the seue
their approach to it differs in a (in their opinjasritical aspect, which makes
conversation concerning topic this highly volatile conversations involving
members from different “teams”, a simple sarcastinark may provoke

extremely emotional, and even aggressive, reactions

Since sarcastic irony is thought to be a memorabMell as a potent tool when

vying for conversational dominance, we can makeesimeresting deductions

11 A sphere of mutual interest between fans of twkland movie seri€Bwilight by Stephanie Meyer
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when comparing it to earlier studies on how nega¢itnotions seem to be the
driving force behind many online arguments (Chretedl. 2011). It may be safe
to assume that one way of keeping an argument goahgdes the clever use of
sarcastic irony, as it seems this offers the pdagibf keeping the conversation
moving without aggravating the other speakers tachmAs direct confrontation
is subverted by uses of indirect criticism, coratitil threats and other more
severe forms of confrontation are also less likkelgccur. It may also be harder
for the targeted party to respond to messagesioargasarcastic irony, as there

may be no direct argument to which to react to.

However, using sarcastic irony is always goingedricky. Toplak and Katz

(2000) suggest that interpretations, both by tleaker and the victim, play an
important role in uses of sarcasm. Just as witmtisrand face-threatening acts,
the speaker intention may not correspond with migegaction, resulting in the

true intent of the message either getting lostppearing as more severe than was
intended. Thus it cannot be said that using sacciaghy is always a way to avoid
aggravation in the speaker-victim relationship.réhs also the possibility of
misinterpretation, which may deter some people fresponding to sarcastic
remarks. As each member of the conversation irgeeps the use of sarcastic
irony subjectively, the use of sarcasm can haveresten consequences,

especially if the participants are relative strasge one another.

There have been many attempts to make interprséirgastic irony easier for the
reader, as CMC lacks the visual and tonal cuesa®st identification in FtF
communication. One commonly used method is applgistash before the word
(/sarcasm), a method which is derived from the HTddding language method of
formatting text (for example, <lkis part is in bold</b>). However, since using
these types of methods to indicate sarcasm cdacinundermine some of it's
effectiveness, they are not used in all conversatidhus, a reader is often left
without assistance when attempting to interpratesdrc language. As a
researcher, | will do my best to reliably identifyes of sarcastic irony in my data,
as | believe they play an important part when examgi conversational structures
in conflict talk. Since sarcastic irony can be ertely subjective, | will do my

best to create such parameters that the reademnatihave difficulty in
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determining what type of utterances | have couatedarcastic irony.

2.5 Where do we go from here?

While it is clear that online communities interestearchers and there is
continuous need for more research, it is also ¢hestrthere is room for more
research on the specific characteristics of CM@eeially in the case of conflict
talk. One reason for this is simply that the In&tris always in a continuous state
of change, which also means that methods of contatian online are
undergoing continuous fluctuations. For exampleéh&é19909RC (Internet

Relay Chat) emerged as a popular venue of comntioncavhile today it has
been largely replaced by instant messanger appisatsuch aSkypewhich

allow both text and spoken conversations. This mdlaat the researchers need to
be aware of the current developments on computeva®, but they also have to
keep updating their methods if they wish their agsle to remain relevant in the
future. A certain level of technical skills is alssguired, so that the researcher is
able to understand the nature of new software @tedface updates concerning

the topic of their research.

If a researcher is lacking in both his/her socral gechnical iKnow it is not only
their data which may suffer, but also their conimecwith their audience. Many
young people today are extremely proficient Inteusers, which means that they
are very likely to have their own opinions and exgece concerning CMC. This
complicates the traditional setting of an expedeavlier and target audience, as the
audience may also be experts on the topic. Indeesshme cases it may be
possible for the audience to posses much moralimfiormation concerning the
subject than the researcher, which may result gatinee backslash if the audience
feels the results of the study do not corresportt thieir experiences. At the very
least, this type of information will make the readestrust the possibly accurate
information contained in the study. At worst, iiMae make the researcher seem
incompetent and out of touch with his/her topic.

Especially disastrous for serious attempts of meberag CMC is information that

has clearly been influenced by the dialogue preskint popular media. One good
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example of this would be the woegtber which is even used by researchers and
other educated people. While academics still segite épnd of this term, it has
been a long time since it has been used serionsliscourse among information
technology professionals. The editor of the popafdme magazin®Vired (which
specializes in news concerning developments imi'tachnology) Ryan

Singel (2010) has written on this subject, remaykhmat "Nobody uses the word
“cyber” anymore, except people trying to scare gad trying to make the
internet seem scary or foreign.” Cyber, like mattyeo terms, suffers from the
simple fact that the impact of the word has beew waich influenced by popular
media, which has frequently applied it incorreethd unnecessarily. Thus, a
researcher using a word beginning with the affizgerywould already have
damaged their credibility in the eyes of at leashs of their target audience.

However, an even bigger risk to researcher cregild simply the fact that
researchers themselves are not immune to the £ffécbnversational dominance
and toxic disinhibition even when studying the sghjEspecially while showing
ignorance and using outdated information and/cguage, there is a very real
chance that the researcher may provoke conflicétsrof trolling, resulting
either in hostility or distortion of their data. kyacommunities with an average
high level of iKnow among it's members, for example not usually respond

well to attempts at communication they see as tecki basic knowledge of
information technology. An outsider coming to ttype of community with little
iIKnow is not likely to be taken seriously, nor ihéegrity of their study respected.
This is why knowing some of the popular trends Xesaand traps of CMC
becomes important, as with just basic knowledgesaarcher will be able to make

a better impression on their audience while avgidive most obvious pitfalls.

Even if a researcher does keep all these issuasm, there is still a risk involved
if they decide to make themselves known to a comiyas an observer. This
type ofvisible presencenay result in members of the group posting
uncharacteristic messages. The behavior of peopgjeamange when they imagine
they are under supervision, or they may refraimfpsting completely in fear of
revealing too much about themselves. There haweb&len cases before when a

community has been confronted with a person impextiag a researcher (or
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otherwise implying scientific interest in the conmity) only in order to gain
status in the community or exploit it in some wslany fetish communities, for
example, are often approached by supposed “resgafclvhose true motivation
is to mine data from the community for their owrnrgmses. Television shows such
asJerry Springerare also well known for approaching online comrtiaaiand
tempting people appear in the show while hidirgygsénsational nature. This
makes the members of online subcultures naturalipisious against outsiders,

especially if they express a deeper interest imtbikings of the community.

This is also why | have chosen to model my framévesound the researchers
position as an invisible, but well informed, obsarin a CMC. While obviously
this model will not suit all types of CMC, | believt to be the most fitting when
studying public forums such as online communitigslike a visible observer, as
an invisible observer | will not be making my prese known to the subjects of
my study, nor will I be informing them of my ressulisee chapter 1.2 concerning
ethics). This type of behavior, known alsdw@aging, is actually quite common in
online communities, many of which actually contaiany more “lurker”

members than active ones.
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3. THE AIMS AND FRAMEWORK OF THIS STUDY

3.1 Elaborating on my aims

In my study | will be combining aspects of confliatk analysis, conversation
analysis and content analysis with existing metra@ddSMC analysis. This is
because there currently exisis ready framework which is likely to fit the
purposes of my study. Instead of relying on antegsramework and working
with unsatisfying data, | have chosen to look Wieastudies and adapt the
methods used in those in order to create a franiestotable for the needs of this

study.

The focus of this study will be to examine the gahstructure of the
argumentative process in two different online comites, as well as the specific
features of conversational dominance that are eyegin the arguments. By
studying these two communities, | hope to drawnmied conclusions concerning
the use of conflict talk in online communities, dmalv it is affected by factors
such as anonymity, status, group consensus orstablished modes of
communication and moderation. | shall be creatiygomn framework based on
the models of Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) and Claew Chiu (2008) and
applying this framework to two different online comanities,Something Awful
and4chan in order to provide a comparative view on howftiontalk is

constructed in those communities.

The reason | choose to do a comparative studycause | believe it is the best
way to highlight those features which make eacinerdommunity a different
environment even when they share the same typediérce. | also believe, as
Arpo (2005) has already stated, that comparativeyshas been slightly neglected
when it comes to studies on CMC in online commasitin order to best take
advantage of the comparison method of researdbo Ideecided to select a topic
which had a thread dedicated to it on both comnesiiThe topic that | choose
was theOccupy Wall-StregfOWS) movement, which is the name of the political
leftist movement protesting against the negatiieces of capitalism in the United

States. The reason that | choose politics as myg tepecause as a subject it is
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very prone of conflict, since there are many emmati@nd personal influences in
play behind political convictions. It is also inésting to see whether anonymity
and the level of moderation in a community canu@fice a topic so volatile as

politics.

In this study, | also aim to provide a closer l@khe communities of SA and
4chan from an insider point of view. When readitigeo studies done in the field
of conflict talk in CMC, it appeared to me thatmany cases the researchers had
intentionally taken the position of an outsidemsone not invested in the group.
| deliberately choose communities which | am faanilivith, in order to take
advantage of my experience when interpreting thimoas of conflict talk used in
each community. My experience with the two commaasitn the study is also
why | have chosen the position of an invisible obse(lurker), since | believe it
will provide me with a certain amount of distanoanh the topic while still
allowing me to benefit from my previous knowledgais way Iwould not be an
outsider, but would also not risk influencing theural flow of the conversation

with my input.

However, the position that | choose for the purgosg study did pose to me with
a problem in how to eliminate possible presuppasgil may have concerning the
communities. To combat this problem, | first dedde select a topic for the
threads which would not only appear in both commiesyi but would also be on a
subject | had no personal emotional investmentis would provide me with a
clear look on group dynamics and conversationalidance, since | would have
no personal agenda vis & vis taking sides in thenaent. While | cannot claim to
be completely without any preconceptions regartiege two communities, in
this study | will only contribute opinions conceangiSA and 4chan that | have
seen shared between multiple people in differehbem®nvironments, giving at
least some credibility to the idea that these @pisiare accepted by multiple

Internet users.

The communities that | have chosen for my studym&bing Awful forums and
the 4chan image board, are both popular and welvkncommunities on the

Internet. The reason why | choose these two comiiesris because inside the
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geek? subculture they are perhaps the most well knownnsonities, while also
boasting the largest user-base, with SA forumseatiy having 164,142
registered users, 3,110,170 total threads an@B32311 total posts (messages),
while 4chan to this date reports 94,203 currentsj$854,147,703 total posts and
69 GB of active content (as of 26f May 2012). A second reason why | decided
on these two communities is because while diffeirefiinction, they actually
share a similar, sometimes even the same, useob&gernet users with medium
to high levels of social and practical iKnow andierstanding of Internet

subcultures.

3.2 Adapting existing methods

When creating my framework | wished to address sohtlke issues currently
present in existing frameworks, such as Muntigl @achbull (1998), while
simultaneously creating a method which would adgnesltiple questions about
conflict talk in online communities. One issue thatas the most eager to avoid is
the inability, or perhaps reluctance, of a researrth consider the Internet as
anything else but an amorphous blob that can beribesl within a single
definition. This is where the choice of a compastudy comes in. As all online
communities form their own environment and prowiliféerent types of data, |
would not think of drawing conclusions about altleém based on just the two
communities in my study. However, by comparing ¢hiego communities | hope
to gain some insight into the kinds of variableschltan influence conflict talk

online.

