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Abstract 

 

How individuals identify each other through digital media and display their claims of 

knowledge is at the core of this study. This work contributes new insights into how 

participants accomplished identity work by looking at the conversational resources they 

use in addressing matters of identity in their interaction. The study draws on Conversation 

Analysis (CA), particularly conceptual work on membership categorization analysis 

(MCA) and epistemics for analysis. The findings based on two interrelated aspects of the 

data taken from Facebook Confession Pages interaction. The first concerns the features of 

the initial (confessional) message, and the second relates to subsequent responses on the 

initial message. Close examination of the initial message shows ways that identity work is 

initiated as it would implicate in that subsequent response messages. Two primary forms of 

messages were then identified on the basis of person reference: those that inform and those 

that inquire. In each category, the analysis demonstrates that person reference is used as 

interactional resource in making an epistemic claim of the referent. The person reference is 

contextual in that they are locally based and understood within the specific contexts of the 

message. Thus, it is shown that the employment of person reference in the initial message 

illustrates the epistemic level that author has with the referent. Accordingly, analysis of the 

subsequent response messages demonstrated ways in which the identity, as presented in the 

initial message, is identified. The analysis of the subsequent response messages offers 

insight into how identity works is accomplished through a collaborative commenter’s 

epistemic stance. Additionally, the study also examines the technological element of FCPs 

that assist participants in their identity work that is Facebook name. It indicates that this 

Facebook functionality performed various interactional works including identification 

work as it provides a link to the right identified referent. Overall, the finding shows that as 

the identity work is performed, epistemic stance is a requisite component of the 

interactions. It then may challenge the notions of the invisibility of identity in digital 

contexts. 
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Chapter 1: An Introduction to the Study 

 

 

Having been introduced to Facebook Confession Page a few years ago by my college 

friends, I was thankful at first because it provides a place for me and my friends to 

reminisce about our college life after leaving the college and live separately. The initial 

message on Facebook Confession Page which appears anonymous often provides scenarios 

of our college environment and lifestyle which makes our conversation fun and interesting. 

It was until I was directed to a particular message and asked whether I can recognize the 

author of the message based on its content that I realize Facebook Confession Page is not 

just about confessing, sharing a story or, like me and my friends, reminiscing our 

memories. People do a lot more there, and trying to identify the ‘unidentified’ author or 

referents are a part of it. This phenomenon eventually caught my interest.  

Overtime, I become intrigued by how people display and share their ideas regarding one’s 

identity and negotiate them through the interaction. Though at times, the ideas may seem 

trivial or downright silly, they are doing identification. It is interesting to see how the 

locally contextual information is transformed into a resource of information and used to 

display claim of knowledge over someone or something. Accordingly, my interest in 

identity and identification developed. 

 

Research Focus 

The topic of empirical and conceptual inquiry of this study is the online interactional 

practices through which individuals assemble and display their knowledge concerning 

identity. That is how locally contextual information is utilized in the interaction with 

regard to identity. In particular, this study investigates how identity is presented and 

achieved through online interactional practices and what role the interactional context 

plays in the identity and identification work.  

People may not always make explicit reference to referents in their talk, but they perform 
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various interactional work. This interactional work linguistically identifies themselves and 

others. Prior research has established that certain reference terms used by speakers display 

their level of knowledge regarding the identity of the referents (in talk) in relation to the 

recipients (of talk) (Enfield & Stivers, 2007; Schegloff, 1996; Stivers, 2007). 

Recognitional reference terms convey an understanding that the ‘referred-to’ person is 

known by the recipient. Alternatively, a non- recognitional reference (non- recognition 

reference term) conveys that the referred-to persons are unknown. These actions of 

conveying known and unknown referents can be done through a range of interactional 

resources including referencing and describing, as well as categorization and affiliation 

devices. For example, an individual can be referred to not by her name but by a description 

such as ‘that woman who looks like a girl’. In this case, such categories like ‘gender’ 

(woman and girl) and ‘age’ (woman vs. girl) become relevant resources in the interaction 

in identifying the individual.  

Accordingly, this study focuses on these interactional resources that online participants 

used in displaying their level of knowledge concerning the identity of other persons. With 

the help of Conversation Analysis (CA), and particularly conceptual work on membership 

categorization analysis (MCA) and epistemics, it explores how participants in Facebook 

Confession Pages claim access to particular kinds of knowledge to accomplish identity 

work. This would make this study the first to use these methods on Facebook Confession 

Pages to study the issues of identity. Therefore, it can be argued that the outcomes will be 

valuable in adding knowledge to the study of online interactions. 

 

(Defining) Identity and Identification 

In this study, identity is view as something that emerges from interactions and not a static 

feature of an individual. This means identity is recognized through an individual’s actions 

and interactions with others in a given context (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006). It is something 

that participants enact at a ‘micro’ level as they engage in positioning themselves and 

others. So, it involves “active processes of identification and self- understanding, seeking 

or eschewing commonality, connectedness and groupness” (Leppänen, Kytölä, Jousmäki, 

Peuronen, & Westinen, 2014, p. 112). As such, one’s identity depends on how he/ she 
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defines him/ herself as well as how other people recognize him/ her in such situations. It is 

only because of this recognition as a certain kind of person, in a given context, that one’s 

particular traits, such as being a student, are recognized and identified.  

Identity then is referring to specific identifications of persons in a particular context in the 

interaction. Accordingly, identification refers to the practices of identifying the relevant 

aspect of persons in that particular context in the interaction. As such, the practices of 

identification are always context- dependent. People identify other persons in a variety of 

ways (through name or descriptions), on different occasions (i.e., among friends, with 

stranger), and with different purposes at hand (i.e., to inform, to request). In other words, 

identity is not merely an ‘individual attribute or role but an “emergent feature” of social 

interactions’ (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006, p. 50). Identity and identification then constituted 

the practical actions of everyday life which are produced in relation to what is known and 

understood within the interactional context. For that reason, this study is oriented to the 

practical actions of everyday lives in which identity and identification are seen as 

something that participants enact at a micro level as they interact with each other. This may 

involve, for example, making relevant something that can be weakly linked, rather than 

bound, to a particular category such as membership of certain category (e.g. the faculty of 

language) being ‘good in writing’. The concept of identity and identification is given 

detailed consideration in identity work in Chapters 4 and 5. 

 

Facebook Confession Pages 

The popular online ‘confessions’ sites on Facebook are the subject of the present study. 

Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) are Facebook community pages, often unofficially 

linked to certain colleges and universities. A distinctive feature of these confession pages is 

that students openly confess about anything or reveal secrets to their respective 

communities in a sort of ‘de-identified’ manner. FCPs present a unique configuration in 

which they are managed by an administrator who sets up an external web form (e.g., 

SurveyMonkey and Google form) via which anybody may submit content without 

providing any personal information such as a name. The administrator then decides which 

confessions to post on the page where others in the community can view them and respond.  
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The responses are via identifiable Facebook comments and likes – messages that include 

the writer’s name - thus it makes FCPs semi-anonymous Facebook pages. Additionally, 

Facebook functions such as name-tagging and notification play a significant role in FCPs 

as they require user’s online usernames. It is through these functions that messages on 

FCPs are spread and gain attention from other Facebook users1, so that they can respond to 

the messages. Consequently, these identifying functions of Facebook are significant for 

further interaction on FCPs2, eventhough the earlier (initial) messages on FCPs are 

anonymous. This is what sets FCPs apart from other Facebook pages. 

It should be remembered, however, that although most FCPs are linked to a particular 

college or university, they are not officially associated with their respective colleges or 

universities. A page can be started by anyone as long as they are willing to act as a page 

administrator. While there are assumptions that the administrator comes from the 

respective college’s community, for most FCPs this has never been confirmed. The 

administrator remains anonymous. In some FCPs, administrators even ‘playfully’ 

dissociate themselves from the college or university while using the respective college or 

university logo or acronym. For instance, an FCP is known as ‘UKM confession’ is 

associated with the Malaysia National University (in Malay called Universiti Kebangsaan 

Malaysia) due to the acronym that is used as well as its community members. However, 

instead of directly identify itself with the university, the administrator defines it as U- 

Know- Me which can be translated as ‘you know me’ (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ pg/ 

ukmconfess/about/?ref=page_internal).  

As FCPs often target a local community, such as a university, this makes it more personal. 

As Morris et al. (2010) claim, people, even in anonymous situations, are likely to express 

their feeling to their social networks, instead of the wider public because they believe their 

network is reputable and more accepting of their expressions. At the same time, they seek 

personalized or contextualized knowledge, which their networks are likely to provide due 

to the common background they share. A similar situation has been observed in the data set 

of this current study. Participant’s actions (confessing, responding, identifying etc.) are 

concerned with, and bound to, their offline social networks. FCPs become a ‘local’ place to 

                                      
1 This matter on dissemination and separation of information are discusses in Chapter Six along with the 
function of tagging and notification on Facebook. 
2 Detail explanation on Facebook and FCPs will be highlighted in Chapter three. 
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vocalize certain opinions or topics. Consequently, FCPs are used not only to confess but 

also for other actions such as complaining, ranting, informing, recruiting help to locate 

someone or something, and many more. The actions are targeted to the local audiences 

who share common background knowledge.  Additionally, due to the ‘anonymous’ nature 

of the message, FCPs can be a perfect place to express all of the opinions that users 

otherwise might not share.  

Accordingly, sometimes, the messages on FCPs could cause quite a stir due to the raunchy 

nature of the ‘confessions’ (Houlihan & Houlihan, 2014). For instance, a message by 

HELP University student saying that he had ‘contaminated’ the sauce at Chee Cheong fun 

stall and this had an unexpected outcome (Leong, 2013). As outlandish as the claim was, 

the after effect caused the Chee Cheong fun stall near the college to be empty for a couple 

of months. Although the message did not mention the name of the stall or explain how the 

person contaminated the sauce, the readers made their own deductions based on the bits of 

information available in the message. Clearly, FCPs is a place where the students are likely 

to turn to express their feelings, share their experiences or just gossip. Therefore, it would 

be advantageous to this study to use Facebook Confession Pages as a starting point to think 

about the details of identity and identification in online interaction. Furthermore, there is 

no other study that has used FCPs to study identity work. As we will see later on in the 

literature review in chapter two, few studies have used FCPs and they were more 

concerned with opinion mining and sentiment analysis (Barari, 2015; Birnholtz, Merola, & 

Paul, 2015; Yeo & Chu, 2017b). They examine the patterns of language use in the pages to 

determine the users’ opinions and feelings. This study then will be the first one that uses 

FCPs to study identity and identification in online interaction. Therefore, it would be 

expected that the outcomes will bring more knowledge on a range of issues in the study of 

online interaction particularly in relation to online identity work. 

 

Research Methodology 

The research methodology for this study draws on Conversation Analysis (CA), and the 

related methodological approaches of membership categorization analysis (MCA) and 

epistemics (Heritage, 2011; Heritage, 2012b; Heritage, 2012c). The rationale to use these 
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approaches is because their utility for studying the process of interaction have been well 

demonstrated (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). While both CA and MCA derive from the lectures 

of Harvey Sacks (1992) and can thus be seen as part of the same analytical enterprise, the 

two approaches are concerned with different phenomena (Stokoe, 2012). MCA’s primary 

interest is in how participants orient to identity in a talk (Stokoe, 2012), while the primary 

analytic focus of CA is on sequentiality (Schegloff, 2007c). CA was originally developed 

to study talk- in-interaction, but it has been profitably applied to various aspects of 

computer-mediated communication (CMC) (Antaki, Ardevol, Nunez, & Vayreda, 2006; 

Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Herring, 1999; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013; Reed, 2001). These 

studies provide perspectives on people’s use of the basic interactional tools such as turn- 

taking, and the sequential placement of messages in CMC as people construct their 

activities. As the goal of CA is to discover the common-sense understandings and 

procedures people use to shape their conduct in particular interactional settings (Garcia 

& Jacobs, 1999), it is relevant for this study to utilize it to examine the sequential 

unfolding of Facebook Confession Pages interaction.  

Also, CA is utilized because it supports the analysis of data collected from naturally-  

occurring situations such as everyday conversations or telephone calls, rather than 

experiments or surveys (ten Have, 2007b). In this study, the data are naturally-generated 

data collected from Facebook Confession Pages. FCPs do not require ‘login in’ in order to 

view the interactions, instead the pages are open to anyone whether they have a Facebook 

account or not. However, they need a Facebook account to be a follower of the page and to 

respond to the messages. Since I am already a Facebook user, I became a follower of the 

FCPs chosen for the study. This gave me more benefits such as receiving notifications 

when there was a new message in the pages, though, it was not necessary for me to receive 

notifications because I searched for the ‘complete’ interactions where the identity work had 

been completed. The interactions were ‘screen-shot’ (visually recorded), which includes 

every element of the interaction without any changes.  

The CA approach is beneficial to this study as it is concerned with the sequential 

organization of interaction, which details how interactions on FCPs can be understood. 

Often online conversations are categorised into either asynchronous or synchronous 

(Garcia & Jacobs, 1999); (Gibson, 2009). In asynchronous conversations, interaction takes 

place at different times.  For instance, email messages are an asynchronous conversation 
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that is, there is a delay between sending the message and receiving a response. 

Synchronous conversations, on the other hand, take place in real time. In online chatting, 

for example, users join the chat room and participate in an ongoing interaction. However, 

there are claims that synchronous conversation cannot really take place in online 

interaction because the process of message transmission is not synchronous with message 

production (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). This happens as, during the online interactions, the 

actual message production process is available only to the person composing the message. 

It is only the posted (completed) messages that are available synchronously to all online 

participants. So rather than synchronous, some scholars considered these interactions 

‘quasi-synchronous’ conversations (Castro, 2007; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Giles, Stommel, 

Paulus, Lester, & Reed, 2015; Reed & Ashmore, 2000). It is also due to this that the 

sequencing of utterances in online conversation differs from typical interactions (face-to-

face interactions), hence the online interactions may appear disorganized (disrupted turn 

adjacency) due to the technical arrangements of the messages (Herring, 1999). Yet, 

interaction in social networking such as FCPs could be the combination of synchronous (or 

quasi-synchronous) and asynchronous conversation. The initial message (anonymous) may 

be asynchronous, in the sense that it was composed earlier before posted on FCPs by the 

administrator. As for the response messages, they could be (quasi-) synchronous if users 

interact in a real-time, and they can also be asynchronous if they occurred in delayed-time, 

especially if the user used the Facebook name-tagging function to notify another user. The 

tagged person may take some time to respond to the message. As the synchronous 

interaction continues, the participant’s choice about when and where to take turns affects 

the placement of messages and hence their sequential position and context.  However, in 

certain situations, Facebook software allows users to decide where to take a turn which 

then makes the interaction appear synchronous even though in reality, it is asynchronous. 

This sequential context is critical for the interpretation of messages in FCPs. Fortunately, 

in CA, sentences and utterances are viewed not merely as social interactions between 

people. They are understood as actions situated in a specific context and designed with 

specific attention to the context. This, in turn, provides insight for this study in 

understanding the interactions in FCPs and from here, to analyse the interactions.  

Related to this, MCA and epistemics allowed this study to approach what people 

understand. While MCA centre on how people orient to identity, epistemics refer to a 
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stance that people display in relation to other concerning some particular information such 

as the identity, and where they stand in relation to the right to the information. Together, 

they help to explain how the interactional practices performed by participants carry out 

certain actions such as identification (through guessing for example). Given that CA’s 

“analytic purpose is not to explain why people act as they do, but rather to explicate how 

they do it”  (ten Have, 2007a, p. 9), it is well suited for the purpose of this study that is to 

see how identity work is accomplished in online interaction and specifically in FCPs.  

Further, it is important to note that in studying the issue of identity, this study focuses on 

the interaction itself, rather than giving the most attention to the medium. It would be 

controversial however for this study to claim that the medium of interaction did not impact 

the action produced. As a medium of interaction, Facebook Confession Pages allow such 

interactions like an online confession to take placed and help disseminate it to a wider 

audience. So, the medium is indirectly influencing the interaction. But, the analysis of this 

study focuses on the way participants interaction works towards identification, that is how 

they make claims and display knowledge concerning identity information. This knowledge 

access, in a way, is not influenced or determined by the medium of interaction. The 

analysis of the various conversational devices (membership category, person reference) 

that participants used in this study demonstrate their local knowledge based on their 

personal relationship with each other. So, although the medium provides an ‘overt’ identity 

(e.g., in a form of name profile, pictures, etc.), that is not the concern of this study. Though 

in certain situations, participants’ interaction is assisted by the medium in performing 

certain actions such as the use of Facebook usernames. As in later analysis in Chapters five 

and six, the use of the Facebook username is prominent, however, the focus of the analyses 

is on the detailed description of the actual procedures that participants use in their talk 

rather than on the affordance of the medium. This lends the analysis relevance far beyond 

the online context. 

 

Overview of Chapters 

The structure of the thesis is as follows. This first chapter introduces the study. This 

includes the research focus and the rationale for the research methodology. This chapter 
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also introduces Facebook Confession Pages and their related information. 

Chapter 2 consists of two parts. In the first, it provides a review of existing literature 

regarding computer- mediated communication and indicates the area of enquiry that has 

received considerable attention in the study that is identity. It discusses studies where the 

focus has been on online interaction. A special section discusses studies of Facebook using 

Conversation Analysis. This is to show how this study differs from earlier work in the way 

that it focuses on the participants’ actions in the interactions themselves. Then, another 

section discusses studies that have already been done on Facebook Confession Pages 

which not necessarily used Conversation Analysis. This is to show the gap in the literature 

which this study intends to fill. To understand the way that this study adapted conversation 

analysis and the related approaches to the study of Facebook Confessions pages, it is 

necessary to provide methodological literature. This is included in the literature review, 

and then the specifics of its adaptation – premised upon the technical features of FCPs – 

given in the methodological chapter.   

Chapter 3 offers a more detailed description of the methodological considerations of the 

thesis. It introduces Facebook and Facebook Confession Pages so that to understand the 

differences between these two as Facebook Confession Pages is data set used in this study. 

The chapter describes specific details of the technical features of Facebook. Also, it 

explains how data were collected and managed, and how ethical issues were managed.  

Chapter 4 is the first of three data analysis chapters that use CA and MCA to analyse 

Facebook Confession Pages interaction, with each chapter addressing a different element 

of the interaction.  The analysis in Chapter 4 specifically looks at the initial messages 

without the response messages which are later analysed in Chapter 5. The reason for this 

chapter to focus only on the initial messages is to provide an understanding of how the 

initial message frames the topic of subsequent interactions should they occur later. So, this 

chapter demonstrates how writers of the initial (anonymous) messages strategically display 

their knowledge in relation to the identity of the referent(s) of their messages. Analysis of 

selected initial messages shows how interactional devices such as person reference reflect 

participants’ levels of knowledge in relation to the referent(s). Essentially, this chapter 

looks at the coherence of the initial messages and how they were constructed. This analysis 

helps situate the later analysis of the response messages in Chapter 5. 
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Continuing from the analysis in Chapter 4, Chapter 5 explores another element of the 

Facebook Confession Pages interaction that is the response messages. This chapter will 

show how the audience took up the identity work set off in the initial messages. 

Accordingly, the analysis in this chapter demonstrates ways in which the referent, as 

presented in the initial message, is ‘identified’. It also shows how identity work is 

accomplished through a collaborative commenter’s epistemic work. 

The final data analysis chapter, Chapter 6, looks at a particular element in the Facebook 

Confession Pages interaction which is the ‘Facebook name’.  It explores the use of this 

element in the interaction and how participants exploit it in their identity work.  

The final chapter summarizes the findings from the previous chapters. This chapter also 

discusses the findings in relation to their implications for the methodologies of 

conversation analysis, membership categorization analysis and epistemics. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

 

Introduction 

This chapter reviews the literature that sets the context for and has informed this study. It 

begins with a brief exploration of the relationship between the Computer- mediated 

Communication and language, focusing particularly on the kinds of language use in online 

interactional practices. As a means of managing and forming impressions online, studies of 

CMC language lay the groundwork for this later study on identity and identification.  

In face- to- face communication, people read visual as well as audible cues about one 

another, and based on these they form judgments about the social identity of their 

interlocutor. Communication and interaction nowadays, however, have gone beyond the 

usual face- to- face communication. Social media is a relatively new way of 

communicating. Since the first development of a social media site (SixDegrees.com) 20 

years ago, various social media platforms have emerged, and they have quickly come to be 

central to our culture. People meet and get to know each other online without necessarily 

meeting and knowing each other offline. But without the cues on which we always used to 

rely - body language, the tone of voice, eye contact etc, how can how can one be identified 

through this sort of interaction? Specifically, how does social identity emerge in an 

interaction between people in one particular form of CMC such as Facebook?   

Many studies on CMC have explored this issue and often language becomes the main 

focus to analyse identity online. It is through language, or specifically conversation, that 

people reveal who they are; through their style of communication, the make claims to a 

certain identity, etc. I will look at some of these studies later in understanding this general 

issue. Some of these studies on online identity have also used the Conversation Analysis 

(CA), an approach to studying the social organization of everyday conduct (ten Have, 

2007b). CA is concerned with how individuals engage through speech and language to 

make sense of their surroundings. In that sense, language is a tool of interaction to be used 

to engage in social action (Stivers, Enfield, & Levinson, 2007), hence CA’s suitability for 
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this study of online identity. Therefore, I propose to study how identity emerges in non- 

subject specific interaction on CMC, particularly on Facebook, using CA. The remainder 

of this chapter will be arranged as stated below. 

The chapter has two main sections. In the first, I will review the literature on computer- 

mediated- communication and related topics, such as social identity. This will include 

studies that have used CA in their approach. The second section will focus on CA as a 

methodological approach, exploring several CA- related approaches necessary for this 

study.  

The first section, then, begins with a brief review of the literature on Computer- Mediated 

Communication (CMC) studies in general, with particular attention given to studies of 

language and the internet, exploring various trajectories and showing how these studies 

have attempted to address and manipulate some of the limitations claimed to exist in CMC. 

After this, the issue of identity on the internet is examined. This has a direct relationship 

with the objectives of this thesis since it looks at how identity and identification occur in 

online interactions. Reviewing selected literature on this issue will help to highlight what is 

and what is not known about the issue, in relation to this study. The chapter also looks at a 

CA approach to identity, and selected literature on social identity categories will be 

reviewed and discussed, prior to an overview of CA studies of CMC in general, which will 

give a better idea of how CA (which originally developed as the study of face- to- face 

interaction) is used in studies of other communication media, and particularly online 

interaction. Finally, this section briefly reviews studies of Facebook that have used CA, 

which establishes the legitimacy of Facebook as a conversational medium, like other 

Computer-  mediated-  communication (CMC) and justifies this study’s focus on 

Facebook.  

The second part of the chapter reviews the methodological literatures used by this study. 

Although, as mentioned above, CA is the primary method used here, there are several other 

approaches that originated in CA, such as Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA), 

person reference and epistemics, and these provide a more comprehensive and powerful 

analytic toolkit with which relationships between people can be understood (Antaki & 

Widdicombe, 1998b; Hester & Eglin, 1997; Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007a). Together, 

they will be utilized in this study along with CA per se. Consequently, they merit further 
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discussion here, with particular reference to how they may inform and address the 

objective of this study.  

 

Studies of Computer- Mediated- Communication 

This section provides a general overview of studies of Computer- Mediated- 

communication (CMC), a general term used to describe any form of communication via 

the medium of a computer. So for example, Thurlow et al. (2004, p. 83) define it as 

“communication that takes place between human beings via the instrumentality of 

computers”. A comprehensive definition was given by December (1996, p. 1),  

“Internet- based, computer- mediated communication involves information 

exchange that takes place on the global, cooperative collection of networks 

using the TCP/ IP protocol suite and the client-  server model for data 

communication. Messages may undergo a range of time and distribution 

manipulations and encode a variety of media types. The resulting 

information content exchanged can involve a wide range of symbols people 

use for communication.” 

Important aspects of this more technical description include the idea that CMC involves 

‘time and distribution manipulations'. It is also important to note that such communication 

involves various media types, from sound to video, to text. Finally, the ‘range of symbols’ 

include forms of symbolic language not seen in more mundane forms of communication. 

This includes pseudo- identity conventions, such as usernames, which are different from 

the ‘given names' of the people undertaking the communication.  

CMC refers to communication produced and displayed through networked computer. 

Other terms used to describe communication via computer include ‘Computer-  mediated 

discourse’ (Herring & Androutsopoulos, 2015, p. 127) and ‘electronic discourse’ 

(Meredith & Potter, 2014). The nature of CMC varies depending on the technical 

properties of the CMC system used. Originally, most CMC are text-  based (Thurlow et al., 

2004) such as e-  mail, chat/ instant messaging, text messaging. However, with the 

development of more advanced CMC technology, textual CMC has been supplemented by 
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graphical, audio and video communication (Haimson & Tang, 2017). Therefore, the 

variety of terms used to refer to this similar type of communication is to show a concern 

with understanding ‘communication' as ‘discourse'. They also distinguish ‘the language 

and language use' in conversation in computer networked environment (Herring 2015 

p.127). The claim that text-  based CMC could be viewed analytically as a conversation 

was controversial since it is not produced orally or received auditorily like speech 

(Herring, 2011). However, as the uses and study of CMC have grown, this view has 

become more accepted. 

A dominant theme within this range of concerns is the manner in which we might talk 

about ‘conversation’ on CMC. Researchers have explored whether, and in what ways, 

CMC interaction differs from face-  to-  face interaction (Baron, 2004; Garcia & Jacobs, 

1999; Walther, 2012). For example, spoken discourse is considered synchronous in the 

sense in which the communication occurs in real time. The process of communication 

begins with a speaker composing a message and a recipient hearing the message at the 

same time. However, in CMC, communication can occur synchronously or asynchronously 

(Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003), in the sense that this ‘real time’ recipiency is lost. 

Chatroom conversations, for example, have been considered a synchronous form of 

communication because participants communicate with others by writing and reading their 

own and others’ messages in real time. In this way text ‘chat’ seems similar to spoken 

discourse, since the communication potentially happens in real time (Giles et al., 2015). 

But other scholars (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003) suggest 

that although chatroom conversations occur in real time, they are less synchronous 

compared to spoken discourse. This is because the message takes time to be composed 

before it can be sent. A message is posted sequentially along with other messages sent by 

other participants in the chatroom. The order in which the messages are posted is governed 

by hardware constraints and server speed, although participants might type and send them 

at the same time. Consequently, there is a short delay between composition, input, and 

appearance on the screen (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003). 

For that reason, analysts of CMC have recently begun to refer to this communication 

condition as ‘quasi-  synchronous’ (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Gibson, 2013; Meredith, 2017; 

Meredith & Potter, 2014; Vandergriff, 2013) because the nature of CMC communication is 

different from spoken discourse in that construction and transmission are done separately, 
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and cannot be monitored, nor can there be immediate synchronous feedback as in spoken 

interaction (Meredith, 2017).  

Conversely, asynchronous communication refers to conversations that take place across 

time delays, such as e- mail and bulletin boards (Crystal, 2006). Unlike synchronous 

communication, this type of communication does not require a recipient to be present 

during message sending by the sender. Thus, messages are sent sequentially and may 

remain unread for hours, days, or months. This is similar to a conventional ‘letter’ sent 

through the post where there is a delay between sending the message and receiving a 

response.  

Another element of conversation on CMC that concern analysts are in terms of language 

use. They explain the nature of language use in CMC, as either more like spoken or written 

discourse. Early studies on this matter considered the language used in CMC is unsuitable 

for interactional studies because the combination of written and oral styles of 

communication make it appears to be complex and distant from conventional spoken or 

written discourse (Herring, 1999). This assumption, however, is rejected as there are many 

studies showing that CMC interaction is productive despite its complexity (Baym, 1996; 

Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003). Some researchers treat it as a new form of language 

which is unique, rather than comparing it with spoken or written discourse. Crystal (2006, 

p. 238), for example, characterizes CMC as neither spoken-  writing nor written-  speech. 