For the starting point of my framework, | will bpgying the three turn based
conflict talk analysis created by Muntigl and Tuuil{1998). To this | will be
applying aspects of SIDE theory and the model ety Chen and Chiu (2008)
based on the theory of Muntigl and Turnbull (1998)the following chapters |
will be discussing these models in more detail destribing how | have adapted
them for the purposes of my study. After this Il\w# presenting my own,

completed framework and the analysis of the daiteegafrom my source

12 While Oxford English Dictionary defines geekK’as unfashionable or socially inept person”, this
term is not usually seen as an insult inside thesiture, but refers more to a technologically adep
person
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material.

3.2.1 Social ldentity/De-individualization (SIDE)and Social Information
Processing Theory (SIP) in this study

The biggest challenge in my study was adaptingiegisnethods of study to fit
the purposes of CMC analysis, as it is by it's veature a fairly recent
environment for conflict talk studies. Indeed sioinly from the late 1980's that
personal computers started to make communicatiougin the Internet possible
for people outside a small group of experts. Howedespite the short history of
CMC, the importance of studying the role of compgiie human communication
is something that has interested researchers fieradrliest days of the Internet.
By the late eighties two lines of research hadaalydbeen established (Di Blasio
& Milani 2008). Based on these two lines, two diffiet models of CMC analysis,
known as SIDHESocial Identity/De-individualization) and S(Bocial Information
Processing Theory), were developed in order to exaimow people build their
identity online and how their behavior is affectgdvarious factors.

The SIDE theory was first introduced by Spears lagal (1991) in their study on
de-individualization in CMC. This theory proposhattthe individuals' behavior
is influenced by their perception of belonging tsogial group. According to
SIDE, since CMC does not offer as many cues famtifieation as FtF
communication, people tend to put more weight asé¢hcues they are able to
observe. SIP theory introduced by Walther in 1992the other hand, examines
the relationship between FtF communication and CptGposing that an integral
difference between the two is that in CMC peopleehmore time to form a
detailed impression of the other speakers. Ther&léel also aims to provide
means for identifying how people succeed in buddimose impressions (Walther
1993, as cited in Di Blasio and Milani 2008).

While both models concentrated on social cues @autification in CMC, in my
study | have chosen to focus more on the SIDE thetien examining online
communities. This is because | feel it is moreexuifor the purposes of large
amounts of data, as it focuses on examining indalglin connection to group

dynamics. The SIP theory, on the other hand, liferbt suitable for the purposes
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of my study, since it empathizes examining impassiformed by individuals,
which is something | am not currently able to oleeeeliably. Another reason for
my preference of the SIDE theory is that one ofrttaén features of 4chan as a
community is rapid exchange of opinions that ledits time for building
impressions, making it the very antithesis of thipdthesis the SIP model is based
on. Therefore, while group dynamics is importamttfe purposes of my study;, it

Is not in it's scope to study individual posters.

What makes SIDE theory especially relevant to myis it's take on the
question of anonymity and the effects of anonyrartygroup dynamics and
individual behavior. This includes examining inienal uses of anonymity in
CMC in order to take advantage of the benefits tgihby unidentifiability. Of
particular interest is the claim of Spears and (1€81) that factors that are
considered de-individualizing, such as anonymity group immersion, can
actually reinforce conformity to the groups norfbs Blasio & Milani 2008:

799) Spears and Lea (1991) argue that when an individeatifies strongly with
a group, anonymity will strengthen the impact afiabnorms, but will weaken
those effects when a person's own identity is rsalent. Consequently,
individuals with a higher sense of self are lelsslyi to follow social norms. This
Is very interesting when doing comparative studie$SA and 4chan, as previous
observation of the communities seems to show vidfigreint levels of group
immersion between the two communities. | shall m@garing my findings on the
effects of anonymity to those proposed by the Sidflel, and reporting my
results in relation to this theory.

3.2.2 Muntigl and Turnbull on conflict talk analysis

While the SIDE theory is important when posing gloestions | wish to answer in
my study, it does not provide a ready frameworkaldould have been applied
for this study. Therefore, when creating my owmfeavork | decided to take
advantage of one of the most well known modelafalyzing conflict talk in FtF
communication created by Muntigl and Turnbull (129&8hile there are some
very important differences when comparing methddmalyzing conflict talk in

FtF communication with computer mediated confladk this does not mean that
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the Muntigl and Turnbull model is irrelevant foetpurposes of studying CMC.
Influencing factors such as group mentality andhauity are still present in CMC,
although researchers differ on just how large timepact is in online
communication situations (Di Blasio & Milani 200802). Nevertheless, it would
be unwise to separate CMC so much from FtF comnatinit as to claim they

require two completely different models of analysis

The model in the Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) studging one of the most often
cited in the field of conflict talk analysis (CTA}¥ an interesting system
consisting of examining an argument as a dialogitie three turns. These three
turns (T) can be described in terms of initiatjdd), reaction (T2) and counter
reaction (T3). Muntigl and Turnbull (1998: 228-229nclude that there are four
main types of responses that are used in T2 antd &Bswer to previous claims.

These are as follows:

1) Irrelevancy claimsThese are responses that refute the validityefipus
claims based on their invalidity to the convergatibhese Muntigl and Turnbull
(1998) suggest vary largely in form and follow indregely after, or even overlap
with, T1 in FtF communication. Muntigl and Turnbalko state that irrelevancy
claims challenge the opponents argument by diretiylenging it's relevance
concerning the topic under debate. For exampleis‘fias nothing to do with the
subject” is a fairly common usage of an irrelevaoleym.

2) ChallengesThese Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) note as oftemf preceded
by reluctance markers displaying disagreement &et take the form of an
interrogative. They also state that articles suteen whator how are often
used. Challenges do not appear to make a spelaiin themselves, but implicate
that the other party cannot support their claim.

3) Contradictions Contradictions mostly contain the negated prdmysbf the
previous assessment uttered by the previous spddienegative particleois
very common in these types of arguments, or ircése of a negative previous
claims positive contradiction marker suchyasor yeahare used (Muntigl and
Turnbull 1998).

4) CounterclaimsThese do not directly contradict or challengevjangs claims

made by the other speaker, but instead proposkeanative interpretation of the
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issue. Muntigl and Turnbull suggest that thesedygfeesponses are often
considered more compromising and allowing the &rtiegotiation of the subject
matter. They also add that in spoken discourseteoelaims tend to be preceded
by pauses, prefaces and mitigating devices.

(Muntigl and Turnbull 1998)

In their study, Muntigl and Turnbull (1998: 233ppose that in most cases T2 and
T3 utterances usually only used one type of regpdiswever. they did not find
many differences in the types of responses conugif2 and T3. This similarity
between T2 and T3 responses is what makes MumiigTarnbull's model

suitable for studying conflict talk in online comnities. Due to the multiparty
aspect of most threads, it is important to considiTs in much larger scale, as
well as take into consideration the fact that theeg/ be multiple arguments going
on inside one thread. This is why it is vital tHa model used to analyze
participant reactions is one that can be adaptétttode multiple speakers.
Concerning my study, | have allocated the origpwdt as T1. Following this,
every post connecting directly to T1 will be couhtes T2, while all the posts

connecting to messages other than T1 will be knasvi3 posts.

While an excellent basis for studying conflict talike Muntigl and Turnbull
(1998) model alone was not enough for the needsyaftudy. This is because it
has some obvious weaknesses when it comes to stu@WIC. Firstly, it is
essentially a spoken word model with emphasis putan-verbal aspects of
speech, such as overlap and pauses. Secondly)asatready been stated, it is a
model focused on only two speakers engaging imegetturn exchange. This
means it is not compatible with the more varialttigasions and styles of
communication present in CMC. A third weaknes$i& the Muntigl and

Turnbull (ibid) study was conducted among people wiere very familiar with
each other, unlike in the case of online communitvbere the participants are

usually relative strangers to each other.

This difference between the interpersonal relatignsf my subjects compared to
those of Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) was one of thain issues | had to consider

when adapting their model for the purpose of stuglf¢MC. Relating to this,
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Muntigl and Turnbull propose that the type of T2StBicture they observed may
only occur in civil conversation, as there is agngént of negotiation involved. In
the case of online communities with different ebsled rules and patterns of
behavior it becomes more difficult to define thertécivil conversation”.
However, as it is impossible in online communiti@snaintain an argument
consisting purely of incoherent insults, it is ®dxpected that conflict talk in
CMC environments will at least contain the bareimium requirements
concerning civil conversation, thus meaning it \iulfill this criteria of the
Muntigl and Turnbull model. While | cannot expeontpletely similar behavior
from the subjects of my study as Muntigl and Tuth{998), | propose that the
conversations in question fit the definition ofviti as used by Muntigl and
Turnbull.

Concerning the differences between T2 and T3 utters, while Muntigl and
Turnbull did not notice any differences in the tyd responses they employed,
Ikeda (2008: 293) makes an interesting additiotvéocharacteristics of T3
utterances while utilizing the Muntigl and Turnboibdel in a study. This is the
special action o$ticking to the previous clainis T3 turns. By this Ikeda (ibid)
proposes that in a conversational model followimg Muntigl and Turnbull
formula of two speakers in three exchanges, ibssible for the first speaker to
use T3 to repeat or reinforce his/her original argat, instead of responding to
the T2 argument. Since lkeda (2008) introducestipis of response as being
exclusive to T3 utterances, it is necessary fotoreddress how | will be
addressing this issue in my study, as | intendstthe same criteria to analyze

both T2 and T3 messages.

In my study, | have chosen not to separate this tfresponse from a regular T3
turn, as | feel analyzing these turns as regulaargB@ments (i.e. by categorizing
them as counterclaims) will sufficiently explairethfunction in the conversation.
Moreover, in this type of multiparty environmeniekéng track of all previous
claims in order to verify the cases of repetitisrsimply beyond the scope of my
study. However, it is important to note that in tipdrty arguments there is likely
to be an element of responding to disagreementsrejteated claims. In order to

provide at least a cursory view of this type ofr€action | have included a review
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of posters that come back to defend their earl@ms, as the posters directly
identify themselves as the author of the originaksage and use their turn to
defend their original claim. In the case of 4chtars method of identification is
actually one of the only ways to discern connedibatween posts and posters, as
the level of anonymity allowed by the communityggsgreat it is impossible for

an outside observer even know the number of ppatits in a thread.

While the main emphasis of the model of Muntigl dimeinbull (1998) is on the
structure of arguments as described above, theyeasmine the concept of face
in CTA. In order to support their opinion that fammncerns influence the structure
of arguments. Muntigl and Turnbull (ibid) in thetudy rank the different types of
responses based on their level of aggravation. iaog to these rankings,
irrelevance claims (IR) are the most aggravatime tyf responses, followed by
challenges (CH), contradictions (CT), contradicsi@ombined with counter
claims( CT + C®), and counter claims (CC) in that order (Muntigtlaurnbull
1998: 243). Muntigl and Turnbull base their syst#manking on the following

reasoning:

1. lrrelevancy claims are the most aggravating, bseéhey express pure
opposition without any room for further conversatidhere are also elements of
speech associated with IR, such as overlap, whaoplp find especially
aggravating in conversation situations.