Unlike traditional writing, he argues, CMC has certain distinguishing characteristics, like 

emoticons and abbreviations. He claims that the main ways it is different from face- to- 

face interaction are the lack of such features as simultaneous feedback and overlaps, and 

the lack of prosodic, paralinguistic and kinetic features. Some researchers even coined a 

new term such as ‘netspeak’ (Crystal, 2006), ‘text-  speak’ (Carrington, 2004) and 

‘digitalk’ (Turner, 2010) to distinguish CMC language from spoken and written discourse. 

Netspeak and textspeak refer to a combination and manipulation of written and 

conversational languages produce in different digital technology settings. Netspeak refers 

to the use of language in the internet communication such as Internet Relay Chat (IRC) or 

blogs, and textspeak refers text- language use in the cell phone for Short Messaging 

Services (SMS) for instance. What the terms netspeak and textspeak share conceptually is 

an attention to the written nature of the language used in these settings. Whereas digitalk 

views ‘talking’ as the driving force behind the communication and it encompasses the wide 
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variety of digital technologies (phone, Internet, computer, PDA) that allow for this 

exchange. Regardless of the variety in the terminology, however, all these terms pointed to 

‘the language and language use’ in talking or interaction via CMC. Accordingly, it shows 

that such language is the best form of communication for communicating via CMC in the 

sense in which the language is produced on CMC, although it may not in accordance to 

conventional spoken or written discourse.   

This tendency to treat CMC as distinct from spoken and written discourse, however, has 

been condemned by some other researchers (Androutsopoulos, 2006; Benwell & Stokoe, 

2010). Studies suggest that the formation of new words, structures, and styles of expression 

on CMC is to overcome the communicative limitations of CMC (Hassan, Hashim, & 

Phillip, 2012; Rafi, 2014; Riva & Galimberti, 1998). In referring to this type of language, 

some authors have described how interactional moves such as ‘emoticons’ or smileys (e.g., 

☺, ^_^) are used to convey an emotional state and attitudinal intention of the writer to 

compensate for the lack of expressive features like those used in face-  to-  face interaction, 

in CMC (Crystal, 2006; Markman & Oshima, 2007; Tan, 2009; Werry, 1996). 

Additionally, Markman and Oshima’s (2007) examination of cultural variation in the use 

of a smiley emoticon, found that the Japanese form, Kaomoji, had a much wider range of 

uses than smiley. These findings suggest that rather than creating ‘a new language’, CMC 

users have found ways of adapting to its lack of physical and contextual cues.   

Closely related, researchers have been concerned with how the technological features or 

affordances of CMC may shape discourse and interaction (Herring, 2007; Herring, 2011; 

Hutchby, 2001b; Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014). The concept of affordances 

suggests that the way a person interacts with an object is not only related to its physical 

properties but also to social norms and rules. Affordance, therefore, basically refers to 

properties or relationships that emerge through the interaction between people and a 

particular object (Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014). Indeed, CMC is not the first 

technological medium of interaction that has been studied. Earlier research (Schegloff, 

1979) has looked at communication through the telephone and how the device affects the 

interaction. For example, Schegloff's (1979) description of the telephone ring as the first 

pair part of a summons- answer adjacency pair offers a crucial insight that demonstrates 

how the communication device is incorporated into the interactional work. In a more recent 

study of mobile phone users, Arminen and Leinonen (2006) observed that the availability 
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of caller ID allows recipients to tailor their answers accordingly, depending on whether or 

how well they know the caller and whether the caller ID is blocked. These studies are of 

course not directly related to CMC, but they do offer an indication of the adaptability of 

discourse and interaction into different technological formats and devices. 

According to Walther (2012), the main concern in studies of CMC is how communicators 

adapt language to electronic text, how the reintroduction of certain visual cues in mediated 

communication helps ground collaborations and alters the language. Researchers want to 

see how CMC users are able to adapt everyday conversational rules as needed and apply 

new ones that better fit the medium (Anderson, Beard, & Walther, 2010). For instance, 

based on dyadic conversations typed into Instant Messenger (IM), Baron (2004) explores 

users’ conversation management strategies and how these become conventions among 

users. Her analysis shows that IM users incorporate the typical features of spoken 

conversation such as turn- taking, without nonverbal accompaniments or simultaneous 

interactions by breaking up a turn into segments. These segments are sent in temporal 

proximity but not simultaneously, so that receivers recognize that the turn has not yet 

ended. An example from (Baron, 2004, pp. 410–411) is as below: 

1. Gale: hey I gotta run 

2. Sally: Okay. 

3. Sally: I’ll ttyl? 

4. Gale: gotta do errands. 

5. Gale: yep!! 

6. Sally: Okay. 

 

In this conversational closing, instead of composing one longer turn, both interlocutors 

breaks their turn into segments. Note that Gale does not respond to Sally's question in line 

3 until after she has finished constructing another turn which is related to her previous turn 

in line 4. This, however, does not affect Sally's understanding as we can see she responds 

appropriately to Gale in line 6 after gale gave her answer.   

A relevant thing to note in this example is the use of some sort of shorthand ‘ttyl' (talk to 

you later) by Sally (line 3). This type of ‘language' is another common feature adapt by 

communicators to electronic text. This language is not discussed specifically by Baron in 
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her study, but a number of studies have explored its emergence in the text-  communication 

(Carrington, 2004; Nishimura, 2003; Turner, 2010).  This type of language involves a 

manipulation of standard spellings, shortens text to the minimum syllable length, usually 

with the removal of vowels (for example, ‘thanks’ becomes THX). Articles and 

conjunctions such as ‘the’ and ‘and’ are often dropped and common phrases become 

acronyms (ROFL is ‘rolling on the floor laughing’). Other features include the substitution 

of numbers for graphemic units such as ‘4’ substitutes for ‘for’. According to Carrington 

(2004), it is inappropriate to dismiss this ‘language’ as simply a shorthand and inferior 

form of ‘real’ text in the sense that it reflects quite different functions and conditions of use 

than those involved in interactions around real textual forms. Originally, this language 

emerges to accommodate the character limitation set by the technological devices such as 

Short Messaging Service (SMS) that leads to brevity. In order to convey meaning, brevity 

requires some degree of directness, hence the shortened text and the use of emoticons is a 

way to extend meaning in a constrained context. Therefore, this economy of language 

usage is not random instead it a language format with a strong social function. As such, 

users introduce yet more conventions, abbreviations, and phrases which are rather 

necessary adaptations (Rafi, 2014). 

A main interest of CMC is when people interact through online multi-  party contexts, such 

as in chat rooms or forums (Herring, 1999; van Gass, 2008). In these multi-  party 

interaction environments, participants may not know each other in the offline world prior 

to joining the interaction (Hutchby, 2001b), and  researchers are interested in how people 

manage this sort of  interaction, often  focussing on how speech-  exchange systems in 

such interactions differ from spoken conversation (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999); how people 

have adapted face- to- face conversation practices to interact effectively online (Greenfield 

& Subrahmanyam, 2003; Rintel, Mulholland, & Pittam, 2001); and how sequential and 

interactional coherence is maintained across multiparty interactions (Greenfield 

& Subrahmanyam, 2003; Herring, 1999). Terms like addressivity have been introduced by 

Werry (1996) to denote the act of addressing employed by Internet Relay Chat (IRC) users 

to catch an addressee’s attention when new utterances are initiated. Rutter and Smith 

(1998) highlight a similar action in newsgroup interactions. They found that not only were 

those who posted and read the messages highly aware of the implications of addressing 

persons within a posting, but they also employed a range of addressivity techniques to 
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make their messages inferentially rich. Another study noted that not only does addressivity 

ease interactional coherence, but also that in a multiparty interaction where visual cues are 

absent, its usage becomes more prominent (Halbe, (2012). 

Recently, there is an upsurge of a new type of CMC known as live streaming which 

combined a live video and audiences’ participation. Essentially, live streaming is an 

upgrade version of the older CMC such as IRC and video sharing. Many social networking 

sites upgrade their platform to allow live streaming and participation such as Facebook 

Live, Snapchat, Periscope, Youtube and Twitch. There are at least four reasons why this 

latest CMC is gaining popularity that is engagement, immediacy, interactive, and sociality 

(Haimson & Tang, 2017; Hamilton, Garretson, & Kerne, 2014; Lu, Xia, Heo, & Wigdor, 

2018). According to Haimson and Tang (2017), these four elements of live streaming make 

interaction in CMC more engaging. The ability to respond to the video, get an immediate 

response from the streamer and interact with other audiences give users full experience of 

the ongoing an event. One thing worth to be highlighted is that interaction in CMC goes 

beyond language. It can be an action such as ‘like’ (Haimson & Tang, 2017; Kashian, 

Jang, Shin, Dai, & Walther, 2017), ‘heart’ (Aisyah & Yun Jin, 2017; Haimson & Tang, 

2017) or ‘gift’ (Lu et al., 2018). These actions which are done through specific features 

provided by the mediated-platform claimed to be useful in filling the social gap caused by 

the language barrier (Aisyah & Yun Jin, 2017). In a study of Korea artist live streaming, 

Aisyah and Yun Jin (2017) find such actions like ‘heart’ and ‘like’ counting could give the 

fans from the various background a better viewing experience. Particularly among 

international fans who do not understand the language used by the streamer, the ‘actions’ 

compensated the language barrier and allow them to participate in the live streaming.  

So far, then, I have shown the concern towards CMC conversation, whether it can be 

considered as discourse or not. CMC scholars have shown the adaptability of language and 

social action to accommodate the lack of physical and contextual cues of CMC mediums. 

Instead of emphasizing too much on technology, they acknowledge the social factors 

which might impact people’s use of language. Studies have also shown that CMC users are 

able to adapt everyday interactionl rules as needed and apply new ones that better fit the 

medium. As such, research on CMC has explored online discourse as designedly 

interactional, which has resulted in a number of studies which examine the outcomes of 

online interactional practices.  
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Studies of Social Identity in Computer- Mediated- Communication 

Identity is another key area in CMC research. Earlier internet scholars tended to highlight 

instances in which online spaces provided unique opportunities for identity exploration 

through the representation of multiple identities  (Boyd & Heer, 2006; Turkle, 1996; 

Turkle, 1999). This sort of research shows how both anonymous and less anonymous 

environments, such as Multi-  User Dungeons (MUDs), Chat Rooms, Bulletin Boards, and 

Internet dating sites allow individuals to create and play with identities (Ellison, Heino, & 

Gibbs, 2006; Gibbs, Ellison, & Heino, 2006; Yurchisin, Watchravesringkan, & Mccabe, 

2005). Often, people used a nickname to represent their identity, reinventing themselves by 

selectively hiding their real identities while revealing the desired personal identity cues 

(Danet, Ruedenberg-Wright, & Rosenbaum-Tamari, 1997). ten Have (2000) examined the 

significance of nicknames in finding a chat partner online, explaining that nicknames could 

give identity information to a potential chat partner in initiating a conversation. This is 

because, often, nicknames illustrate one’s background such as gender and ethnic group.  

Studies of online identities in CMC have had mixed results. A study by Collins‐Jarvis 

(1997) suggested that users are not necessarily interested in exploiting or creating a new 

identity online as they believe that using their real name lends more accountability, 

meaning that their message will be taken more seriously. However, another study 

suggested that although they are not necessarily disconnected from people’s offline lives 

and contexts, new identities are created online (Baym, 2005). It happens as online selves 

are constructed depending on the norms and contexts within which they are constructed. So 

that though the online identities are real, they are not fully represented users' offline selves. 

Compared to face- to- face communication, text- only CMC reveals less personal 

information, and this gives an opportunity to some people for identity play, deception and 

other behaviours divorced from social context. The removal of physical and social cues 

giving an opportunity for some people to construct their desired identities (Bargh, 

McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002).  

 Relatedly, the absence of physical cues in CMC would make us simply assume that the 

medium is gender- neutral since social traits such as gender, race, ethnicity, age, or other 

features such as height or tone of voice, are invisible. But research on online interaction 

shows differently as many studies have shown that there are differences between men and 
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women online (Herring, 2000). Research on identity and gender communication on CMC 

for example, suggests that there are differences in participation patterns and discourse 

styles of males and females online (Dresner & Herring, 2010; Herring, 2000; Herring & 

Martinson, 2004; Herring & Stoerger, 2014; Kapidzic & Herring, 2011; Panyametheekul & 

Herring, 2003; Supun, Ciampaglia, Su, & Ahn, 2017). The linguistic features that signal 

gender in CMC interaction are found to be more or less similar to those used in face to face 

interaction, in which some behaviours correlate more with female users and others with 

males. Herring (2000) and Smith et al. (1997) found that politeness is one common means 

through which gender can be seen in CMC. Compared to men, women are more likely to 

thank, appreciate and apologize, and to be upset by violations of politeness. In term of 

discourse style, female users are found to be more expressive and supportive than male 

users (Fox, Bukatko, Hallahan, & Crawford, 2007; Herring, 2000; Kapidzic & Herring, 

2011).  

A number of studies have also found that male and female users use language differently 

online. Abusive language and sarcasm among male users occur frequently, while female 

users tend to be more affectionate, especially with the use of first-  person pronouns and 

showing personal feelings during interaction (Herring & Martinson, 2004; Herring 

& Stoerger, 2014; Savicki, Kelley, & Lingenfelter, 1996). Baron (2010) also found that the 

way a single turn in a message was broken up into small segments is different between 

male and female users of Instant Messenger (IM). Grammatically, male users' patterns 

resemble breaks in spoken language with a tendency to begin the next subsequent turn with 

a conjunction, and female break patterns were more similar to breaks in written language 

in which the next subsequent turn begins with the independent clause.    

Another study by Herring and Martinson (2004) looked at how users perform a different 

gender online. Using synchronous text chat logs for public identity- games, they examined 

the language that participants invoke to display gender online, and the behavioural cues to 

which co- participants attend in assessing others’ real- life gender. Given that participants 

cannot see or hear each other in the game, participants have to portray their ‘assigned’ 

gender textually. In turn, co- participants make gender identity assumptions based on the 

how someone’s gender is portrayed. The results showed some interesting findings 

concerning gender- linked language where contestants produce stereotypical content when 

attempting to pass as the opposite gender, as well as persisting in giving off stylistic cues 
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to their real- life gender at the level of words and sentences. The study revealed that men 

did slightly better at reflecting female microlinguistics in their portrayal of women by 

using as many female language forms as they did male language. Women, on the other 

hand, were found to have slight difficulty pretending to be males, even though they 

discussed male- stereotypical topics.  

This finding was duplicated in Palomares and Lee (2010) study of individuals’ gendered 

chat avatars. The study concerned whether men and women would linguistically assimilate 

a virtual gender identity that was randomly assigned to them. Similar to the Herring and 

Martinson  study, this study found that women have slight difficulty in using male-  typical 

language and also showed that gender-  matched avatars increase the likelihood of the use 

of gender-  typical language. This shows that although it is possible to construct a different 

gender identity online, the unconscious use of gendered discourse styles can reveal 

someone’s actual gender even when they are performing a different gender and trying not 

to give off any gender cues.  

Recently, another study is conducted on how gender is associated with the nature of 

conversation in CMC. Using a social game-streaming platform, Supun et al. (2017) 

analyze the live chat messages log quantitatively using language exploratory analysis. 

They find female streamers receive significantly more objectifying comments such as their 

physicality, while male streamers receive more game- related comments. Further, they also 

show that the audiences’ choice of channels is also strongly gendered that is they choose to 

watch and comment on the channels based on their gender. Overall, the study suggests that 

gendered conversation and objectification is prevalent in social game-streaming platform, 

and most users produce strongly gendered messages. 

A related area in the study of identity has been that of shifting and multiple identities that 

are indexed in the act of speaking different linguistic varieties (Hassan & Hashim, 2009), 

whether they are code- switching languages or style- shifting language. In the area of code-  

switching, Myers-Scotton (1993) states that a change in code might signal a different 

identity in which the switch indexes a different set of social rights and obligations that the 

speaker proposes to apply in that particular interaction. Studies of code- switching in CMC 

support this claim. For instance, Hassan and Hashim (2009) found a variety of code-  

switching occurred among Malaysian internet users, as they moved between English and 
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Malay, Chinese, Tamil and the indigenous languages of Malaysia in interaction. This 

switching not only overcomes contextual constraints such as lack of words or expressions 

but also affirms their membership of a particular group, shows their allegiances and 

conveys a common identity. Similarly, Tsiplakou (2009) argued that language switching in 

online interaction forms part of participants' performativity, allowing individuals to 

generate group solidarity.   

In another study, Montes-Alcalá (2007) claimed that code-  switching is often performed 

by those who are bilingual. Her exploration of this phenomena on Spanish-  English 

weblogs found that despite the social stigma of mixing both languages in oral production, 

such stigma does not seem to obtain in informal written interaction such as weblogs 

(Tsiplakou, 2009). In fact, Montes-Alcalá found that code-  switching is perceived as a 

valid strategy for bloggers to show off their superior expressiveness with languages. At the 

same time, this indicates sufficient cultural knowledge in each language for them to be able 

to manipulate both stylistic and communicative effect. Halim and Maros (2014) concur 

with this finding through their examination of status updates posted by bilingual users on 

Facebook. They argue that for users to able to switch languages, they need to be fully 

competent not only in the languages they use but also in their cultural context. Only then 

can users manipulate the language to serve both their communicative and stylistic 

objectives. These studies, therefore, claim to show that code- switching is a way to show 

cultural identity as much as language.   

Additionally, code- switching and style- shifting languages play a part in enabling a 

multiplicity of representations of identity online. A number of studies find that the ability 

to switch and shift languages whenever necessary allows online users to create different 

identities based on the language they use. For instance, Themistocleous’ (2013) 

investigation of digital code-  switching between Cypriot and Standard Greek among 

Greek IRC chatters reveals that code-  switching provides chatters with an opportunity to 

play with their identity, even performing imaginary roles. This is due to the fact that 

linguistic patterns usually reflect a particular community or a group of people. So, switches 

not only enable the chatters to change their roles and identities in the conversation but also 

transfer these linguistic patterns into their online interactions. This study, then, highlights 

the possibility of identity play in an online environment.     
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Considering Social Identity Studies in This Study  

Research into identity in CMC have shown that language often becomes the primary 

means of managing and forming impression online, whether our own or others' selves. This 

section continues looking at the language use but in different ways in which the concept of 

identity has been defined. Benwell and Stokoe’s (2006) definition of identity resonates 

Gee, who writes identity means ‘being recognized as a certain “kind of person”, in a given 

context’ (Gee, 2000, p. 99), while Bucholtz and Hall (2005, p. 586) define identity as “the 

social positioning of self and other”. These definitions maintain that identity does not exist 

in a vacuum, but is interactionally emergent. It is as ‘other people treat, talk about, and 

interact’ with a particular individual that his/ her particular traits (such as being a good 

leader, for example) are recognized (Gee, 2000, p. 103). In other words, social identity is 

discursively constructed. It is not a pre- given characteristic that inherently exists within 

individuals, but rather emerges through interaction (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006). This is the 

relevant and important feature of identity that this study wants to highlight, that is identity 

emerges from the specific conditions of linguistic interaction. Having said this, this study 

particularly agrees with Bucholtz and Hall (2005) that ‘identity is best viewed as the 

emergent product rather than the pre- existing source of linguistic and other semiotic 

practices and therefore as fundamentally a social and cultural phenomenon’ (P.588). This 

perspective has also become a base for many approaches to social identity including a 

Conversation Analytic (CA) approach. 

Antaki and Widdicombe (1998a; 1998b) explain that the analysis of social identity has 

been central to research in the CA tradition since Sacks’ early lectures in the mid-  1960s 

and early 1970s. In his work on a group of 1960’s teenagers, Sacks (1992) was concerned 

with how social identity categories are used in a conversation. He noted how speakers use 

particular descriptive categories as a way of defining group identity, that is who is included 

and who is not included in the group. This study became the main reference for later CA 

approaches on social identity categories (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998b; Cashman, 2005; 

Edwards, 1998; Jacknick & Avni, 2017). Fitzgerald et al. (2009) argue that people attend 

to ‘who- we- are- and- what- we- are- doing’ (Fitzgerald et al., 2009, p. 46) in the course of 

a particular interaction through displays of knowledge and understandings relevant to their 

identities. Thus, identities, which are interactional in nature, are invoked, deployed, 

negotiated and made relevant by speakers during a conversation.   
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Along similar lines, Rafi (2014) claims that Internet users are habitually and increasingly 

customizing language to capture their experiences and to express their e- identity through 

various linguistic strategies. A number of studies have explored this online interactional 

practice using CA and discursive psychology (DP). DP treats all language as action, which 

is designed for a particular recipient (Potter & Hepburn, 2008), and this applies to both 

online written language and spoken talk. The studies identified several identities made 

relevant by the participants of the conversations such as ‘vegan’ (Sneijder & te Molder, 

2009) and ‘ana’ (Stommel & Koole, 2010). These social identities, however, are rarely 

explicitly stated in the discourse, but they are encoded in participants’ use of various 

linguistic strategies, such as making a claim to knowledge (Jacknick & Avni, 2017) or 

employing specialist vocabularies (Kitzinger & Mandelbaum, 2013). Jacknick and Avni 

(2017), whose study was of how participants identify themselves and others in an 

anonymous asynchronous discussion forum, found that identities are relative and 

categorical. Approaching the study through membership categorization analysis (MCA) 

and Epistemics, they demonstrated that identities are constructed in part through 

participants’ claims to knowledge associated with a particular topic. These identities can be 

challenged by co- participants claiming greater knowledge and legitimacy, which may lead 

to participants defending themselves against such challenges with claims or displays of 

understanding. Jacknick and Avni (2017) argue that it is through this interactional process 

that various identity categories are invoked, suggesting that both self-  and other- identities 

are relational, which means that they are relative to the position one has in relation to other 

participants, which in turn is brought out during an interaction. 

A couple of studies by Sneijder and te Molder (2006; 2009) explore the topic of identity in 

consumers’ everyday lives. With a particular focus on social identity issues relating to food 

choice lifestyles, they show how identities develop through the discursive construction of 

independent access to, knowledge of, and experience with food items. In their 2006 study 

of members of an online forum on food pleasure, Sneijder and te Molder looked at how the 

participants work up and establish their identities as ‘gourmets'. They demonstrated how 

participants entitle themselves to know what good food is all about, by actively negotiating 

their relative socio- epistemic rights to assess taste. Consequently, participants claim 

expertise or membership of the ‘gourmet’ category by portraying better knowledge, rather 

than by merely displaying subjective taste preferences. Their 2009 study explored the 
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relation between ideologically based food choice and identity in an online forum on 

veganism. They found that while participants do not deny their vegan identity, they draw 

on the alternative identity of an ordinary person to counter negative implications and 

inferences, such as extremist, that are imposed on them. In orienting to and constructing 

their identity, participants position themselves and their food- related choice as 

accountable. In this sense, their claimed ordinariness underlines the relevance and 

importance of their vegan- ness. Both studies illustrate how identities always carry with 

them inferences and implications, and are thus an achievement in interaction rather than 

fixed categories.   

Additionally, social identity could also refer to identification with certain social groups. 

For example, Stommel and Koole (2010) used a case study approach to analyse interaction 

with a new member of an online support group for those suffering from eating disorders. 

Using MCA, they noted that becoming a member involved subscribing to the normative 

requirements of the forum, including not displaying a pro- anorexia stance or that an eating 

disorder is an illness that needs to be cured, not celebrated. The new member was 

confronted with this demand by the established members via various strategies, and thus 

was not granted full acceptance as long as the group’s normative requirements in relation 

to the illness were not lived up to. Stommel and Koole (2010) argued that in this 

interaction, orientation to the online support group was as a community of practice to 

which membership is granted on the condition that newcomers align to the norms and 

practices that are constitutive of that community. Similarly,  Lamerichs and te Molder 

(2003) studied how the users of a forum for people suffering depression discursively 

manage their identities. They noted that participants were challenged to present themselves 

appropriately and accountably as ‘depressed' through their posts. Their deployment of 

descriptions of emotions in their messages invoked various categories related to 

depression. These emotion descriptions and categories played a significant role in the 

interaction in identifying a rightful member.   

Other studies have also explored the development of a community around video game 

streaming and viewing (Hamilton et al., 2014; Tang, Venolia, & Inkpen, 2016). While they 

found that the main motivation for starting to view the streams was to learn more about a 

specific game, it usually developed into an interest in social interaction and forming 

community (Tang et al., 2016). Hamilton et al. (2014) claimed such streaming platform 
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could act as a virtual third place that is an informal public space where people engage in 

sociability to form and maintain communities. Over time, stream communities form around 

shared identities drawn from streams’ contents and participants’ shared experiences. Often, 

the shared identity reflects the streamer’s attitude and values such as friendly, silly or 

aggressive.  

To sum, the studies suggest that identity is not just pre- determined characteristics but it is 

emerged from the specific conditions such as linguistic interaction. Language has been 

used strategically to convey one’s identity so that the desired identity can be achieved. 

Therefore, these studies of the way that social identity is achieved through interaction are 

an important consideration for this study. Additionally, these studies suggest that it is 

possible to use CA to analyse online interaction though it may not exactly utilize as it was 

developed for face- to- face interaction. The next section reviews the literature on the 

adaptation of a conversational Analytic methodological approach as it has been adapted to 

technology- mediated communication or CMC.   

 

Conversation Analysis of Computer- Mediated- Communication 

There is an increasing interest in the use of conversation analysis (CA) in the study of 

online interaction in recent years (Paulus, Warren, & Lester, 2016). This is not limited to 

widening the range of online interaction topics studied, but also covers the potential of 

methodological approaches to explore online talk (Baym, 1996; Bou-Franch, Lorenzo-Dus, 

& Blitvich, 2012; Lipinski-Harten & Tafarodi, 2012; Shokouhi, H., & Hamidi, N., 2010). 

Often, these studies use CA features as the foundation for information. For example, 

Lipinski-Harten and Tafarodi (2012) used CA features such as topic, reference, and turn- 

taking in their coding scheme; and Shokouhi, H., & Hamidi, N. (2010) listed the features 

of opening speech functions and continuing speech functions to be used in quantitative 

analysis of online chat among Iranian youth. These studies, while they can be considered to 

use a conversation analytic method, are primarily quantitative in nature. Their results are 

restricted to the categorization of CA features that occurs in interaction with limited 

explanation of the nature of the interaction.   

A notable trend in research in the field of online interaction which uses CA is to make a 



39 

 

comparison between face- to- face interaction and online talk. This is not surprising 

considering that CA was originally used to analyse spoken interaction. Features of CA, like 

turn- taking and sequential coherence, are examined in order to establish how action is 

organized through the conversation (Schegloff, 2007c). Accordingly, they become the 

standard guidelines for researchers who wish to study and explain online interaction. 

Garcia and Jacobs (1999), for instance, used the turn- taking system of spoken 

conversation to explain and understand the turn- taking system of chat interaction. They 

noted that adjacency pairs are organized differently in chat interaction compared to spoken 

conversation. Question–answer pairs that appear in the chat window, for example, are not 

necessarily adjacency pairs. This may be a coincidental by- product of the chat technology 

that makes the posting turns to look like adjacency pairs when they are not. A similar 

observation was also recorded by Negretti in her 1999 study of the English chat sessions of 

non- native speakers. According to her, although the same basic structure of interaction 

and sequence organization are present in the chat session, they are handled quite differently 

from the oral or face- to- face interaction. For instance, a response in a chat session could 

be delayed, and an opening could be explicit as participants visibly introduce themselves to 

others. Consequently, online participants often experience difficulties in interpreting the 

relationship between utterances, and thus their meaning and interactional status.  