2. Challenges are the second most aggravating fygeatuation, as in spoken
word they are often prefaced by markers of oppmsitihat overlap with the
previous turn. Challenges are also face threatebecpuse they imply that the
other party cannot back up their claim.

3. The next strongest type of responses are cooti@us. This is because
contradiction is a face-aggravating act which cmstdirect and unambiguous
repudiations of the other speaker's claim(s). Hamexontradiction is not as
aggravating as IR or CH, because it does not makeeet attack against the
rationality of the opponents argument or it's cotapey.

4. Next aggravating type of reaction is actuallyabination of two types of

responses CT and CC. While combining two typegsponses is not very

13 This being the most common combination in a wolving more than one type of response
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common, this is the most common type of combinatghile this type of
response still contains the negative effect of flaceatening aspects of CT, it is
mediated by the negotiative potential of CC.

5. The mitigating aspect of counterclaims and mithrect type of opposition is
why it is the least aggravating type of responsemihcomes to disagreement

acts. CC also does not close the subject, but kéepsn for discussion.

This system of classification is one the main readachoose to adapt Muntigl
and Turnbull's model for the purposes of my stidiyh an already existing model
of disagreement acts that have been categorizeddtmng to weak in terms of
level of aggravation, examining the effects of amoity and toxic disinhibition
becomes a much simpler process. In this studyll b&iexamining the types of
responses used in each community and trying tordete if more aggravating
types of responses are preferred over milder dt@sever, instead of simply
following the Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) modelwill combining their analysis
of responses with an analysiseMaluationsas defined by Chen and Chiu, which

is discussed in the next chapter.

3.2.3 Combining the Muntigl and Turnbull (1998) mocel with Chen and Chiu
(2008) model

While | had originally intended to use only the Mighand Turnbull (1998)
model as the basis for creating the framework fgrsindy, it soon became
apparent that | would need to find an appropriaidysin the field of CMC
research to support the gaps created by the Fdetsspf the Muntigl and
Turnbull study. Fortuitously, a paper written byebhand Chiu (2008) seemed to
fill this gap. They have examined how earlier mgsseeffect later ones in CMC
by using their own method incorporating parts fribyia Muntigl and Turnbull
model, which makes their model an excellent additutnen building the
framework of my study. While separately neither elazbmpletely fits my

purpose, adapting both into one model is likelprovide all the data | needed.

The advantage of of the Chen and Chiu model ligssifiocus on studying online
communities. Chen and Chiu (2008: 679) define dmemliscussion forum as:



67

...an asynchronous electronic bulletin board fangwnication and collaboration, where
participants can post and respond to messagesantémnet.

The Chen and Chiu (2008) approach concentrategamiring the connections
between posts based on five different communicatois.

1) Evaluations meaning either straight agreement or disagreement
communication acts as well as neutral acts. Evialosiexplain how the current
speaker assesses previous messages. This caeditydied to the Muntigl and
Turnbull (1998) classification of response actsalasf them count as a type of
evaluation.
2) Knowledge content his type of act deals with providing informatimnthe
form of, for example, contributions and repetitittns notable that a message can
also contain null content, meaning it is devoiénoy type of knowledge content.
3) Social cuesThis category examines how people relate to etutr
concerning social interactions. Chen and Chiu (2@@8pose social cues in CMC
work in a way similar to FtF communication, in tipatsitive feelings are returned
with positive feelings etc.
4) Personal informatiorfaka identifiers). This deals with the visibilitp
identifying features of a speaker, such as thamlyer of posts on the forum,
possible alliances etc. Unidentifiability does netessarily mean a person has no
visible personal information, but rather that thare different amounts of
information it is possible to gain from differedtentifiers. For example, the
information that a person's user name provides & different level from the
information the groups they associate with provide.
5) Elicitation, meaning simply whether or not the posts elicgésgponse.
Elicitations Chen and Chiu (2008) also consideceblet an indicator of the
importance of a message, as a high response ratpdst would naturally indicate
higher visibility of the message.

(Chen and Chiu 2008: 679-683)

Based on these five categories, the Chen and Chiehaddresses many of the
features that have already been discussed as mmpevhen it comes to studying

online communities; including anonymity, linkingdaatatus. By combining it
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with the Muntigl and Turnbull model, it allows ftite examination of the category

of evaluation more deeply.

Chen & Chiu (2008) also found that disagreemers at more likely to elicit
responses in an online communication, a claim whicdupported by Chmiel et al
(2011). This is what makes their study especiatigartant for my research, as |
will be examining the effects of different typesesaluation acts in T2 and T3
posts. However, interestingly enough, Chen & Clso dound that negative
social cues reduce the likelihood of a poster nedjppm with a contribution. This
would seem to indicate that posts that receive masgtonses express disagreeing
opinions without containing negative social linksother speakers. This is
something that | found interesting for to purposeng study, and another reason

the Chen and Chiu study was perfect for my purposes
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4. THE METHODS AND INITIAL DATA ANALYSIS

4.1 Disclaimer

This analysis was conducted in the spring and sunoim2012 and uses the data
and information concerning the Something Awful () 4chan online
communities as available during that period of tikvile | have aimed to
provide access to the material of this study whassible, no links will be made
with actually people and their messages as disdusgais study. However, since
some of the material collected for the purposeasisfstudy is no longer available
online, it is recommended that the reader visitlithles provided to each
community's web-page and take some time to exatheeisual and technical
structures of both SA and 4chan, as this will makasier for them to follow
along with the analysis.

4.2 Introducing the communities

The title of the SA thread examined in this stuglReact to OWS IT with OWS
being an acronym for Occupy Wall Street and ITThgdnternet shorthand fom

This Thread The OP Qriginal Post note that this acronym is also used in Internet
slang to refer to th@riginal Poste) consists of a fairly long text introduction
(twelve paragraphs) with an addition of an imageicteng one of the OWS
protests. Participants in the thread are givemunsbns by the OP on what type

of content belongs in this particular thread, amy whe OP has decided to start a
thread based on this topic. The OP also asks tfieipants to considers such
issues as what exactly is the OWS trying to achakif they are at all likely to
succeed, as well as encourages them to find mtmemation about the subject.

Comparing this with the 4chan OP, in the 4chanathtée original post consist of
only one sentence, namely "Why did OWS fail?”. Nixthis text we have a
fairly chaotic image of the OWS protests, an irdéng contrast to the more
peaceful image in the SA thread of a middle-aged standing next to a sign. In
the 4chan picture, on the other hand, there idlagsof images from all over the
world depicting suffering and misery with the t839%” superimposed on top,
while below these images is a collage of the OWgsters holding signs. This is
a direct reference to the slogan of the OWS pretestiaiming that they are the
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99% of the populous that has been exploited byl%eThus, while the text in the
OP may not indicate a direct opinion, the use efvilord “fail” combined with the
image makes an implicit statement that the orignueiter does not appear to
agree with the OWS protesters.

From the introduction of the topic alone it is e&syell that these threads exhibit
a fundamental difference in how a debate is imtlai his difference in
presentation is one reason why, in order to undedsthe what methods of
conflict talk are used in each community, a curdook of their layout and
functions is required. While fundamentally confongpiwith the norm of online
discussion forums, the posting process of both i@A4ehan does have some
particularities which | will be examining in thextéwo chapters.

4.2.1 Preview of the Something Awful forums

The first community examined in this study is tlerething Awful forums (SA).
Something Awful is an Internet site consisting &ygof different types of
humorous articles and columns, most discussingsalated to the geek
subculture such as technology, video games anchdapanimatiorafiime. The
SA community boasts of being one of the largestrandt strictly moderated
communities on the Internet. This community requaeconsiderable investment
from it's members, as if a person wishes to pastert to the community they
must first purchase an account. Registering a lzesiount on the SA forum costs
10 dollars and registered users agree to follovioalim rules with the threat of
probation, ban or even a permanent ban fakenabaf from the community.
Additional privileges, such as avatars, signatax¢stor archive access can cost
anywhere from 5 to 10 dollars, meaning that thestiwment of an SA member on

the community is not only ideological, but alscefntial.

Mechanically, the SA community does not differ miichm the typical layout of
online discussion forums. At the top of the foruamiepage are the statistics of
the community at the current moment, indicatinghsiinings as amount of

members online, banned users and active threadsnWhbomes to content, the

community consists of several sub-forums organur@dkr topics, which in turn
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may contain other sub-forums. For example,Riseussiorforum contains the
sub-categorgsameswhich in turn contains such sub-forumsTaaditional
GamesandLet's Play Each of these sub-forums in turn has a list gfoamg
threads (conversations), where the most recentiateg thread is placed at the
top of the page. Each thread opens with an offfoRal(original pogtwhich
introduces the topic. The responses from other neesrdippear beneath the OP in

the linear order of posting from top to bottom.

Like previously mentioned, members of the SA comityuare able to purchase
several privileges for their account. These prggle can be used to customize the
users profile (adding identifiers), but perhaps enanportant to gain access to
closed parts of the community (archive access)adtednative methods of
contacting other members of the community (privaessaging),. The amount of
these personal identifiers is usually a good irtthoeof a person'’s investment
towards a membership in the community, as mordiftens means a greater
financial investment. All newcomers to the commyiititomatically start with an
avatar picture declaring them reswbiesaka newcomers to the forum, and just
getting rid of this status indicator will cost fidellars. Some people immediately
invest more money in order to remove this labed okwbie, while some forgo
this investment, appearing to posses no intergsiying money to elevate their

status.

What makes this type of purchasing system espgdm#éresting when examining
status in online communities is that it is alsoguae for forum members to
purchase privileges as a gift to other membere@tbmmunity. The members of
SA have established a peculiar system, where psirghadentifiers has become a
part of social power play in some of the conveosei This system consists of a
fairly basic, at least in theory, reward/punishmsygtem, where one member
subjectively evaluates another member's post ardréacts to it with a positive
or negative identifier he wishes to attach to tbhster. This type of identifier can
take many forms, but red text (sometimes combinigldl avpicture) appearing
underneath the victim's user-name is usually eepredl negative identifiem his
type of communication can sometimes happen asealjeitveen two members

who know each other, but it can also be seen asvadf confrontation or a face-
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threatening action, as if a person wishes to ®anielves of a negative identifier

they will have to pay in order to do this.

Whatever the reasons behind this type of behasomial identifiers play an
important part when it comes to interpersonal retetips in the SA forums.
Members identified as newbies are clearly indicaigtiaving the least invested in
the community, which can affect they way other merslview messages and
threads posted by members with this type of idiemsif As newbies also have the
least to lose when it comes to their face-claimh@écommunity, they sometimes
have to deal with accusations of registering ireotd troll the community or
spread their own agenda. This is especially trtigeifperson is identified as just
recently becoming a member of the community. Amgxa of this would be a
thread discussing the behavior of person X, wheongember of another online
community. While everyone else seems to be of dngesopinion about the topic,
person Y stoutly defends person X. If the other toers in this occasion see that
person Y is labeled with status-lowering identdiénewbie avatar, just registered
an account), it is very likely that someone wiltase person Y of being, in fact,

person X, or at least one of their close supparters

A very different position is reserved for the otlead of the scale, where we have
the moderators (mods) and administrators (admintjeocommunity. These are
often people who have spent years in the commuamityposses a special interest
in the particular sub-forum they are supervisinige moderators have the right to
punish members that break the established ruldgeafommunity, or otherwise
act in an undesirable way. These punishments &amany forms, ranging from
a temporary probation for minor offenses to a penéban from the whole
community, in which case the offender is not onliceed, but also denied the
right to ever purchase another account. Considéhiaigregistering just a basic
account on SA costs 10 dollars, one can see thahtderators hold a fair amount
of power in this particular community. In orderpgrevent the moderators from
abusing their power, the rules of the communitynegjthat a suggested
punishment by one mod is reinforced by anotherreataan be put into action.