Conversely, Greenfield and Subrahmanyam’s (2003) study of an online chat room found 

that conversational coherence was unproblematic. Chat users were found to adapt well to 

the chat environment despite the unconventional nature of the conversation. In achieving 

conversational coherence in the chat room, users use available cues which are similar to 

those of face- to- face conversation, such as repetition and addressing, as well as creating 

new strategies specific to the chat room, such as chat codes and nicknames. This study also 

highlighted the significance of the visual nature of the online interactional medium in 

facilitating the coherence of the conversation, in the sense that it helps users to identify the 

relevant conversation to respond to.  

Later studies are in agreement with Greenfield and Subrahmanyam’s study (Berglund, 

2009; Bou-Franch et al., 2012; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Gibson, 2009; Reed, 2001). While 

there might be difficulties in establishing coherence, online users did not orient to it as 

problematic. Meredith (2017) finds that while the inability to mutually co- ordinate turns in 

quasi- synchronous interaction does impact upon turn adjacency, it does not disturb 
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participants’ understanding. A feasibly one longer message could even ‘break up’ into a 

number of shorter turns, leading to disrupted turn adjacency. She contributes this 

affordance to the persistence of text on- screen that allows participants to deduce which 

turns ‘fit’ together by examining the interaction as it appears on screen. Nilsen and 

Makitalo (2010) also found, in their work on online training courses, that participants 

seemed to know which postings were meant for whom, and to what threads they were 

related, although, in the earlier stage, they seemed to have minor difficulties in 

coordinating their interaction online. These difficulties were overcome by developing 

specific strategies such as using names to address postings to a specific participant, and 

reformulating and recycling parts of others' postings. Nilsen and Makitalo (2010) argue 

that in online interaction, these strategies could function as instructions for how postings 

were to be read. These findings update earlier findings that claimed that disrupted 

adjacency, as well as overlapping exchanges, could frustrate users. For example, Herring 

(1999) claimed that although CMC is enjoyed and accepted by many people, it is naturally 

incoherent in various ways and the inaccurate position of turns often led to 

misunderstandings. Likewise, (Marcoccia, 2004) claimed that the sequential organization 

of asynchronous interactions cannot be adequately modelled (Marcoccia, 2004).  

However, CMC, as its name suggests, is a technologically mediated communication. 

Therefore its study is closely related to the affordance of the medium of interaction. Often, 

CA studies of online interaction have examined the way that participants orient to its 

technological and interactional features. For example, Gibson’s (2013) observation of the 

nature of sequential ordering in online educational environments that utilize audio and text- 

based communications found that one of the key differences between written and spoken 

discourse exchanges is that talk turns unfold in real time whereas written turns are made 

available as completed turns. Because of this, there is comparative disorder in the 

sequential organization of this mixed discourse because written turns are not visible until 

they are produced, and in the meantime, other spoken and written interaction is occurring. 

Despite this disorderly sequential organization, the study reveals participants do not have a 

problem establishing sequential relevance across the discourse modes. One way they 

achieve this is by closely tying and latching their talk to speech and completed text turns. 

The technological affordances of the medium that can indicate the point at which various 

forms of action, like typing or using the microphone, assist participants in planning the 
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production of their feedback. A similar finding was also reported by Anderson et al. (2010) 

in their experiment with online groups undertaking a problem- solving task. Using a 

particular system of CMC that allowed every interactional element, such as who was 

typing, who was not, and how long a participant spent typing a particular utterance to be 

detected and recorded, they found that participants routinely constructed message units 

from complete sentences, rather than from phrases or fragments. Although this led to 

overlapping turns, the ability to monitor each other's utterances- in- progress minimized the 

interrupted overlapping utterances. Interestingly, these findings support Garcia and Jacobs 

(1999) assumption that although online sequential organization continues to be 

disorganized, confusion is decreased as users become more familiar with the system. 

Eventually, the disorganization of the system will become part of the background 

knowledge of conversing by CMC.   

CA has also been used to look at the phenomenon of ‘repair’ in online interaction. Here, 

research suggests that that repairs in written interaction are oriented to the same basic 

repair mechanisms that are available in spoken interaction but shaped by the medium of 

interaction. For example, a work by Meredith and Stokoe (2013) identified two types of 

repair, visible repairs and message construction repair, designed to accomplish repair 

online. Of these types, message construction repair is particular to online interaction due to 

the technological affordance of the medium which allows the repair to occur before the 

turn is posted. This type of repair was also reported by Garcia and Jacobs (1999) in their 

exploration of CMC turn construction components. They found that in addition to the three 

locations for self- repair in oral conversation described by Sacks et al. (1978), self- repair 

in CMC, although occurring within the turn of the current speaker, could happen without 

the knowledge of co- participants. This happens because participants can edit and revise a 

message- in- progress to response to messages that may be posted while they are 

constructing their turn (Schönfeldt & Golato, 2003).  

Even though many studies of online interaction tend to focus on the structure of the 

interaction such as its coherence by comparison with face- to- face interaction, there are 

also a number of studies that use CA to understand how participants accomplish social 

actions in asynchronous environments (Stommel & Koole, 2010). Paulus et al. (2016) note 

that some of these use discursive psychology, but also draw upon CA in order to 

understand broader social practices in online interaction. Stommel and Koole (2010), for 
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instance, took a case study approach to analysing the interaction between the established 

members and a new member of an online support group on eating disorders. They showed 

how categorization is used in negotiating and confronting the normative requirements of 

the forum to which the newcomer should be oriented. Stommel and Koole’s study utilized 

both frameworks of CA, sequence analysis and Membership Categorization Analysis 

(MCA), to understand the underlying social practices, and how identity categories work in 

online discourse. It suggested that messages or posts can be analysed as sequentially 

related since participants treat their contributions as such. The finding shows a similarity 

with previous studies to the extent that becoming a member involved subscribing to the 

normative requirement of the forum, such as displaying themselves as having a certain 

condition (Antaki et al., 2006; Vayreda & Antaki, 2009). CA helps in these studies by 

explaining the action that each message enacts through their sequential placement in the 

interaction.   

Analysts of digital CA have reminded us that in applying CA to online interaction, it is 

important to not assume that findings will be similar to those obtained from the study of 

spoken interaction (Giles et al., 2015; Meredith & Potter, 2014). Due to the differences 

between these media of interaction, particularly in their affordances, certain features of 

spoken interaction are not present in a similar way in online interactions, such as pauses 

and turn- taking (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Guise, Widdicombe, & McKinlay, 

2007). Therefore, it is not necessary for digital CA to exactly follow CA approaches to 

spoken discourse (Simpson, 2005) which has led some researchers (Giles et al., 2015; 

Meredith, 2017) to suggest that rather than comparing online talk to spoken interaction, a 

researcher should use CA to study online interaction on its own.  

 

Conversation Analytic Studies of Facebook 

A number of studies have utilized Conversation Analysis (CA) to study Facebook. These 

few that used CA extend the issue that has been studied in another medium of online 

interaction, on Facebook. The prominent issue of study includes Facebook's affordance 

(Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013), and the interactional 

features of Facebook (Ab Rashid, 2016; Farina, 2015; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013).  
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Much of Meredith’s work focuses on Facebook’s instant messaging service (Facebook 

chat).  There, interaction is characterized by real- time one- to- one quasi- synchronous 

interactions, where both participants have to be online at the same time in order to interact. 

She finds that the separation of message construction and sending which allows 

participants to write messages at the same time impacts upon turn adjacency, which can 

lead to disrupted turn adjacency (Meredith, 2017). Interestingly, she finds that this 

situation does not seem to bother the participants. Often, they create further disrupted turn 

adjacency through the production of multiple turns in the form of short messages. She also 

finds that identification and recognition sequences rarely occur in Facebook chat as they 

deem to be unnecessary because the names of the participants are visible in the chat 

window. This affords the possibility of knowing the identity of both interlocutors. This 

finding differentiates Facebook chat specifically, and other similar Facebook- like chats 

such as Twitter from Schegloff’s earlier study of identification and recognition in a 

telephone conversation (Schegloff, 1979), where he noted that since recognition cannot be 

accomplished visually, identification and recognition sequences usually take place earlier 

in the first utterances and turns at talk before proceeding to the real conversation.   

Meredith (2017) notes that Facebook chat requires that a summons is produced through 

constructing and sending a message, which not only functions as the first turn of the 

interaction but also leads to the recipient receiving a notification. In a way, it is quite 

different to other online chat such as IRC where there is an automatic notification which 

informs already- present users that someone else is joining the chatroom (Rintel et al., 

2001). Meredith's (2017) study also finds a lack of availability check that is the ability to 

check if the recipient is available and ready to start the interaction. The study argues that 

this could imply that although the medium affords the possibility of instant interaction, 

participants do not necessarily treat a summons as requiring an instant response. Because 

of this Meredith suggests that the idea of synchronicity as a fixed state may need to be re- 

thought, and instead, it should be considered as a participation concern. This is because 

although an interactional medium such as Facebook chat can be defined as quasi- 

synchronous, its synchronicity is not a fixed feature but is something that participants 

negotiate through the course of the interaction.  

In another work using a similar corpus of quasi- synchronous instant messaging chats, 

Meredith and Stokoe (2013) explored the phenomenon of repair and how it might function 
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in these new contexts. By repair, they understood the processes by which speakers dealt 

with troubles in speaking, hearing or understanding which arose during the interaction. In 

doing this, they considered the similarities and differences between the forms and types of 

repair (Schegloff, 2007c) found in spoken and online conversation. The study shows that, 

as in spoken interaction, repair happens in Facebook text- based interaction. The study 

further clarifies two types of repair that occur in Facebook interaction (Meredith & Stokoe, 

2013). One is ‘visible repair’ (p.181) which can be seen and oriented to by both 

participants in the interaction. This type of repair occurs in the same sequential position as 

in spoken conversation and is most commonly targeted at a trouble- source such as a 

spelling or typing error particular to written online interaction. Another type of repair is 

‘message construction’ (p.181) repairs which are available only to the message’s writer 

and occurs during message construction. This type of repair is not visible to the recipient as 

the trouble- source is corrected before the writer sends out the message to the recipient. 

According to Meredith and Stokoe (2013), this type of repair is unique to text- based 

interaction due to the technological affordances of online interaction where there is a 

separation of message production and transmission. This affordance allows the chat’s 

authors not only to repair their messages but also to repair the action or sequential 

implications of their turn. Consequently, they argue that in online interactions, the 

development of action in a turn could happen unaccountably or might be unavailable to 

recipients, as they state (p. 202): 

The separation of message production and ‘transmission' meant that, for example, the 

development of action in a turn, and the way action may be restarted, reformulated, and so 

on, was unavailable to recipients. This is a key affordance because it means that, unlike in 

spoken interaction, online interlocutors are unaccountable for some interactional matters.  

Meredith’s later work (Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014) demonstrates how 

Conversation Analysis (CA) can be used to analyse electronic interactions. Using CA and 

the concept of affordances, Meredith (2017) argues that analysis should not only focus on 

online interactions, but also on the technological contexts of that interaction. Meredith and 

Potter (2014) propose to fully utilize the technological elements of the conversational 

medium in collecting and analysing the data. For instance, screen shot tools can capture not 

only the conversation logs but also show how users actually conduct online interactions. 

However, they noted the difficulties in analysing such rich and complicated data. 
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Therefore, they suggest first analysing the data using standard CA (Meredith & Potter, 

2014), and noted any interesting interactional features of the participants' conduct. Then, it 

follows to see if this interactional conduct is oriented to any particular affordance. By 

following these steps of analysis, analysts can avoid overwhelmingly focussing only on 

one aspect of analysis, such as the presumption that technology plays a particular role or 

that findings from spoken interaction will be relevant.    

Other studies that use CA on Facebook focus on initial Facebook posts, or status updates 

(Ab Rashid, 2016; Farina, 2015). These studies argue that Facebook status updates are not 

merely interactions, but that they are “telling”: making announcements and narrating 

stories. Ab Rashid (2016) for example, in exploring how teachers construct their identity, 

finds that status updates written by teachers show characteristics of storytelling (Schegloff, 

2007c) although they may not fully fit into the storytelling genre. Certain styles of 

communication used by teachers in presenting and justifying their views and opinions, 

such as exaggeration and constructed dialog do fit the criteria of storytelling. This finding 

is consistent with Farina’s (2015) study, which found that Facebook status updates 

normally consist of “telling”. Evidence for this is seen when responders' respond to status 

updates which include second tellings, evaluations, and requests for clarification. This 

orientation suggests the way they interpret the updates as “telling”. Initially, status updates 

share features of both spoken announcements and storytellings. They consist of multiple 

units that resemble telling within a short or single post which may also appear like an 

announcement. Therefore, a status update is also a narration of an individual’s story.   

Ab Rashid (2016) took the study of Facebook status updates further by explaining how a 

topic introduced in a status update is negotiated with/ by respondents through the comment 

function. Using 20 Facebook chat interactions of Malaysian secondary school English 

language teachers, he showed how a particular topic is negotiated through conversation. 

Often, respondents would employ certain strategies such as repetition and ask a question 

whenever a response from the topic introducer is delayed. Through these strategies, 

respondents attempted to continue the topic.  

While these few studies show that Facebook has been studied using CA, it must be noted 

that there are many aspects need to be considered as CA was developed for spoken 

interaction or face- to- face interaction. Although some researchers (Meredith, 2017; 
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Meredith & Stokoe, 2013) suggest that digital CA should be studied on its own rather than 

continuously comparing it with CA approaches to spoken discourse, it is undeniable that 

digital CA is still considered new. As such, it required guidance and assistance from the 

‘conventional’ CA. The following section will provide a brief discussion on 

Conversational Analytic and its related approaches as necessary for this study. Before that, 

I will highlight several studies on Facebook Confession Pages. These studies are not 

necessarily used CA but it would be significant to see the studies that have been done on 

the sites since they will give better understanding of the sites.  

 

Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) 

Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) are not a new phenomenon. The sites are well known, 

especially among college students, since almost every college has its own FCPs. 

Nonetheless, little research has been done on them. This section will look at existing 

studies and how they were conducted. This will give a better understanding of FCP sites 

and help this study fill the gap in the literature.  

To date, researchers have used FCPs mainly for opinion mining and sentiment analysis 

(Barari, 2015; Paul, Ankit, Liao, & Choudhary, 2013). They have tried to capture and 

understand quantitatively users’ emotions as well as their positive and negative feelings. 

For example, Paul et al. (2013) identify taboo and stigmatising topics by comparing the 

text from FCPs with the crowd-sourced Urban Dictionary. According to them, 

understanding this text helps us to understand the classification of self-disclosure texts. 

Since FCPs are often limited to a particular college community, this finding can assist 

college services in a comprehensive monitoring of students’ mental health, and can be 

extended to other psychological facilities. Similarly, Barari (2015) has analysed the natural 

language characteristics of a college community on an FCP using a natural language 

processing tool. He looked for topic patterns, pointwise mutual information and sentiment 

analysis. His study identified the topics latent across the entire corpus, and found that 

loneliness is a dominant topic of confessions. These findings to some extent support 

previous sociological research, contextualising student loneliness in the age of social 

networks (Ellison, Gray, Vitak, Lampe, & Fiore, 2013) 
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FCPs are often utilised in exploring the usefulness of SNS in facilitating supportive 

communication among young people (Birnholtz et al., 2015; Hayman, Smith, & Storrs, 

2018; Yeo & Chu, 2017a; Yeo & Chu, 2017b). For instance, a study by Birnholtz et al. 

(2015) examined how FCPs provided a medium of interaction for users to explore identity 

and taboo topics within their local community. Using computer analytical processing, they 

coded the collected data into three categories: question type, taboo, and stigmatized 

identity. The results showed evidence of users asking questions and engaging with taboo 

topics such as sex, prejudice and drug use, and revealing potentially stigmatised identities 

with others locally. There was little evidence of negativity in people’s responses, however; 

the researchers found that most were potentially useful or relevant to the questions asked. 

The study attributed these phenomena to the nature of FCPs that allow users to ask 

questions anonymously in their local community, in circumstances where the responder 

can be identifed. The combination of anonymity and identifiability allows discussion of 

taboo topics to reach the known audience while avoiding negative disinhibition. Similar 

findings have been revealed in other studies on the use of FCPs for peer advice and social 

support among young people on sexual health and intimate relations (Yeo & Chu, 2017a; 

2017b). The findings provide evidence to demonstrate that Facebook Confession Pages 

may facilitate youth participation and dialogue about sensitive personal concerns in a 

constructive manner. They further suggest that social media channels that facilitate de-

identified sharing of experiences within a network of peers may accommodate both young 

people’s desire for peer opinion and validation regarding intimate concerns and their fear 

of social repercussions from self-disclosure. Additionally, Hayman et al. (2018) reported a 

similar positive finding in their study concerning the usefulness of FCPs among 

undergraduate students. Their study demonstrates that students use FCPs to inform their 

undergraduate learning legitimately and support their academic experience. 

However, a different situation is demonstrated by Rachoene and Oyedemi’s (2015) study. 

Using five Facebook sites popular among youth in South Africa, including FCPs, they 

reveal a culture of cyberbullying that exists on these online sites. The study showed that 

attacks on intelligence and physical appearance, sexting and outing, insults and threats are 

common bullying types found on the sites. A key observation of the study highlighted the 

fact that victims of cyberbullying attacks did not usually respond or defend themselves and 

remained silent when being bullied in the presence of a mass audience. The study 
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considered certain types of bullying, like sexting and outing with the use of sexually 

explicit pictures, to be common practice within the population. 

This describes the little research that has been done on FCPs. Almost all the studies have 

focused on young people, particularly undergraduate students. It is therefore logical for 

them to be using FCPs, since these are college-affiliated sites. All the studies were 

quantitative. While there are studies that look at the issue of identity, they explore an 

explicit identity characteristic such as gender. All this suggests the need for more studies of 

FCPs. In particular they suggest the need for a qualitative study of identity construction. 

By adapting the qualitative approach to Conversation Analysis, therefore this study will be 

able to fill the gap in the literature on FCP as well as on identity and CA. 

 

Conversation Analysis 

To ground the study, it is important to look in more detail at the development of 

Conversation Analysis (CA) and its primary focus – sequential organisation. In addition 

this section will detail the related approach of memberships categorisation analysis. The 

connecting issue of person reference will be detailed. Finally, the area of epistemics will be 

discussed.  

Conversation analysis (CA) developed as a field of study most notably through the 

ethnomethodology of Harvey Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (ten Have, 

2007a). Ethnomethodology is a method that focuses primarily on talk- in- interaction, and 

was developed precisely to explicate how people bring off social actions through their talk  

(Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; ten Have, 1999). Using naturally occurring interaction for its 

data, CA is interested in uncovering and describing the ways that actions, events and the 

like are locally produced and recognized by interactants. As Sacks (1984) states, “it is 

possible that detailed study of small phenomena may give an enormous understanding of 

the way humans do things and the kinds of objects they use to construct and order their 

affairs” (Sacks, 1984, p. 25). In doing this, CA looks at the ways in which people organise 

their talk and analyse each other’s conversations in the construction and negotiation of 

social actions including the interactional elements such as sequencing, which is the 

structured order of interaction parts, turn- taking, turn design and construction, to provide 
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useful insights into a person’s relationship to society (ten Have, 2007a).  

Basically, the proponents of CA undertook a shift in the perspective of social scientific 

inquiry, where instead of treating social interaction as a social product, they were more 

interested in studying the very structures of interaction itself (Gibson, 2009). CA thus 

seeks to describe, analyse, and understand interaction as a basic and a constitutive feature 

of human social life. As Psathas (1995, p. 1) says, CA represents a "methodological 

approach to the study of mundane social action" due to its preference for naturally 

occurring data and its approach to the data for what it actually contains, rather than 

predetermined data that corresponds to existing theoretical categories or concepts. So, 

instead of viewing talk as a mere social interaction between people, CA understands 

sentences and utterances as forms of action situated in specific contexts and designed with 

specific attention according to the contexts. Therefore, authentic conversation and its 

organization are crucial in CA since they are the starting point for further investigation.    

This study draws its analytic framework from CA, and its parallel methodological 

approaches: membership categorization analysis (MCA), person references and epistemics. 

Whilst all of these approaches come under the same banner as CA, due to their historical 

and analytical enterprise, they are concerned with different phenomena. CA and MCA are 

both rooted in Sacks’s (1992) Lectures on Conversation but develop differently, with CA 

being concerned mainly with sequentiality (that is, ‘the normative structuring and 

particular courses of social action and their organization into systems through which 

participants manage turn- taking, repair, and other systemic dimensions of interaction’s 

organization (Heritage, 2005, p. 104)), while MCA focuses on ‘members’ methodical 

practices in describing the world, and displaying their understanding of the world and of 

the common- sense routine workings of society’ (Fitzgerald et al., 2009, p. 47). 

Meanwhile, person reference refers to a practice for referring to another person (Schegloff, 

2007b). This interactional practice is mostly associated with membership categorization 

devices (MCD) though there is a claim that they should be differentiated and dealt with 

accordingly (Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007; Schegloff, 2007a). As for epistemics, though it has 

diverse lineage across a range of disciplines, it has generated a lively and productive 

engagement within CA, particularly through a series of works by Heritage (1984; 1998; 

2011; 2012b; 2012c; 2013; Raymond & Heritage, 2006). These works deal in a systematic 

way with the construction and transformation of meaning over the course of interaction 
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mostly through sequential analysis. All these approaches are primarily concerned with the 

basic feature of social life, talk- in- interaction. This study draws on these analytic 

frameworks to examine the sequential unfolding of online interaction, looking at how 

participants identify themselves and others as they display their epistemic stance.  

 

Sequential Organisation  

A key concern of CA has been that the conversational process is organized through 

sequences of turn- utterances in which the participants in a conversation take turns at 

speaking (Gibson, 2009). There is a question, however, about how participants know when 

to take a turn and how they manage the exchange of turns. In his lectures, Sacks (cited in 

(Silverman, 1998) proposed a number of maxims that can be seen to operate as general 

procedures for talk. Three of the most basic of these are: (1) that one person speaks at a 

time; (2) that conversational turns do not overlap; (3) that people take turns at producing 

turns (Silverman, 1998, p. 101). Sacks points out that in almost all conversational settings 

there is a preference that only one speaker talks at any given time, and it is an alteration of 

turns. He further emphasized that the enactment of such alteration requires considerable 

skill and negotiation over aspects such as the start and end points of utterances, the length 

of the utterances, the appropriate content of turns or the relation between utterances (Sacks, 

1992).  

The alteration of turns is also one among various interaction organizational phenomena 

that are the focus of the sequential organization. Alteration of turns or turn- taking refers to 

the way in which speakers alternate in conversation in an orderly, recognizable fashion. 

For instance, if only one person ever talks, it may not be considered a conversation. But it 

may appear like a monologue or lecture of some kind. So an interest in turn- taking 

involves examining the sequentially organized way of ordering conversation through 

changes of speaker. There are basic rules for turn- taking, in which the current speaker 

selects the next speaker, and only if this is not done is it open to any speaker to self- select 

(Schegloff, 2007c). There are also other element to take into consideration in turn- taking 

such as an imbalance of knowledge between interlocutors (Lerner, 2003), but this element 

is the interest of another branch of CA (epistemics). The focus of turn- taking, therefore, is 
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on the organized way of ordering conversation which in turn shows that conversation does 

not happen at random, but follows a certain system (Sacks et al., 1978).  

Closely related with turn- taking is the notion of adjacency pairs, which is another key 

concern in CA. Technically, an adjacency pair is a sequence of conversational turns that 

are tied to each other in which the former calls forth the latter (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008, 

p. 42). In CA, adjacency pairs involve an examination of how turns in conversations can be 

hearable, linked as two- part sequences such as question- answer, and greeting- greeting. 

The main rule implies that a current action or a ‘first pair part' such as a greeting or a 

question, requires the production of a reciprocal action or ‘second pair part' at the first 

possible opportunity after the completion of the first (Goodwin & Heritage, 1990). 

Schegloff and Sacks in (Stivers, 2013, p. 192) list the features of adjacency pairs as:  

• Composed of two turns 

• Produced by different speakers 

• Adjacently placed (one after the other) 

• Relatively ordered such as first- pair parts precede second- pair parts 

• Pair- type related such that particular first- pair part are paired with particular 

second- pair parts. 

This is the basis of conversation, in which, most of all, for a talk to be considered a 

conversation, it must have at least two speakers, who produce at least a turn each. For 

instance, when a first person produces a ‘question', a second person would respond with an 

‘answer'. It is unreasonable for the first person to make a response to the ‘question', or the 

second person to provide an answer before the first person's ‘question'.  Similarly, a pair of 

speech utterances will not be considered an adjacency pair if the interlocutor responds 

differently from the appropriate pair- type part (for example by answering a ‘greeting' with 

a ‘question'). Therefore, the adjacency pair is a basic sequence of conversation which may 

be expanded in various ways (Stivers, 2013). For example an adjacency pair can also be an 

analytic device for researchers to investigate the ordering of a conversation. Particularly in 

a situation in which a subsequent pair part does not follow the first pair part, it may seem 

as if some form of repair work is needed. Thus, repair initiation (which is the way in which 

speakers react to instances of ‘trouble' -  and whether to try to repair the situation in a 
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sequentially organized way), may be considered. Likewise, adjacency pairs can also 

indicate how the next speaker is selected, which is a key interest of turn construction and 

turn design (Schegloff, 2007c).  

In CA, these interactional phenomena like turn- taking, adjacency pairs and repair, 

including mundane and minute occurrences such as how much gap or silence is present in 

the conversation, are looked at with a view to explicating how such interactional elements 

open up particular ways for others to continue the interaction, as well as to perform 

particular types of interactional work (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; ten Have, 1999). What 

an utterance accomplishes in a series of talks, is dependent upon its sequential position 

within the interaction. As ten Have (1999) states: “what a doing, such as an utterance, 

means practically, the action it actually performs, depends on its sequential position” (ten 

Have, 1999, p. 6). So, in order to see what action is produced in the interaction, it needs to 

be analysed sequentially.  

In a context in which conversational participants do not ‘speak’ such as in online chatting, 

one might wonder about the relevance of this sequential organization. Online conversations 

are normally asynchronous, distributed across time, and do not occur at a given temporal 

point. Messages could be sent successively but can also remain unread for a long period of 

time (Meredith, 2017). So, aspects such as gaps and silences may be analytically useless. 

In a multiple- party online discourse such as in forum or blog, the sequential turns may 

appear disorganized in the sense that there could be more than one person speaking at a 

time which consequently violates a basic rule of turn- taking. Also, it is difficult to 

determine which turn is the next turn (Herring, 1999; Herring, 2011). So, the basic maxims 

of offline conversation seem odd and inappropriate for characterizing online discourse. 

However, as shown in the earlier discussion, CA has been used to study CMC and other 

online interaction (Baym, 1996; Benwell & Stokoe, 2010; Bou-Franch et al., 2012; Gibson, 

2009; 2013). This suggests that online interactions including CMC, qualify as 

‘conversation' and that CA may still be an appropriate method for analysing them.   

One challenge with online asynchronous conversation, however, is to uncover the logical 

sequence of the posts (Gibson, 2009). Participants do not always take turns at the relevant 

time and place, but whenever they can, such as when they log on to the computer. 

Consequently, the sequential turn has often appeared haphazard in comparison to the order 
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of turns in face- to- face conversation (Herring, 1999). However, Gibson (2009) claims that 

participants nonetheless do display their accountability and demonstrate through the 

organization of their posts how they relate functionally to other contributions. This means 

that despite the appearance of disorganized turns, there is still a systematic way of 

organizing the sequence. As Benwell and Stokoe (2010) have noted, participants in online 

conversation do not create entirely new ways of communicating, but rather recreate and 

adapt features of face- to- face communication.  