Since the punishments for an offense can be genters, SA is also known for
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having a well documented, extensive list of ruksich the members often
consult in dispute situations. These rules aremesended reading to newcomers
to the community, and the SA rules even includectien called "Message to the

Newbies”.

We here on the Something Awful Forums are veryseltnd strict assholes. We pride
ourselves on running one of the most entertainimteoll-free forums on the internet.
This is accomplished by charging a $10 fee torfiiet folks not serious about adhering
to the rules, and banning those who manage tdhsiqugh and break them. We are very
serious about keeping our forums clean and trekfiso please consider your account
an investment and treat it accordingly. Read thesyuwse common sense, and help keep
the SA Forums the best message board on the ititerne

It is also strongly suggested that before regisgean account on the forums a
person should lurk for a while, in order to undanst what type of behavior could
potentially be frowned upon in the community. Thaimrules stated on the actual

SA rules page are as follows and concern all thefgums in the community.

Low Content Posts:Please do not make posts containing no content'first post,”
"hello, I'm new here," etc.). These just litterthe forums and with over 100,000
registered users, we need to eliminate these ak asipossible. If you do not like a
thread, then just vote it a "1" and move on; reptiensisting solely of trolling fall into
this category. As a general rule, write as if yarevspeaking in real life to another
human being. Do not use any catchphrases, menesénslang, or any other crap that
makes you look like a 12-year old.

Worthless Posts:We do not care if you are drunk or high; pleasaatinform us of
either. Please do not register gimmick accountsnaékk posts as a gimmick, as they
are not funny. Please do not post crap asking ustfor you on some website, give
you referrals for free i Pods / flatscreens / spiaes, or any other semi-spam things.

Forum Fuckery: Don't fuck up the forums or any user on the forukringou post a
malicious link (any URL with spyware or code desidrio annoy people) you will be
banned. Do not vote spam a thread with your fridretsause you don't like the person
who posted it; this makes the voting feature usel®s not make plans to annoy /
destroy other forums.

Stay On Target: Try to use the appropriate thread tag for yout.piiss helps people
find your thread and makes the forums more usendty. Do not use the mod-only tags
or you will be autobanned by the server.

Contained Conflict: Keep all flamewars and other arguments in thgiragpriate
forums (FYAD, YCS, etc).

Respect the Mods and Writers:The moderators are here to keep the forums safe, s
and secure. If they ask you to do something, pldase Please do not harass or
intentionally annoy the mods or insult the frongeavriters. If you do not like the mods
or the moderation, feel free to not post here.

Harass and Sasstf somebody is harassing you on the forums theoudis it with them
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over PM or email before contacting a mod aboWlames and insults do not constitute
harassment. Please do not post others' persopatiafion (phone number, addresses,
emails, etc.). Try to stay out of other peoplesspral lives as welKeep in mind

there's a good distinction between the Internet andeal life.

Account Ability: Only one person may use a forum account. Acccuentirsg is a
bannable offense, so please keep your passwordesecu

Crazy Catchall: Please do not try to cleverly circumvent some listed here. These
rules are general guidelines and are very flexible.

FYAD Freedoms: You cannot post illegal material, harass otherpdsting their
personal information or nude photos, spam threagestilines to break the forum
tables, harass any admins or mods, or start fonwasions in FYAD.

| Hate Speech:Offensive terms such as "faggot" or "nigger" maynay not be

bannable based on context of the sentence. Ifitleeg meant as humor with absolutely
no offensive slurs meant, the user may not be lthanerobated. This rule is
completely, 100% subjective and is based on the mading the post at the time. Use at
your own peril.

(SA forums 2012)

Aside from these general rules, there are alsafspgaidelines for posting
images, dealing with moderators and even a ligsafes that may "annoy” the
moderators. This is not all, as each sub-forum atsy have their own set of
rules, which are usually stated istacky (i.e. a thread which will always remain at
the top of the page by default) and enforced byptréicular moderators of the
sub-forum. For example, the Let's Play sub-forumta@as an additional rule

prohibiting games with explicit sexual content (dlemtaigames).

If a member of the community does break the rutesigh to warrant a
punishment from a moderator, their personal pradilehanged to point out the
nature of the punishment (probation, ban etc)ntbderator who decided on that
punishment and the possible duration of it. Bykihig on this person's
punishment, which is visible beneath their namewery post they have made,
the other users are directed to a page whereatlhkember's violations and
punishments are viewable by everyone else belortgitige community. These
violations may also include comments from the matterwho requested the
punishment in the first place, such as “Trollingnd come back here” or “No

need to get angry, take some time off”.

One interesting feature of the SA rules is thad@&iom the normal practice of
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stating the norms of acceptable behavior, SA rales control the level of
knowledge content present in the messages posted tmmmunity. As an
example of this, issues as "low content” and "wia$k posts” seem to be equally
punishable compared to offenses such as “hatedspeetspamming”. Indeed, it
appears that the SA community takes a fairly stietv on the type of Internet
slang which is used freely on many other online mwamities. For example, while
the acronyms such as LOlagghing out loudl may not be officially forbidden, |
have withessed many occasions where a member obtheunity has been

punished for using Internet slang, or failing tpeess themselves understandably.

4.2.2 Preview of the 4chan image boards

When compared to the well moderated community of &han may at first
appear to have completely different standards vithemmes to online
communication. However, interestingly enough theseforums actually share a
common history, as the 4chan web-page was actizaih/ded by a member of the
SA community as an extension of the SA sectionaddd for discussing anime.
Currently, these two communities share a pecutag/hate relationship in that,
while users of both SA and 4chan are more thaylilcefollow the discussions
going on in the other community, it is not uncomnesee derisive remarks in

one community concerning the other.

In this battle of impressions it is not surpristhgt 4chan is usually the target of
much more severe opinions than SA, as it is vefgréint from what is
traditionally understood as a community. At a fgkince 4chan seems to lack the
common goals and/or norms which are usually seee@sssary for a functioning
community. However, despite this lack of cohesiomther online communities
communities 4chan is almost always understood asramity of some sort, as
certain types of behavior seem to be commonly tinkéh the user-base of
4chan. The termmhanneris sometimes used to refer to a person who a@snay
one would expect from a 4chan contributor, eveheafe are no visible indicators
of the person's affiliation with the site. Thushdn appears to be a community
based not on ideas or interests, but on certagstgb behavior and patterns of

communication.
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The fact that the 4chan website is something diffefrom a typical online
community is also something that is structurallydent when we examine the
layout of the site. Unlike SA, 4chan is not coneddb a website offering
"official” content, but works purely as a discussioglatform for various topics. On
top of the home page there is a welcome messagh whscribes the community
as "an image-based bulletin board where anyongpgeancomments and share
images *. In this text there are also two hyperlinks, oireating the visitor to

the rules page and one to the FAReguent Asked Questigrnsection.
Underneath this message there is a list of subdsaaranged vertically under
topics such agapanese Culturer Adult Unlike SA, 4chan also includes two
areas that are clearly marked +18, indicating tthage particular sub-boards will
likely include material that is only suitable fatdts. Underneath the topics there
are statistic concerning the community and somegestgons on where to start,

such as recent pictures, latest posts and popuksads.

When entering the boards themselves it is immdgiaggparent that the layout is
much more simplistic than the layout of the SA fasu The topics are organized
so that the most recent are at the top, while digi@cs get automatically deleted
after a sufficient amount of time and/or when nepids replace them. When a
thread is automatically deleted it cannot be viemedommented on by the users
ever again. The threads are simply introduced titfeaand the original post,
which can contain almost any type of content framugnely informative to
completely irrelevant or biased. What is interegigithat each original topic
usually contains a picture relating to the topid #me original posters opinion on
it.

One peculiar thing concerning the 4chan homepati@tsvhile both 4chan and
SA homepages include several links directing tlaglee to the more practically
oriented parts of the site (i#olsor accounj, in the 4chan page one of these

buttons is written in Japanese characters. Wherbtition is clicked, it takes the

14 Note that while 4chan is technically called an iexpard and not a forum, in practical terms it
functions much like any other online community,silyou will see me using the terms interchangeably i
this study. It is however important to note thairaage-board differs from the forum environmenthat
that posting of images and hyperlinks is highlyamaged and sometimes even required.
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reader to a page with a short message writtenpankse, which welcomes any
Japanese people to the site and tells a littladmut it's purpose and functions. It
also requests that the reader use English whemgast the boards. This is
relevant to another interesting feature of the comitg, namely that some of the
sub-boards have names that use Japanese titleadraft English, such &tentai

or Oekaki This indicates a certain presumption about tpe tf user that would
visit the 4chan community, which dates back tob€ginnings as an extension of

the SA anime community.

If a reader chooses to view the rules section @#ithan site, s’/he may notice that
it does not appear that 4chan is any more lentevards disruptive and conflict
seeking behavior than other online communitiesadchke SA, has several sets
of rules. The so calleglobal rules are universal to all the sub-communities and
everyone is expected to adhere to these regarmli¢iss specific board they are

posting to.

1. Do not upload, post, discuss, request, or linlatything that violates local or
United States law. This will be severely punished strictly enforced.

2. If you are under the age of 18, or it is illefyal you to view the materials
contained on this website, discontinue browsing adiately.

3. Do not post the following outside of /b/: Trolfames, racism, off-topic replies,
uncalled for catchphrases, macro image repliegciptierable text (example: "lol
u tk him 2da bar|?"), anthropomorphic (“furry")otgsque ("guro"), or loli/shota
pornography.

4. The posting of personal information or callsrteasion is prohibited.
5. All boards that default to the Yotsuba B or Bhen (blue) theme are to be

considered "work safe". Violators may be tempoyarénned and their posts
removed.

6. The quality of posts is extremely important to thisnmunity. Contributors are
encouraged to provide high-quality images and mfdive comments.

7. Submitting false reports or otherwise abusingrépert system will result in a ban
of indeterminate length.

8. Complaining about 4chan (its policies, moderat&in.) on the image boards can
result in post deletion and banishment. The adtnats will address your
guestions, comments, complaints, and concerns-riaie

9. Ban evasion will result in permanent bans. Neeptions—DO NOT EVADE
YOUR BAN. Instead, wait and appeal it!

10. No spamming or flooding of any kind.
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11. Advertising (all forms) is also not welcome—thisludes any type of referral
linking, "offers", etc.

12. Impersonating the 4chan administrator, modesatarjanitors is strictly
forbidden.

13. The use of scrapers, bots, or other automatstihgoor downloading scripts is
prohibited.

14.Remember: The use of 4chan is a privilege, migfts. The 4chan staff reserves
the right to revoke access and remove content withotice.

(4chan rules 2012)

Aside from these global rules, there are also bspatific rules which are also
listed in the general rules section. The boardithemhportant for the purposes of
this study is théolitically Incorrect(aka politics, or /pol/) sub-board, which has

the following specific rules connected with it:

1. Debate and discussion related to politics anteatievents is welcome.

2. You are free to speak your mind, but do not attatbler users. You may challenge
one another, but keep it civil! ”

While these rules may at first appear similar ®ries of the SA community,
even a cursory glance at the 4chan discussionaleetlat there is a difference in
just how exactly these rules are enforced. Amoedgitst comments discussing

the conflicts in Middle-East there is a message reeads:

They are living the dream.. removing one mudslitng @me. meh, jews and mudslimes
killing of eachother? let them...

While the rules clearly state that this type ofehsppeech is not allowed outside the
sub-board /b/, it does not appear that this hamynway prevented this particular
poster from expressing their opinion in, quite dynferms that can only be
described as racist. Nor does it appear that theg buffered any type of
punishment for their rule-breaking. As we read nafrthe content posted to the
4chan community, it becomes apparent that thisti@munique case. Indeed,
4chan has for a long time had a reputation as congasome of the most
controversial material on the Internet. It has bealed with names like the

"asshole” or the "sewer” of the Internet, whiclpisrhaps not surprising
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considering many threads posted to the communityago material such as
pornography, hate-speech or violent images. Somé&seroviders, AT&T for
example, have even tried censoring the site coelgletnd there have been
several connections made betwégonymousnd 4chan. However, as 4chan
does not require a registration from the userb®fcommunity, who are all
identified simply by the monickemonymousit is difficult to draw any

incontestable conclusions about how much thistisadly true

What makes 4chan an especially challenging enviesmrior research is perhaps
just this lack of identifiers, as all the relevarfbrmation anyone can see of the
other participants in a conversation is the timpasting and the number of the
post. This level of unidentifiability makes it ddtilt to determine whether a poster
is serious, trolling, or merely seeking attentidlowever, as | will not be
examining the motivations of the posters, but puheiw they express themselves
and what methods of conversational dominance teeyruconflict talk situations,
ascertaining the sincerity of the participantsasmecessary for the purposes of

my study.

4.3 Framework and methods of analysis

In the following section | will do my best to detx@ my method so as to make it
replicable, after which | will present my analysifie analysis is divided into two
parts, structural and content analysis, which ach @resented in their own
section with the method that was used to creat&angework for the analysis. |
will also be providing examples of my data, i.e sseges that were posted to SA
and 4chan communities. When collecting the dataryemessage examined for
the purposes of this study was read three timegetler, once for the preliminary
examination of the material, once for structurelyms and once for content
analysis. The posts marked unclear after all treadings were examined a fourth

time in order to ensure they were classified cadlyec

4.3.1 Structure analysis

In order to examine the structure of the commurocabn the forums and the
relationships between messages, the posts werdre@in as belonging to a
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branch of of discourse inside the thread (see goh¢erning the definition of
branches). The branches were structured so th@rhaf the thread was designed
as T1, while posts commenting directly on the ORewearked as T2 posts. All
the other posts that linked either to T2 postsi@mat link to any posts at all (i.e.
were directed to the whole thread) were designéiBgsosts. This made
examining which types of posts successfully ingthtonversation easier. In the
case of T2, the posts were also further classifiedlthree categories, in order to
accetain what type of response they made to TXkeltypes of initial reactions

concerning T2 were observed as occurring in bothrneanity. These were:

1) Direct reactions The posts including this type of reaction eittieectly

linked to the OP in the text or commented direotiythe issue presented in the
OP. For example, in the 4chan thread the OP poseestion “Why did the OWS
fail?” Any messages answering this question wersiciered direct reactions, as
they had a clear pragmatical link to the OP. Messauhich did not directly
answer the OP's question, but nevertheless addrésséssue discussed in it were

also considered direct reactions. For example radittions such as in Example 1

(1) Did it fail? I thought it was still going on?

were considered direct reactions, since they wleaalg commenting on the issue
posted by the OP.

2) Indirect reactions The posts including indirect reactions usuallgcdssed
topics vaguely related to the subject as presantdte OP, but they did not
directly answer any questions or address the issu®=d in it. These posts often
contained anecdotes, or aimed to provide someiadditinformation ( for
example, in the form of hyperlinks) without actyadixpressing their opinion of
the topic at any point. For example, messages asich

(2) this is probably one of the greatest thing$ ti@s ever come out of OWS
http://www.thedailyshow.com/watch/wed-november-T8-P/occupy-wall-street-divided

contained no links to the OP aside from the chofdepic. Indirect reaction were
also more prone for going of tangent than direattiens. In one part of the 4chan
thread, an indirect reaction to the OP led to peppisting pictures of starving

children in Africa while making sarcastic commersisch as
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(3) maybe if you worked harder like me you woullatin this mess

3) Meta-conversationThe type of posts were not reactions to the {dpit
reactions to the discussion itself. The posts afteluded comments such as "This
thread is getting more and more off-topic” or "Lofispeople in this thread can't

spell”.

Following this model, the amount of T2 and T3 mgssawas first compared with
both communities, after which the types of T2 rieenxst were analyzed. Thus we
can asses the significance of initiations in earhraunity, as shown in the next

figure.

Table 1.The number of initiations

Initiations Direct Indirect Meta All Posts
4chan 65 42 18 5 242
SA 35 12 18 5 240

When contrasting the data from Something Awful 4oldan it was immediately
apparent that there was an interesting differem¢kda amount of direct initiations
between the two communities. Out of 240 messagste@ao the SA thread 35
(14.58% of the total) were classified as T2 typgative posts, while in the case
of 4chan out of 242 posts 65 (25.86%) were T2ahans. This would seem to
indicate that the users of 4chan preferred takirgtive action and making their
own opinion heard concerning the original topicjle/the posters on SA were
less likely to initiate a whole new branch of corsagion, preferring instead to
contribute to the already existing discussion. Hesvein the case of 4chan there
were more rejections of initiative acts, as in 8#ethread 23 (65.71%) out of all
the initiative acts resulted in less than 5 exclearaf messages, while in the case
of 4chan the number or rejections was 49 (75.38%is would seem to indicate
that while taking initiative action was a populagetimod of communication in the

4chan thread, there was also more competition legtuetiative messages.

What did connect both communities was that diréctdactions seemed to occur
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mostly in the early stages of the conversationybeh posts 1 and 20. In the case
of 4chan the number of T2 direct reactions droppgdificantly somewhere

round the 100 post, as before post 94 there were 31 this typesis (73.81% of
the total), but in between posts 95 and 242 thisber was only 8 (19.05%). In
the case of SA, there were 7 (58,33%) T2 type agesscontaining direct
initiation before post 100. Initiations of indiréc2 reactions and T2 meta-

conversation did not seem to occur more in anyiipatage of the conversation.

Based on this data, it appears that the smallebeuf T2 initiations increased
the possibility of a reaction in the SA conversatid/hile most of the actual
conversation concentrated on few main branchegss there only 13 initiations
(37.14% of the total) that completely failed tacéla reaction. In the case of
4chan this number was 35 (71.23%), which seemsgdpast the theory that there
was more competition for T3 reactions among thedahessages. In both SA
and 4chan there were 18 posts with T2 initiatiocis #tat were classified as
indirect reactions, while 5 posts initiated T2 metaversation. In terms of
percentages, this means that in the SA thread %igf&ll the initiations were
indirect, while in the 4chan thread this number waly 36.73%. This means that
in the community where competition for attentionsviersher, posters preferred
to use direct methods of initiation instead of radt ones.

Concerning the different branches of conversatsee Figure 1), in the SA there
emerged fairly quickly a branch which could be ¢desed to be the main part of
the conversation. This branch initiated from pasnber 2, and continued all
throughout the thread in some form. There were arflgw drastic changes in the
direction of the conversation in this main branmie occurring in post 143 where
the previous part of the branch was no-longer tydioked to in new messages.
However, thematically the conversation of this lsfanontinued from post 141,
where another T2 indirect response elicited reastfoom many of the active
participants in the main branch. This situatioresdp itself again later in the
conversation, where the main branch is again det&iy a T2 indirect reaction in
post 191, only to thematically continue in post.193

In the case of 4chan, finding this type of maimioiaof the conversation is not as
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easy as with SA. While there are some branchesrthi@tms of quantitative
dominance can be referred to as the most visibteopshe conversation, these
branches very were much more intertwined, with message potentially
containing direct links to two different branchedhee same time. The branches in
the 4chan discussion were also made less cohgrenelfact that some of the
messages linking into them contained interjectisnsh as images or single word
responses, which derailed the branch when the pHréicipants attempted to
interpret these interjections. For example, po3tdtempted to correct an earlier

poster on their interpretation of two earlier mgesa

(4) >>374900
no
>>374922
yes
>>374960
they disagree I12textcasm

To which another poster responded,

(5) >>374977
They are arguing for the same fucking point, yotking retard.

[facepalm x infinity

This lead to a long derail where the argument o lppsters was debated, while

the original topic of the thread was completelyrdssed.

This tendency of 4chan threads for being easilgitbt is relevant when
discussing the position of T2 responses contaimatp-commentary in both
communities. It appears from the data that metae@ation played an important
role in the 4chan discussion. Out of 5 T2 initinBaontaining meta-conversation,
2 initiated an exchange of messages longer thgo4dt3. This is significant
considering that meta-conversation does not distigs®pic at all, but instead
offers opinions on the discussion itself. Concegrilme number of reactions to
type T2 initiations, 47 (out of 242) posts in thehdn thread linked to a branches
initiated by T2 response containing meta-convessatvhile in the SA thread this

number was 25 (out of 240), even though they had#ime amount of T2 meta-
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conversation initiations. This would seem to intictnat meta-conversation is a
much more popular way of communication in the 4ct@mmunity. It is also
noteworthy that one of the largest branches of roeteversation in the SA thread
was initiated by a moderator, which might have eased the number of responses
to the initiation compared to a meta-conversativtigition made by a regular

member of the community.

All'in all, despite the differences in conversatibstructures of the threads
between the communities, there seemed to exisidetey between participants
to form communicative chains by linking directlydther messages. It also
appears that there was a certain desire to keemaooroation relatively linear, as
most posts only directly addressed one, or at tmastprevious messages, usually
within the same branch of conversation. Indeedctimemunication on 4chan was
exceedingly linear in nature, while SA only contadra few cases of forward
referencing (i.e. editing posts to orient to messagat come later in the linear
posting order). However, concerning the ease dérstanding the 4chan thread
suffers from it's anonymous nature. As other pestan only be referred to as
numbers, the person who wishes to view all theskhinessages in their entirety
was faced with an unpleasant task of scrollingnghdown the page. There was
also much less direct quotation used in the 4chiggat, which made it even more

challenging for the reader to keep track of theveosation.

These difficulties in following the overall direati of the conversation might
explain why in the 4chan thread there were sewasgs of repetition,
misunderstandings and paraphrasing of previousagessFor example, while
there were requests for clarification on a spegéot in the SA thread, in the
4chan thread there were several messages thaedtpk poster did not
understand the previous message at all. One ofviagy this could be seen is
how the word “wat” (a corrupted from @fhatindicating a total bemusement) was
used to respond to several posts in the 4chanategy which had no equivalent

in the SA thread.