 

Membership Categorization Analysis 

Membership categorization analysis (MCA), developed initially in the work of Harvey 

Sacks in the 1960s (1992). Basically, it is concerned with the practical oriented, common- 

sensical, and cultural reasoning of people as they go about their social lives and make 

sense of their activities (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; Schegloff, 2007a). It focuses on the 

recognizability of people as certain sorts of people or, more specifically, people as certain 

sorts of members of society, and how this recognizability is a resource for members in their 

dealings with each other. For Sacks (1992), categories and the process of categorization are 

a key feature of conversation because they are inference- rich, and can invoke a cultural 

understanding of expected characteristics, and thus bring organization to an interaction 

(Housley & Fitzgerald, 2016; Silverman, 1998). A famous example to illustrate this 

principle can be seen in Sacks’s analysis of a story told by a child, “The baby cried. The 

mommy picked it up” (1992). Someone who is reading it will perceive that the activity of 

crying is natural to the baby, the mommy is the mother of that baby, and that the mommy 

is tied to the baby as a caregiver. Yet, through these two sentences, Sacks illustrates how 

complex layers of social knowledge and social action are built into common sense 

knowledge of who was involved, what happened, and why.  

An important aspect of MCA, however, is that the categories must be generated by 

members and demonstrate locally by the participants in talk- in- interaction (Hester 

& Eglin, 1997; Housley & Fitzgerald, 2016; Sacks, 1992) rather than pre- imposed 

categories. This is because the categories constitute common sense knowledge to people in 

society (Schegloff, 2007b). So, if one wants to make a claim about a certain category such 
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as gender or kid, it must be shown to be relevant to the members. In other words, the 

category is defined by examining its surrounding network, which gives insight into how 

the members define the category. Thus, analytically, all MCA is doing is simply bringing 

to light members’ own analyses. This also means that MCA, unlike sequential organization 

analysis, takes cultural resources into consideration,  including the language usage that is 

brought into play in the conversation (Bilmes, 2011). In a way, MCA is useful for 

analysing the cultural elements in a talk, which are an undeniably major factor in 

communication. However, MCA should not be thought of as a theory of social 

categorization that is applied to some empirical materials to test its predictability, but 

rather as an approach to explicating social categorization as a display of, and the 

accomplishment of people’s (or ‘members’) local reasoning practices, or what might be 

called ‘culture- in- action’ (Fitzgerald, 2015, p. 1). 

The focus then is on how participants ‘do' category and how they go about making the 

word choices they do (Schegloff, 2007a). Fitzgerald (2015) states that this can be 

understood through the basic concepts of MCA, including ‘membership categorization 

devices,’ ‘membership categories,’ ‘category- bound activities,’ ‘rules of economy and 

consistency,’ and ‘viewers and hearers maxims’.  Previously, in a Discourse Studies 

Special Issue on Categories and Social Interaction, Stokoe (2012) lists ten key concepts of 

membership categorization derived from both Sacks and later MCA work on how to 

approach MCA (Stokoe, 2012, p. 281): 

1. “Membership categorization device (MCD): This refers to the apparatus through 

which categories are understood to ‘belong’ to a collective category (e.g. the 

categories ‘mommy’ and ‘baby’ are heard to belong to the MCD ‘family’).  

2. Category- bound activities: Activities that are, in situ, linked to categories, such as 

‘Why are men (category) so reluctant to go to the doctors (activity)?’. 

3. Category- tied predicates: A category’s characteristics, such as ‘this mother 

(category) cares (predicate) tremendously for her baby’. 

4. Standardized relational pairs: Pairs of categories that carry duties and moral 

obligations in relation to the other, such as ‘parent- child’. 



55 

 

5. Duplicative organization: Categories that work as a unit or in a ‘teamlike’ way, 

having specific obligations to each other, such as ‘centre- forward’, ‘goalkeeper’ 

and ‘defender’ in a ‘football team’. 

6. Positioned categories: Some collections of categories occupy a hierarchical 

relationship, such that an ‘adult’ can be accused of behaving like a ‘teenager’, and 

so on. 

7. Category- activity ‘puzzles’: People do particular actions by putting together 

(un)expected combinations such as ‘Killer Nuns!’; jokes are often built this way 

(e.g. ‘women drivers’). 

8. The economy rule: A single category may be sufficient to describe a person. 

9. The consistency rule: If two or more categories are used next to each other, like 

‘father’ and ‘daughter’ in ‘Father and Daughter in Snow Ordeal’, and both belong 

to a standard collection or MCD (e.g. family), then people hear those referred to as 

members of the same family. 

10. Categorization ‘maxims’: Sacks (1992: 221, 259) derived the hearer’s maxim for 

duplicatively organized categories (‘if two or more categories are used to 

categorize two or more members of some population, and those categories can be 

heard as categories from the same collection, then: hear them that way’) and the 

viewer’s maxim for category- bound activities (‘if a Member sees a category- 

bound activity being done, then, if one sees it being done by a member of a 

category to which the activity is bound, see it that way’).” 

In the process of categorization in talk, membership categories are the ‘classifications or 

social types that might be used to describe persons' (Hester & Eglin, 1997, p. 3). They can 

be grouped together into collections of related categories, such as the categories of 

‘mommy' and ‘baby' comprising the collection or Membership Categorization Device 

(MCD) of ‘family'. However, which MCD that categories comprise of, must be explicitly 

stated in the talk, or inferred from the context because certain categories could belong to 

more than one device such as ‘baby' can belong also to the MCDs ‘stage of life'. Category- 

bound activities and predicates, then, are resources for actions which tell the kinds of 
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things that members of a certain membership category do.  Thus, categories, activities, and 

predicates must ‘go together' in a contextualized way in any given stretch of discourse. 

That means the way the categories are selected, used, and configured by members are in 

orientation to the topic at hand, and that their use in any particular situation is purposeful 

or practical for that topic, as Fitzgerald (2015, p. 4) explains: 

“The associated actions of social categories comprise a kind of stock of 

knowledge- in- action or culture- in- action, which involves common- 

sense knowledge about the world and how social categories are expected 

or assumed to act in general and in particular situations. That is, while 

there is any number of ways in which categories, devices, and their 

associated actions can be configured prior to their use it is only through 

their use in any particular situation that they become operative for the 

participants.”  

Further, Sacks (cited in (Silverman, 1998) observes that there are a couple of rules that 

provide further insights into how these social categorization practices are used. The first 

rule is known as the economy rule (Silverman, 1998, p. 77), that is it is sufficient to 

describe people using one membership category at a time, without further need of 

elaboration such as ‘mommy’ and ‘baby’. This does not mean that more than one category 

cannot be used but there is often a category that is the most relevant to be used to describe 

a person under a certain circumstance. Another rule is the ‘consistency rule’ (Silverman, 

1998, p. 77) that is if a member has been categorized as within a particular device then 

other members of that population can be categorized in terms of the same collection. So, if 

one were to see a baby being held by a female, in categorizing the ‘baby' as belonging to 

the collection ‘family', the woman holding the baby can be categorized from categories 

available within that device, such as mother, grandmother, or sister. Sacks then derived a 

corollary known as the ‘hearer's maxim,' which posits "if there are two categories which 

can be heard as from the same collection, hear them as from the same collection" ( 

(Silverman, 1998, p. 78). This means that particular categories can be seen as belonging to 

a collection by applying the hearer's maxim. For instance, categories mommy and baby can 

be heard as belonging to the collection of ‘family' because they are seen as related to one 

another, also known as standardized relational pairings. As Sacks (1992, p. 327) suggests, 

the use of this ‘pairing' device can also help to identify a person:  
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“Take the person you have to categorize; treat them as the second person 

of a pair for which the first is known; find a first. If you can find a first—

and in principle, you can find a first—you've got a solution”.   

These rules of application and corollary, therefore, reinforce the observed or described 

actions that draw upon common- sense understandings for their practical sense making 

within occasioned organizational devices.  

According to Fitzgerald (2015), it is through understanding these basic concepts of MCA 

that a common- sense understanding of the story can be made analytically interesting. 

Again, referring to the example that Sacks gave in his early lectures ‘The baby cried, the 

mommy picked it up', we can hear that ‘baby' and ‘mommy' as belonging to the same 

collection or device of ‘family' since they are common standardized relational pairings. 

Then, ‘the baby cried' and ‘the mommy picked it up' shows the common and expected 

actions attributed to both categories: mothers pick their babies up when they are crying to 

comfort them. These ‘category- bound activities' constitute the actions that are expected 

from each category.   

Since this study focuses on identity, approaching the research from an MCA perspective 

serves to address the primary interest in participants’ use of membership categories and 

how such use serves to maintain and negotiate their social identity. Although this study 

may use a different platform (that is, online interaction), yet the principle approach of 

MCA as listed by Stokoe (2012) is still relevant in text- based conversations. This is 

because the assumptions that underpin MCA are closely aligned with those informing the 

research undertaken here, such as that the categories are not predetermined but emerge 

through interaction; the use of categories in participant identification; and the locally 

produced and situated nature of the interaction. Additionally, MCA is closely related to the 

practice of person reference, which is discussed below.   

 

Person Reference in Practice 

Person reference is an action that is grounded in a speech situation between the speaker, 

the recipient, and the referent. In this situation, at least three social relationships should be 



58 

 

taken into account in relation to person reference: the relationship between speaker and 

recipient, recipient and referent, and speaker and referent (Stivers et al., 2007). We should 

bear in mind, however, each of the interlocutors may understand themselves to have a 

different position in the relationship. For example, a speaker may understand that the 

recipient has a casual relationship with the referent, whereas the recipient may understand 

the relationship differently. Therefore, it is crucial to set parameters for the appropriate use 

of person reference.   

Sacks and Schegloff (2007) suggest that there are two preferences to persons that are used 

in a conversation, which are the preference for ‘minimization' (p. 24) and the preference 

for ‘recipient design' (p. 24). They frame minimization as follows: "On occasions when 

reference is to be done, it should preferably be done with a single reference form" (p. 24). 

By this, they mean that the practice of referring to a person in conversation is usually 

accomplished by the use of a single reference form as in the use of the name or pronoun. 

Even if a person may possess a name with two or more components, it is unlikely that the 

entire name will actually be used other than for occasional official documents or 

ceremonies. It is not necessary, however, to use an additional referential information 

because it may not bring any new referential information (Hacohen & Schegloff, 2006) 

especially if the referent is recognized by the recipient. In a situation where the referent is 

not recognized by the recipient then the speaker can produce further elaborate descriptions 

(Sacks & Schegloff, 2007).   

However, there are many available forms that can be used in making a reference to persons 

such as names, title, or kinship. The most preferred form, then, is the most recognizable, 

that is, the form of reference which the speaker thinks that the recipient would easily 

recognize (Hacohen & Schegloff, 2006). This preference for using a recognizable form in 

making a reference to a person is what Sacks and Schegloff (2007) specify as recipient 

design. The purpose of recipient design is to achieve recognition, in which a speaker makes 

use of referential forms that enable the addressee to link the referring expressions with the 

referent (Stivers et al., 2007). In doing so, a speaker should consider who the recipient is, 

and what kind of relationship he/ she has with the referent. Thus, recipient design, in this 

respect, is irredeemably tied to understandings of, and past experiences between, speaker 

and recipient (Schegloff, 2007b). 
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In relation to this, Schegloff (1996) also introduced two types of reference forms that can 

be used to analyse references to a non- present person: recognitional and non- 

recognitional. Each of these helps a speaker find an appropriate referring expression, 

whether or not a recipient can identify to whom a speaker is referring. Recognitional 

reference forms are those that the recipient can easily recognize, such as a name. Using this 

type of form indicates the speaker's expectation that the recipient knows a particular 

referent to be able to identify him/ her through the name or description used (Schegloff, 

1996). Non- recognitional reference forms refer to those referring expressions which not 

clearly recognizable and most of the time, do nothing except refer (Schegloff, 1996) such 

as a generic term ‘a teacher’.  

Two common recognitional reference forms are names and descriptions (Schegloff, 1996). 

A name, as in a personal name, is considered as the clearest and most direct recognitional 

reference in a conversation that can be easily recognised as the referent. Also, a name 

holds a special position in the practice of person reference. It can concurrently satisfy both 

the preferences, minimization and recipient design, highlighted by Sacks and Schegloff 

(2007). Given that the name is a single reference form and therefore it is minimized, its use 

as a recognitional reference could also satisfy the preference for recipient design. In many 

societies, a person's name could also indicate family or clan membership (Griffin, 2010).  

Therefore, the name identifies the person as a member of a particular family while 

separating him or her from another family.   

However, according to Brennan (2000), the individuality of names may cease to be 

processed after persons and names become familiar. Especially in a society where a 

common name is used, it may end up that many people share similar names, making it 

difficult to recognize the referent. For instance, in Malay society, it is common for women 

to have their first name ‘Nurul', although it is not common as a surname. Therefore, to 

make a reference to ‘Nurul' in that society may require some additional referential 

information (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007). Nickname is another recognitional reference that is 

commonly used (Griffin, 2010). Across cultures, nicknames tend to be based on the 

individual's personality, physical characteristics, behaviours, or experiences which can 

easily identify the person (Aceto, 2002). However, drawing attention to personal 

information is either associated with acceptance and intimacy, as when nicknames are used 

among friends, or aggression and hostility, as when they are part of name- calling and 
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bullying. Therefore, although nickname is a recognitional reference, it should be used 

carefully.  

Alternatively, in the situation where a personal name is unidentifiable, recognitional 

description is commonly used (Schegloff, 1996). A recognitional description such as ‘the 

women who sits next to you' or ‘the person who created Facebook', has the capacity to pick 

out the individual in mind, as in the example below (Schegloff, 1996, p. 461). 