It is clear that the structure of the conversatsodirectly related to the types of

conversational strategies used, as the participaatorced to use their turns for
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other purposes than expressing an opinion or relpgrmo an earlier message. In
the next chapter, | will be discussing the contdrihe messages posted to both
communities and attempting to find out more speallfy what types of strategies
were employed in the discussions. It is my behet just like there were
differences in conversational structures betweerais4chan, | will be able to

find examples of different types of content andhmnéds of communication.

4.3.2 Content analysis

In the content analysis part of my study | wantegdy particular attention to
signs of social and conversational dominance bediéve dominance and
conversational methods relating to it are very ingoat tools in online conflict
talk. | also wish to particularly examine the pmsitof direct and indirect
responses in the conversation, as | believe tlateict expression plays a much
larger part in online communication than previouslgugh. | decided to conduct
my study by defining the different features of dmbftalk and CMC that | wished
to examine, based on the models of Chen and @b8) and Muntigl and
Turnbull (1998), and then analyzing my data baged/lether or not a message
contained a certain attribute. All the message$yaed in this study were
evaluated as either containing attribute (+) orausttaining attribute (-) as shown
in appendix ¥°. If a message was found to contain an attribuatiél, attribute was

then analyzed as possibly belonging to a spegifie,tas explained below.

1) Opinions. These referred to whether or not the poster désa(d) or agreed
(a) with the post they were responding to. Messagesh contained no direct
opinion acts were designed as the null-group ¢gjradirect opinion acts
Although messages belonging to this group couldistply an opinion, the did
not do so directly. To be considered an agreenedisagreement act a post had
to fulfill two conditions. Firstly, it had to contaa direct semantic link to the post
it was commenting on, for example, by repeatingspai the post, or answering a
guestion posed in it. Secondly, the post had téatem@ direct verbal indicator of

agreement or disagreement. For example, a polstasuc

15 This template was used for content analysis.stheture analysis was done with branch charts as
shown in Figure 1.
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(6)

Completely wrong

fulfills the criteria of a direct opinion act +/dince it repeats parts of the previous
message (indicated by >) and directly refutes laiens made in it. On the other

hand, a message such as

(7 Nobody wants to be a smelly hipster living ipaak with the homeless.

is an in direct opinion act (-), since it does oottain any semantic links previous
messages, nor does it offer an opinion respondirmgother poster. These type of
messages were usually directed to all of the ppatits in a thread, and therefore

did not directly address any single other message.

2) Evaluations. Originally, Chen & Chiu, (2008) have classifigoirions as

part of this category of communicative actions. ldger, | decided to separate
opinions and evaluations to their own categoriefased on my preliminary
reading of the data it appeared clearly that ev@mins could exist separately from
direct opinion acts. As | wished to provide morsight on the types of evaluation
that are used in computer mediated conflict tdlle\aaluations were further
classified as belong in four subcategories acogrth the model of Muntigl and
Turnbull, namely irrelevancy claims (IR), challesg€H), counterclaims (CC)

and contradictions (CT). For example, the message

(8) >>374590
what change have they accomplished?
| wouldn't use terms like inevitable, since | higkbubt you can predict the future

is an evaluation containing the attribute of chadke (evaluation +/CH), since it
directly questions the other person's claims (Myirand Turnbull, 1998). Note
that it was possible for a message to be an ind@aion act while still

containing an evaluation, such as in the follonpogt.

(9)

[citation needed]

Here the second speaker challenges the claim matie lirst speaker (>) by
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using sarcastic irony without expressing a dirgahion. The words “citation
needed” refer to the online encyclopeWdikipedia where these words appear as a
a footnote when a piece of information does nottroarthe source of that

information.

3) Dominance.Dominance deals with both social and conversatiaspécts of
the attempts of one person to influence the opsafrthe other speakers.
Methods of conversational include the use of séicasny, appealing to one's
status as an expert, appealing to one's stathe ioommunity and accusations of
conflict seeking behavior, such as trolling. Natlied were direct insults such as
"You are stupid”, because they were classifiedesgdmore emotional responses
than direct attempts to influence the flow of tlawersation. For example, a
person might try to influence other participantgiconversation by citing
personal experiences which support his/her pointeaf, such as in the following

message.

(20) Here's the Occupy event in my town on its fil&y, at its biggest. (And this is
a college town so there's lots of potential usiefigts around.) | count
roughly 30 people in frame. Immediately to the isfa street, to the right is
more sidewalk of roughly the same length beforentinet corner. (Although
half of that space is fronted by a parking lot, #mel Occupiers chose this spot
because it's in front of a Chase bank. Nobody wanpsotest in front of the
parking lot.)

In this message the writer attempts to use texndlphotographic evidence in
order to dominate an opponent who had earlier @dithat the OWS movement
had thousands of supporters in cities all ovelthiged States. The writer also
employs a sarcastic tone (“Nobody wants to praoteBont of the parking lot.”) in

order to ridicule the group the previous posterdssociated him/herself with.

4) Knowledge content In this study, the term knowledge content wasluse
refer to information presented as unquestionabiky, tand not actual factual
information. For example, "There are 1000 protgsisg on” counts as
knowledge content for the purposes of this studgnef there is a way to accetain
an objective truth about the issue, as the writstating what s/he supposes to be
an undeniable fact. On the other hand, opinionk asc¢’Capitalism is always

evil” do not count as knowledge content, becausg tise adjectives in order to
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provide an emotional evaluation of a concept.

5) Social connectorsin the case of this study, these were undersiootean
direct connectors that formed links between thesagss in the thread. The two
most common types of social connectors are directtiressing the other poster
by name and linking to a previous post or it's eafteither in the form of a
guotation, paraphrasing or a hyperlink. In ordegualify as containing social
connectors, a posts need to contain one of theséypves of connectors. Implied
connections with an earlier message were not cduagdelonging to this group.
In the 4chan thread the marker > is commonly usedfer to content belonging

to previous posts. For example,

(11)

indicates that the poster is citing (or paraph@saontent from a earlier post.
Users in the 4chan thread also link directly tosfnes posts by using hyperlinks
such a$>>374612 which when clicked guide the reader directlytte post of the

corresponding number.

6) Nonverbal coding This refers to the presence of objects other thgualar
English words in the message. These were commaelg to communicate an
opinion or evaluation as well as to emphasize tistijon of the poster in the
conversation. Non-verbal coding consist of pictuhggerlinks, emoticons and
text-effects etc. Common text-effects includeduke of italics, bolding and
capital letters. Other textual forms of nonverbadiag were paraphrasing and so-
called "netspeak” (i.e. the use of acronyms andrivdt slang). Another category
included in the section wagF replacing codingwhich indicates actions that
describe physical processes used in FtF commuaiicdiut which are not visible
in CMC. This category sometimes overlaps with ned&p for example, in the

message

(12) >>374995
>I'm going to tell her proudly that | was apartitpfor the attention

FTFY
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the poster is using non verbal coding by highlightihe supposed citation
(actually a sarcastic paraphrase) from an earlegsage with a yellow color (a
default setting in 4chan) while also using the agno FTFY (“Fixed that for
you”), thus using several different forms of norbadrcoding in order to

undermine the opponent's argument.

7) Identifiers. These refer to the indicators that help to detegrthe visibility

of the posters. This includes face-defining visodicators such as avatars or
signatures, but also face-face-damaging indicaiech as a sign announcing the
user has been banned from the community. This catedso includes$-claims,

I.e. speech acts made in defense of posters ownsclghich are identified with

the pronoun "I". This is because by referring te/herself in the first person the
poster directly connects his/her post with eariesssages in the thread, thus
diminishing their unidentifiablity. The addition étlaims was essential in order
to examine identifiers in the 4chan thread, ashtgh level of anonymity in this

community prevents observers from associating pegksany particular poster.

In conclusion, each message of the thread waszethbccording to these
categories in order to accetain why types of comuoation methods were used in

both communities. For example, a message mighddigified thusly:

Post number 98:0pinion (+/a), Evaluation (+/CH), Dominance (+),
Knowledge content (-), Social connectors (+), Nenbal coding (-),

Identifiers (+/avatar, signature)

A message classified as above contains a directarpact (agreement),
evaluation in the form of a challenge (which maydbected towards a different
person than the agreement), has examples of catieral dominance but no
knowledge content, uses social connectors but nevedbal coding and the
author of the post is identified with an avatar argignature in each of their posts.
By applying this framework to each message in ntg dartain patterns emerged,
which shall be explored in the following analysis.
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When it came to opinion acts, this study appeac®itdirm the earlier findings of
Chen and Chiu (2008: 681) concerning the positiaiisagreement acts in
arguments. Chen and Chiu (ibid) propose that desagent acts are much more
likely to elicit responses than agreement actsclwhertainly seems to be the case
with my study. Out of all the messages posted eéacttmmunities, only 5 (2.1% of
the total) messages in the 4chan thread expresseat a@greement, while this
number for SAwas 26 (10.83%). In comparison, ttieash thread included 61
(24.21%) posts containing a direct disagreemenaratl 74 (71.9%) messages
containing no direct opinion acts, while in the tBfead there were 100 (41.67%)
disagreement acts, 26 (10.83%) agreement actszah(b3.33%) null-act¥.

It is very interesting that while the structurabfrsis showed that there was more
competition concerning initiations and reactionghi@ 4chan thread, it appears
that the SA thread contained more direct conframatin the form of direct
disagreement acts. This is especially relevant veéxamined in connection with
evaluation, as in the analysis of different typesw@luation irrelevancy claims
(IR), the strongest form of confrontation accordiagMuntigl and Turnbull (1998:
243), were actually used least in both communitias. of all the messages
containing evaluation only 12 out of 146 (8.22%kha total)were IR in the SA
thread, while all the other three types, challer{@#$), counterclaims (CC) and
contradictions (CT)) were used in more than 40gp0&te 4chan thread provided
similar results, with 13 acts out of 99 (13.13%leations being IR, while the
numbers of other types of evaluation were 22 (Za2br both CH and CC, and
38 for CT. This would seem to support the hypoth#ésat more indirect and
seemingly less aggressive means of confrontatioe weferred in both

communities.

At this point of the analysis these findings magmseelatively surprising, as
based on the previous knowledge concerning therdcbiamunity it would
appear logical to assume that direct forms of amétion would have been
preferred over indirect ones. This issue becomesps more understandable
when in connection with the use of social and cosatonal dominance in the

16 Note that there were a few cases where a messatgined both a disagreement and an agreement
act. However, the number of those post was so smsaléstimated to amount to only <0.1% of the
total and thus is unlikely to affect the results.
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communities. In the SA thread there were 110 messéth.83% of the total) that
contained methods of social or conversational dange, while in the case of
4chan this number was 138 (57.02%). For examphh, thoeads provided
numerous examples of the use of sarcastic irontpagowhile in the SA thread

there were such messages as

(13) Is attacking people for using things made bypomtions still A Thing? Like what
alternative is there. | think you can make thesegththrough less exploitative
methods too, but hey, what do | know | guess

similar messages could also be found in the 4dmwaad, including the following

example:

(14) Thanks for the citation. It's good to know ymulled that assumption out of
your ass based on one day, in one town, in onegirot

One difference that is visible between the threadsat in the case of SA the
number of messages containing conversational doroendoes not seem to be
effected by the types of opinion acts (null or diyewhile in the 4chan thread 105
(76.01%) out of 138 posts did not contain a diggzhion act. Therefore, it would
appear that while in the SA thread a most commaatien was a opinion (+/d )
act or a null-act potentially containing dominanoethe case of 4chan the most
used method was an opinion act (-) combined attemtpdomination. The results
of the 4chan analysis are very interesting whenpaoed with the results of the
study of Toplak and Katz (2000), where they sta#t sarcastic irony can, in fact,
be a more severe and memorable from of criticisinelValso contrasted with the
fact that 4chan was found to be a more compet@wgronment for initiations, it
appears that there is a potential connection betweeinance, indirect
expression and for attention seeking in the comtyun

While competition was found to be an important mating factor in conflict talk
situations, it also appears that the social aggetie communication act is very
important in both SA and 4chan. Out of 240 SA pasid 242 4chan posts 205
(85.42%) and 180 (74.38%) respectively containeglctiisocial connectors. The
smaller number in the case of 4chan can at leasaihabe explained by the

amount of failed indirect T2 initiations, as thag dot contain social connectors
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by default. In the 4chan thread it is also notidedlhat social connectors increased
drastically after post number 8. This can potelytia¢ explained by the relatively
fast pace of the conversation in many 4chan threanhpared to other online
communities. For example, concerning this studyeSA thread 240 posts were
made between Oct 13, 2011 02:39 and Oct 14, 200 Odhile in the 4chan
thread 242 messages were posted between 11/21/a) MI84 and

11/21/11(Mon) 04:38. This means that within few hours the 4chan thread

received the same amount of messages as the Al ttiickin a day.

Even though it is already apparent that there Hierehces between
conversational structures of the two communitieshaps the most obvious gap
between them becomes obvious when we examine gigopoof identifiers. In

the SA thread most of the post were made by menwdeosvere identified by
either positive or neutral identifiers. Out of 2d@sts 187 (77.92%) were posted
by members of the community with an identifier étfached to them and of those
posts 125 (66.84%) possessed an identidr a positive face value, while 59
(31.55%) posts included an identifier with a mildsevere negative face value.
From this we can conclude that the conversatigherSA threat was
guantitatively dominated by members who were wgllin invest financially in the

community in order to increase their visible status

Concerning face value, all post with a (+) ideetifivere analyzed according to
what type of face value their identifier held. Tétgpes of face values were
considered, namely positive, negative and null £@).example, if assumed that
“Nickname” is actually the members user-name exampf each type of face

value would be as follows.

Nickname= no change in face-value

Nickname+"Every moment I'm alive, | pray for dedth#face-value
Nickname+1'm a horrible extreme leftist moron who developey political
opinions through a long and trying process of simgliny own farts until my

brain died. Please ignore all my stupid posts— “= -face-value

17 These times were copied directly from the foratacand have not been modified in any way.
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In this example, a participant with only a nicknaasean identifier was classified
as having identifier (+) with a (0) face value gagryone in the community of SA
Is in possession of a user-name. A member in psssesf combination such as
nickname + signature possesses and identifier ih)aW+) value, as the
signature indicates in investment in the commuuaity] a participant with a
nickname with red text underneath it would be idemt(+) with a (-) face value,
as read text in the SA community indicates thatesmme else has invested money
in order to say something negative about the member

It is important to note that in the 4chan threaet¢ was only one post made
which contained an identifier, thus there is nailegh data to determine how that
identifier should have been categorized. HoweWes, lack of identifiers was
somewhat mediated with the use of non-verbal coufirige messages. In the SA
thread there were altogether 59 (24.58% of thé)to&ssages containing non-
verbal coding, the majority of which, 32 (54.24%)sts exactly, was in the form
of text-effects, especially the use of bolding #atics. However, in the case of
4chan there were 139 posts (57.44% of the totaljiwtontained non-verbal
coding. While other types of non-verbal coding thext-effects were used
occasionally in the SA thread, while in the 4charead there was large amounts

of variation in the types of non-verbal coding used

In the case of 4chan non-verbal coding was not osgd in many posts, but there
were also many messages which contained sevees tfmon-verbal coding. For

example, in the message

(15) >>374911
uh NO
She was the spirit of the planet whom embodied thitmpowers. Their
respect and love for the planet is more than enalngke for them to save the
planet, gaias primary role was to HELP them achtee& missions, and never
was she demanding

>link me youtube of her demanding something ofameteer or STFshut
the fuck up)

the poster uses capitalization (also an examphetspeak) and font colors to
empathize parts of his/her message, but also agpiiereplacing coding (“uh”

indicating a sound here) as well as paraphrasiegdst s/he is commenting on.
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This would seem to indicate that non-verbal codsngery important part of
communication in the 4chan thread, with a specrgleasis on the types on non-
verbal communication that are tailor-made for CM@ch as netspeak, hyperlinks

and images.

All'in all, while in my analysis | found some simaiities between the methods of
conflict talk employed both in the SA and the 4chaeads, it was clear from the
data that both the structure and content of thesages was different in conflict
talk situations in both communities. Even in a basiuctural level there were
integral differences, which also influenced the \itagy conversations were
conducted and what methods of communication wergdarad by the members
of the communities. Some of the most importantedéhces occurred in initiation,
non-verbal coding, the use of identifiers and tosifpon of direct and indirect
opinion acts. However, similarities were found bedw the use of social and
conversational dominance as well as the use ofloconnectors. In the next
chapter | shall be elaborating more on these fgglend their possible

significance.

In this study | have aimed to provide an informatiwok on conflict talk in online
communities. However, there were some discrepaticagorced me to
reevaluate my data and apply some conditions '®ud#e in the analysis. Firstly, it
was discovered that the category of knowledge contas extremely difficult to
objectively evaluate, since much of the informatiloat was presented as
knowledge content was either highly subjectivengpassible to verify. For
example, when expressing political opinions manyigipants stated their
preferred opinion as a stated fact, and also readetlve opinions of others through
their subjective point of view. Likewise, many p&opsed personal anecdotes or
hearsay as proof of their claims, making thesendaalmost impossible to prove

either true or false.

For these reasons, | have reluctantly decidedmioictude the results of the
analysis concerning knowledge content in this stMdyile | may still allude to
those results in connection with other types oteonit is my suggestion that

anything in this study related to knowledge consdduld only be viewed as a
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guideline of the themes associated with it. In paspects, | have found the data
to be accurate, so that | feel confident in praegry own conclusions based on
the analysis of that data. In the following chapterll be examining the

significance of the results gained from the dat eaborating on their relevance

for studying conflict talk in online communities.
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5. RESULTS IN REVIEW

The present analysis seems to confirm earlier da@iomcerning the nature of data
gained from online communities, i.e. that differsatirces of data produce
different results even with the same method ofyamnal This is clearly the case
with SA and 4chan online communities, as compagadivalysis of both
communities showed clearly that how people constdiconflict talk changed
depending on the environment, just like in FtF camrmation. Even in the case
of communities that share a similar audience asdudis similar topics, the

methods of conflict talk varied depending on seMenaironmental factors.

These influencing factors seemed to include at kbaslevel of visibility
(anonymity) of the participants as well as theis@tvability (level of visible
moderation in the community), but also other fax®uch as linearity (the
participants were not limited to answering only sagges immediately preceding
their turn) asynchronicity (the participants webéeato review messages posted
while they were not present in the conversatiomnl)\d@gauality (the participants
could use methods other than text or writing toveyrtheir opinion). More
specifically, there were several types of convérsat methods discovered which
employed different strategies in order to best egrthe message intended by the
author.

5.1 Structure, anonymity and initiation in the arguments

The structure of each community seemed to playmoitant part in how
arguments were constructed. In the case of SAitistmore complex and flexible
comment system people were more likely to leavgdomessages containing
different types of text effects, while the simpdgstem of 4chan preferred
visuality in the form of images and colors. The@svalso more competition in the
4chan thread when it came to T2 initiations, wisbhaped the conversation in that
people used more indirect opinions combined with-nerbal coding and
language of dominance in order to make their posise memorable. The SA

thread was also constructed of several distinatdives of conversation where the
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participants posted lengthy arguments and detaitedlysis' of their opponents'
arguments, while the conversation in the 4charathieas more fragmented and

prone to confusion.

This more fragmented nature of the 4chan conversauld at least partly be
attributed to the lack of identifiablity associateidh the participants. Concerning
anonymity, it would appear that, if evaluated adaay to the SIDE theory, there
was considerably more group immersion on the S&ifocompared to the 4chan
forum, as the SIDE theory connects group immergahe amount of personal
identifiers (which were absent in the 4chan comat#ra). Since the 4chan
community displayed more examples of toxic disiitfob as well as more
competitive initiation actions, it is safe to camdé that the members of that
community have a higher sense of self, which impedem from acquiring a
similar feeling of group solidity as the SA comniyraccording to the SIDE
theory(Spears and Lea 1991).

However, this does not seem to have affected ttdtiat in both communities the
the members showed awareness of the other partisipathe conversation, even
when they did not refer to them directly. There aB® a clear difference made
between the people who were participants in theesation and “others”.For

example, in the message

(16) He isn't some brainwashed stooge, he's just im&ead by the fallacy of the
American Dream. He is in school, makes barely almowémum wage and
scrapes by with little extras and probably veryditime for his own
pursuits. | see this as a problem with the systéhe wants to work hard and
be barely getting ahead in life, so be it. Thatasacceptable to me however,
| want a better future for me and my kids if/wherhbose to have them.

I'm not saying everyone should live in some Gremti&ist Paradise or
something that won't happen in the US but if thaswy kid | would pity
him. | know where he's been and that's not a Mamted to live. It's not fun
being constantly broke and working your ass offdcely make ends meet.

the writer refers tie, a person mentioned in an earlier post who isanot
participant in this conversation, and distancefhbrself from the saitde, while
also bringing his/herself closer to the group bgasging in a dialogue with it.

They also use the same type of language and telogiynéallusions to “Socialist
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Paradise”) that had already been used earlierinligtussion.

This would seento indicate that while a community such as SA naynfa more
cohesive group than 4chan, in both communitieeeteeemed to be a clear
division betweerusandothers indicating that even though the 4chan thread was
more prone to toxic disinhibition, the participastdl shared a type of group
identity. Thus, the discussion that took placenm $A thread could almost be
compared to something like an inside conflict jpoditical party, the 4chan
conversation could more accurately be said to rbemshouting match between
representatives of two different political partiediile the “others in both cases

would be the people not involved in politics at all

However, the difference in levels of the group innsi@n between the community
did appear to have an effect on one important aggeonflict talk, namely the
position of initiations. In the SA thread partiamis were often willing to follow
up on previous comments, while in the 4chan thtkack appeared to be a
general desire of getting one's own message héartaverything else. thus the
difference between the number of T2 initiationshie threads. While there were
as many cases of indirect initiations in both comites, the number of
successful initiations was much greater on SA thatchan. SA initiations were
also more likely to include pragmatic links (i.sing similar vocabulary) to the
main topic of the conversation, while 4chan T2 iiedi initiations often focused
on irrelevant sidetracks not necessarily relatetiéatopic at all. There were also
some fairly bizarre derails in the 4chan discusssoich as a branch going from
debating the political benefits of capitalism toaagument about who was the
leader of thePlaneteerdrom the cartoor€Captain PlanetThis would seem to
indicate that for the 4chan thread the proces®béting is actually more
important than the subject of the debate.

Regarding all possible types of initiation, it Is@apossible to draw some
interesting conclusions concerning the positiom2imessages in the linear
structure of the thread. Since T2 post seemeddoranore often in the early
stages of the discussion, it can be argued thdewhline communities are

essentially asynchronous, time does affect the paatycipants orient themselves
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when posting messages. The earlier posts in botang8Alchan threads were more
prone to including initiative acts and orientingveods the OP, while later posts
did not contain as many initiations and orientedtiydtowards other messages

and users.

In the case of SA this can be at least partlyaited to the fact that the main
branch of the conversation was dominated by posts §mall group of members
dedicated to the topic. New T2 initiation acts frpeople who did not already
have a role in the conversation found it hardedlit a reaction from the
members belonging to this group. In the case oédchis type of grouping was
not observable, as the lack of personal identifieasle it very difficult to find
repeat posters. However, in the 4chan thread sé#frdive reactions (I-claims)
increased greatly in the later part of the conw@saindicating that at least some
of the participants contributed multiple messages particular branch of the

conversation.

Based on SA and 4chan it would appear that onlmencunities where rivalry is
more prevalent and group immersion not as strong tewards the more
provocative and memorable types of conflict talkjle/in environments where
group immersion is stronger there is less rivalrgl guantitative and sequential
dominance play a larger part than initiations othi@ debate. There also seems to
be a connection between FtF and CMC conflict talthiat the participants in the
conversation in both threads seemed to prefer mdneect ways of confrontation
in conflict talk situations, perhaps relating te fhrevious studies who found them
to be more memorable (Chmiel et al. 2011). This a@sarent in the way that
even in the more aggressive and competitive atnesspdf the 4chan community

indirect responses were still preferred over dioectfrontations.

5.2 Conversational dominance and identifiably

The fact that indirect forms of confrontation wepular in the communities
does not mean that there were no attempts to usedoce in the conversations.
It appears that in the case of 4chan visuality @ften used in combination with

aggressive forms of sarcastic irony to elicit remats from the other posters. The
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nature of these reactions, whether negative otipesappeared less important
than the reaction itself. Nevertheless, some aegisrwere formed so that they
seemed to deliberately provoke negative reactimm the other posterbor

example, in the message

(17) >>374995
| too will proudly say i was apart of it. you grefiited, ignorant, ruthless
people disgust me. please leave my parks and psjdices

provocative and emotional language is used, d&ifwriter is daring the other
posters to disagree with his/her opinidhe goal of conflict talk in the 4chan
thread appears to have been to be the most “vpeatitipant in the conversation,
which is perhaps why brevity was preferred in thetp (as the longer posts
invariably risk the “Too long, didn't read” respehswhilequantitative

dominance did not appear to be a popular methadmiersational dominance.

The desire to separate one's self from the crowgihtalso account for the more
prevalent nature of meta-conversation in the 4¢hesad, as one way to gain
attention to one's own initiation is to use soct@hnectors to link it to as many
other posts as possible. Using meta-conversatiomisa be seen as an attempt to
gain a position of superiority, as by commentinglmamwhole thread, i.e. all the
other speakers, a poster separates his/herselitfi@mther participants. This
complements Chen and Chiu's (2008) theory of higtus members appearing as
more distant and less likeable than low status neesiip a community.

Thus, creating distance between the group and hroesebe taken as an attempt
to raise one's status. Whether or not this actwatitks is debatable, as the sheer
number of responses elicited by these type of T&iions seemed to indicate, at
least in the case of 4chan, that other speakepsmded to these initiations either
by dismissing the supposed face claims of the Bgpd”What do you know
about this issue?” or "You're just a troll”) or bttempting to close the distance by
continuing the conversation in the same tone dgeeeing with the T2 poster, or
expanding on their comments). Comparatively, th&gpoontaining meta-
conversation in the SA thread mostly concentratedatual issues with the

dialogue. For example, a small branch of meta-c@at®n was born when a
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moderator commented on the OP, asking why a nexadhinas been created when

the forum already had an ongoing thread discussingimost identical topic.

It may appear surprising at first that meta-conaos played such a minor part
in the SA thread, as verbosity was clearly somethiiat was appreciated in the
conversation with an average post containing muaa two paragraphs of text. It
also appears that the members of the SA commurtg wiore careful when
reading other users' posts, as in several case®psemessages were quoted ad
verbatim and their content analyzed not only onsér@antic, but also pragmatic
level. The participants in the 4chan thread, orother hand, rarely posted more
than one or two sentences of text and commentgdoonihose parts of the
previous messages they had special interest oseTdiferences can at least
party be attributed to the time element of the epsations. The 4chan users
aimed at a rapid exchange of opinions in the kndgéethat a thread which did
not gain new content would quickly disappear, whhle SA users were aware that
everything they wrote was likely be viewable to pleceven years after the

posting date and therefore put more time and cecemposing their messages.

The time invested into composing a message effetitedtly what methods of
conversational dominance were preferred in the conities. While SA members
seemed to prefer quantitative dominance, structargdments and detailed
deconstructions of the opponents arguments, 4cleanb@rs concentrated more
on swift attacks that combined the use of sarcasiiy and/or intertextuality (in
the form of citations and paraphrasing) with cosaéipnal strategies used
specifically in CMC, such as memes. Visuality giéayed an important part in the
4chan discourse, as many messages attempted sthegupoint simply by the
posting of an image. These images often relateah topinion expressed in an
earlier post, either by containing knowledge contksputing the claims made in
that post, or by portraying a subject that createdonic contrast to the previous

argument.

It appears that unlike in the FtF study conducteiintigl and Turnbull (1998),
the participants in the SA and 4chan threads werghrmore inventive when

composing their arguments and responses. One egahiilis was the use of
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mock agreements. Sarcastic paraphrasing was a dhetfem evoke an image,
where a poster supposedly quoted a previous messalgeactually changing
some or all of the contents of that message sdhikaargument made in it was
made to look implausible or ridiculous. This metloddising sarcasm as tool for
influencing people is interesting when analyzedantext with the fact that
embarrassing one's opponent seems to be one widieepopular ways in which
opinions are influenced through CMC, at least en¢hse of these two

communities.

5.3 Rules and moderation

In the previous chapter | already mentioned thalhénSA thread there was one
meta-conversation initiation from a moderator, whib such interruptions
occurred in the 4chan thread. This absence oflgisigns of supervision is one of
the main differences between the two communitiée. Moderators in the SA are
very easy to identify, even when they are onlyrigkpart in a conversation as a
regular commentator. Thus, the participants inSAdhread were aware that their
actions were being observed and offenses wouldibssiped, while the
participants in 4chan thread received no visibkesoof a controlling party's
presence. Perhaps this lack of visible control riouted to the fact that in the
4chan thread competition for dominance took on eemsual and aggressive
approach, even going so far as many participanesttly broke the community's
rules concerning hate-speech and offensive maté&oalexample, the words
“faggot” and “retard” were used more than onceragault, even though they

could fairly be considered as “offensive” to sone@ple, as well as “hate-speech

depending on the situation.

It appears that while the level of visibility ofelposter affects they way in which
they conduct themselves in online environmentsyiibility of authority is also
important when attempting to limit the amount ofitodisinhibition in online
communities. Although it is impossible to draw ablie conclusions from such a
small sample of data, it does appear that visuaingtes of accountability can
encourage people to follow the rules more stridtiterestingly enough, it does

not appear that punishments are only effectivieaf/tresult in face-loss to a
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person's actual identity, as in the SA thread wesee that posters are prevented
from overstepping the limits by threatening th&instructed identities in the

community which they have invested time and money o

It also appears that people who were willing totpue and money into
constructing their online identities (i.e. SA mems)avere more much more eager
to appear well-informed and erudite than those withsposable identity (4chan
members). While the data concerning knowledge obmtethis study did not
provide 100% reliable results, it would appear thiéh more group immersion
and investment in the community, the amount of Kedge content in the posts
also increases. On the other hand, the postershgiptosable identities seemed
primarily concerned about being noticed and hatnag opinion dominate the
conversation. In the future it could be interestingtudy further the effects of
moderation and constructed identities on onlinercamication and especially on

conflict talk.
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6. CONCLUSION

Knowledge of conflict talk in online environmenssviital in order to properly
take advantage of the possibilities new technotogreund us offer, but also
when it comes to ideological clashes and conflittsan fairly be said that these
days the opinions of Internet users are influermethe type of online content
they access. Many traditional newspapers havedinewved to digital
publishing in addition to their paper copies, whniedia companies are also
starting to understand the importance of digitaspnce and make more and more
content available to the online audience. Withtthditional tools of
communication moving to the digital world, the dission concerning them has
also moved, so that the old letters to the ediéges have been replaced with
online forums dedicated to current news and otblervant topics. This is why
researchers can no-longer afford to neglect thgaiential of conflict talk in

computer mediated communication (CMC).

It is clear from my analysis that more researateisded concerning conflict talk
in online communities. It is necessary to studyrentonflict talk outside
laboratory environments, since the actual onlinemainication act happens in
naturally occurring communities. Even when exangriwo communities sharing
the same audience, this study found enough difte®to make it apparent that
applying results of one study conducted in an edinvironment to another
environment is not a reliable strategy when attémypb explain conflict talk in
CMC. Therefore, before any attempts at analyzinmerdiscussions are made it
is vital to make sure that the analysis is basedata that is relevant to the
subject. It is also only logical to conclude tha¢sial attention is required
concerning making any generalizations about ordor@emunication based on a
single source of data. Since both structural amdestual methods of conflict talk
influence each other in online communication, élso vital that both should be
taken into consideration when studying online comization.

It also fair to conclude that in order for a resbar to conduct productive studies
on the topic of online communities, it is vital thihey posses a certain level of
knowledge about their research subject as wellastain amount of knowledge
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about the Internet in general. This is becausestasr many contextual features
present in online discussions that rely on a aet&aiel of social or technical
IKnow, if they are to be interpreted correctly. Maesearch is needed on how
higher levels of iKnow can help researchers aveigative reactions from their
subjects. Since questioning the other party's métion or intelligence was a
major aspect of conversational dominance in bothrmoanities, it is only fair to
assume that revealing a lack of preliminary infaiorawill lower the status of
the researcher in the eyes of their subject.

In this study | wished to provide an example ofthgety and complexity behind
the use of conflict talk in online communities. Ii¢hbeing fully aware that my
data only concerns a small example of the multigdes of online
communication, | have aimed to engage the intexrfetste reader and encourage
others to study the subject. My goal is to inspinéd encourage not only other
researchers, but people, organizations and congtmiacrease their iKnow in
all aspects, and help others to understand thdhtbmet is a platform of
communication consisting of several different eonments and in a constant
state of change. The key to success in all CM@ Isdrn to navigate these
environments and to be able to understand the toegdapt to these
environments. This way, not only is it possibld&have appropriately in conflict
talk situations, but also avoid unwanted conflak tsituations, or at least

minimize the damage to face-claims in those sibuati
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Figure 1. Branches of Conversation, page 19

Figure 2. Alinear posting order, page 19
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Social Information Processing Theory
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