(17) SN- 4, 16:2- 20  

02 Mark: So (‘r) you da:ting Keith? 

03   (1.0) 

04 Karen: ‘Sa frie:nd. 

05   (0.5) 

06 b→ Mark: What about that girl ‘e use tuh go with fer so long. 

07 c→ Karen: A:lice? I [don’t- ] they gave up. 

08 Mark:   [  (mm)  ] 

 

Note how Karen managed to figure out the referent (arrow ‘c’) through the recognitional 

description provided by Mark (arrow ‘b') by upgrading it into a name. Although the name 

given is in a question- intonation, which could indicate uncertainty, it still shows that the 

referring expression used by Mark is recognizable. The example also shows that there 

appears to be a preference for the use of the name over a recognitional description 

(Schegloff, 1996).  

In addition to recognitional and non- recognitional reference forms, there are other 

alternatives for analysing reference to a non- present person. In fact, forms of reference 

may vary even within a single conversation. It is common to use names the first time one 

mentions a referent and use a pronoun in subsequent references. Schegloff (1996) referred 

to this as ‘locally initial and locally subsequent reference' (p. 450) in which, in the spate of 

talk, there is a common form of reference used the first time to refer to a person, and other 

forms of reference for subsequent mentions. For example, a full noun phrase could be used 

as an initial reference form, which subsequently becomes a pronoun. The following 

conversation taken from an online interaction between several people illustrates this 

situation. The conversation begins following a girl’s announcement concerning her 
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‘unnamed' secret admirer, whose identity is under discussion.   

1. Chloe: My first thought is...Kin Chun.. 

2. Janice: Obviously, a little dark skin..... 

3. Chloe: Guess he is going to be so famous starting from tonight 

 

The referent, Kin Chun, is mentioned for the first time by Chloe in line 1 using the initial 

noun phrase that is his name. Chloe mentioned Kin Chun again in line 3 but this time 

through the appropriate locally subsequent form ‘he', which is warranted by Janice’s 

recognition of the referent in her response, acknowledging and confirming Chloe's opinion. 

This practice of using a pronoun for a locally subsequent reference form is prevalent in the 

English- speaking society, where pronouns take a clear form (Schegloff, 1996). In some 

other societies, however, this practice is less apparent. For instance, Oh (2007) states that 

in the Korean language, there is no clear distinction between full noun phrases and 

pronouns. The so- called third- person pronouns are a composite of both, pronoun and 

noun. Hence, the locally subsequent reference is done with zero anaphora. As this example 

shows, the practice of referring is highly influenced by the language and the culture of a 

society.   

 

Epistemics  

Epistemics is the study of the social organization of knowledge in interaction (Drew, 

2018a; Heritage, 2013).  In CA, epistemics focuses on the attribution of knowledge and the 

representation and use of knowledge claims by interactants in sequences of interaction 

(Heritage, 2013). It is concerned with how speakers display their knowledge to one another 

rather than with examining whether speakers may or may not actually know. Epistemics 

are manifested through interaction.  

According to Heritage (2013), the role of epistemics in interaction can be analysed by 

making a distinction between epistemic status and epistemic stance. Epistemic status 

concerns the relative position of interactants in relation to knowledge distribution and 

access. This means that the territory of knowledge of each interactant regarding certain 
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knowledge could be on a different level,  positioned along a continuum from relatively 

knowing (K+) to relatively unknowing (K- ) (Heritage, 2012b). Using an example from 

Terasaki (2004: 176) the statement "I forgot to tell you the two best things that happened to 

me today" displays that the speaker has a different level of knowledge in relation to the 

hearer, where the speaker is projecting possession of knowledge about something, and the 

hearer is projected as not knowing. The level of knowledge among interactants can also be 

equal, and in such circumstances the speaker may invoke equality of access to the 

recipient’s situation (Heritage, 2013).  As to how individuals come into possession of 

particular knowledge, this can be obtained through their own experience regarding the 

matter (Heritage, 2011; Kamio, 1994). This is because aspects like thoughts, feelings, 

experiences, and expectations are generally treated as personal information, to which the 

experiencing person has the right of knowing and describing (Raymond & Heritage, 2006). 

Consequently, particular information can be within a person's territory of knowledge. In 

sum, epistemic status is not just about the actual possession of information but also 

concerns the rights to possess particular knowledge and to articulate it (Raymond 

& Heritage, 2006).  

Meanwhile, the idea of epistemic stance concerns the moment- by- moment expression of 

the K+ and K-  relationship, as managed through the design of turn- at- talk (Heritage, 

2013). It refers to the expression adopted by the interlocutors in displaying their 

knowledge. For instance, a speaker can present a question by saying either “you are 

married?” or “you’re are married, aren’t you?” (Heritage, 2013). Both questions display a 

similar purpose (that is, to inquire about the recipient’s marital status (K- )), in which the 

recipient is the one with the knowledge, since it is within the recipient's domain of 

knowledge (K+). However epistemically, the formulation of each question illustrates the 

speaker's different level of knowledge regarding the matter. In the first question "you are 

married?", the speaker is shown to have no knowledge regarding the recipient's status, 

while in the second question "you're are married, aren't you?" it is obvious that the speaker 

already has some information and is seeking confirmation (Heritage, 2012b; Heritage, 

2013). In this situation,  according to Heritage (Heritage, 2012b), the relationship between 

K+ and K-  can be represented by epistemic gradients; that is, for the first question, the 

relationship is indexed by a sloping epistemic gradient where at one point the speaker has 

no knowledge and at  the other point the recipient has the knowledge. In the second 
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question, the relationship between K+ and K- could be indexed by a shallow epistemic 

gradient due to the increase in information possessed by the speaker. The subsequent 

conversation develops depending on which stance a speaker takes. An unknowing stance 

(as in the first question), may invite further elaboration, and a more knowing stance like 

the second question, may invite confirmation (Heritage, 2012b). Therefore, while 

epistemic status is concerned with knowledge territory such as who knows who and what, 

the epistemic stance is concern with the flow of interaction; that is, how the knowledge 

displayed may bolster or terminate the conversation. As such, epistemics in interaction can 

be observed and analysed sequentially.   

In his paper ‘Epistemic Engine’, Heritage (2012c) claims that knowledge displayed or 

expressions of epistemic imbalance could be one of the principles that informs sequence 

organization. This happens as the imbalance of information between speaker and hearer 

will often be pursued until the imbalance is acknowledged. This is sufficient to warrant a 

development of a sequence of interaction. The following sequence, in which Lesley asks 

her mother about a herbal medication that she has apparently recommended, illustrates this 

situation (Heritage, 2012c, p. 34). 

(3) [Field 1:1:89–94]  

1 Les:  Uh didyuh get yer garlic tablets. 

2 Mum:   Yes I’ve got them, 

3 Les:  Have yuh t-  started tak[ing th’m  

4 Mum:                  [I started taking th’m t’da:y 

5 Les:     - >  Oh well do:n[e 

6 Mum:             [Garlic’n parsley. 

7 Les:  ↑THAT’S RI:ght. [BY hhoh- u- Whole Food?  

8 Mum:          [(          ) 

9   (0.3) 

10  Mum:  Whole Foo:ds ye[s, 

11  Les:       [YES well done, 

 Lesley’s questions in line 1 and 3 are responded to appropriately by her mother in line 2 

and 4, with confirmations. Lesley then closes the sequence at line 5 with an ‘oh’ that 

registers the information and ‘well do:ne’ that treats the information as sufficiently 

complete. In this sequence, we can see that a request for information positions Lesley as 
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occupying an unknowing (K−) epistemic status and her mother as occupying a knowing 

(K+) one. The use of ‘oh’ indexes a change- of- state (Heritage, 1984) in Lesley's 

epistemic status, which shifts from unknowing to knowing. This in turn indexes not only 

that the question was asked in search of information, but also that the information sought is 

in fact provided. Ultimately, this notion of epistemic imbalance adds to the understanding 

of sequence organization other than those sequences centred on the notion of adjacency 

pairs (Heritage, 2012c), particularly in tracing through post- expansions to adjacency pairs 

in sequential terms. For this, the attribution of epistemic imbalances becomes a resource 

that underlies the progression of sequences and makes such progression accountable 

(Drew, 2018b). 

This has been contradicted by the claim that epistemics does not attend to the details of 

sequential organization and thus epistemic analyses cannot be considered as true 

conversation analysis (CA) (Lindwall, Lymer, & Ivarsson, 2016). However, as proven by a 

group of epistemic analysts in a series of papers (Drew, 2018b; Heritage, 2018; Raymond, 

2018), epistemic considerations play a crucial role in sequence organization as well as in 

understanding the actions that participants implement within sequences. Moreover, there 

are certain actions that can only be understood through sequential analysis like ‘oh- 

preface' to indicate new observations or a change of state following information provided. 

Such observation can only happen in relation to what occurred before (in the previous 

sequence). Therefore, the relevance of epistemic stance in interactions operates in parallel 

with sequence organization. On the one hand, the interaction proceeds through the 

sequential system such as turn- taking and adjacency pairs, and on the other, the interaction 

also develops through the imbalance of knowledge between interactants.  

 

Conclusion 

This chapter reviews related literature on CMC and CA. It had shown how CMC is a broad 

and varied discipline. There has been a gradual move towards viewing online language as 

designedly interactional, and CA studies of online interaction are becoming more common. 

It has revealed that there are differences in turn- taking and sequential organizational 

practices in online interaction and face- to- face interaction. However, people have found 

ways to compensate for the lack of interactional features of online interaction. Similarly, 
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research on social identity has developed further with more researchers adopt CA related 

approach of MCA in their studies of discursive identity. Yet, there are still less 

conversation analytic studies on identity particularly in social media such as Facebook. 

Much of the studies concerns on asynchronous online interaction such as blog and forum. 

Thus, the present study works to fill this gap as it considers not only the categorizations 

used by participants to make identification possible but also the way in which participants 

work with language to construct particular identities and categories relating to the 

identification work.  

Also reviewed in this chapter is the methodological literatures used in this thesis. There are 

four distinct yet related approaches originated from Conversational Analytic highlighted in 

this chapter. These approaches are considered relevant in this study in informing how the 

data can be approached and analysed. Further elaboration on their application in this study 

will be discussed in the Methodological chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 

 

Introduction 

This chapter provides the detail of the method for the present study. Because every 

research environment is different and every project has specific requirements, what follows 

is a tailored account of how this study is conducted. This chapter will begin with 

discussing the medium of interaction that this study utilises that is Facebook. This is to 

provide general information regarding the background and structure of the medium, as well 

as how the interactions occur on the medium. This information is important to be explained 

earlier before focusing on the specific Facebook page that is Facebook Confession Pages 

(FCPs). Details of the corpus then will be discussed in the following section. This chapter 

will also discuss ethical issues around data collection. Further, it explains the data 

collection procedures as well as its organisation before describing the analytic process.  

 

Facebook 

Facebook is a popular social networking site with over 1.4 billion daily active users on 

average (Facebook). Launched in 2004, it started as space for university students to gather 

on the web before expanding it to general public users. In describing Facebook’s purpose, 

values and social mission, its creator, Zuckerberg (2012, p. 1) outlines some important core 

business of Facebook, which includes ‘giving people the power to share’ and ‘to strengthen 

how people relate to each other’.  

Technically, Facebook is similar to Internet Relay Chat (IRC) in a way that users 

communicate through texts in a specific channel, and more than IRC in a way that the 

communication is not necessarily happening in real-time. It is also like a blog and 

broadcast where users can write whatever they want on their personal web space and 

disperse it to a broader audience if they want. It is a free site, and anyone over the age of 

13 with a valid email address can register to be a user (Facebook). Facebook is a social 
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networking website and service where users can do many activities including post 

comments, share photographs and news, play games, chat live, and even stream live video. 

All these are done through Facebook’s particular structures and elements that differentiate 

it from other social networks. Subsequent section will briefly elaborate the structures and 

elements of the Facebook site and their functions.  

 

User Profile and Timeline 

Each registered user of Facebook has a ‘page’ that consists of a personal profile that shows 

their posts and content on a ‘Timeline’. The Timeline will display user’s name together 

with the profile picture which represents user identity on Facebook. Facebook requires and 

encourages users to use real names on Facebook (Facebook), but practically, not all users 

use their real name on Facebook (Boyd & Heer, 2006).  

The Timeline also displays a feed of a user's stories, including status updates, photos and 

videos, and events which ordered according to the time in which they were uploaded or 

created (Facebook). To add the stories, users write or upload photo or video on an empty 

status box available at the top of the timeline. Additionally, there are interactive features on 

Timeline such as ‘Like’ button on all status update, option for comment and read, location 

tag, etc. Another interesting element on Timeline is the ability to incorporate third- party 

applications which consequently expand the affordance of Facebook. It is through this 

affordance that Facebook Confession Pages manage their posts. In FCPs, the message post 

on the Timeline was written in other third-party application incorporated to the FCPs in 

order to avoid using a real Facebook username.  

There is also a brief background summary of a user on Timeline, such as gender, birthday, 

hometown, etc. Users can manage this information and select which information they want 

to display on their Timeline. Facebook profiles also have advanced their privacy features to 

restrict content to specific users, such as non- friends or persons on a specific list. To do 

this, users can change the default privacy setting according to their preference. Other 

Facebook interactive applications such as notification, friend request, like and follow, 

photo album, etc. are also available on the profile page. Technically, the Timeline is a 

centre, where user manages his/ her Facebook identity. Figure 3.1 below shows an example 
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of Facebook Timeline. 

 

 

3.1: Facebook Page Timeline 

 

Friends and Followers 

Contacts on Facebook are called ‘Friends’. A ‘friending’ request must be sent and accepted 

before users become friends on Facebook. Users can find potential friends by searching for 

them using ‘search bar’ at the top of the page, or using the ‘People’ option where Facebook 

will provide a list of recommended friends. Once they become a friend on Facebook, they 

may see each other’s profile and received news feed. In case the friending request is 

declined by the other user, the two users will not consider a friend on Facebook which may 

then affect their activities on the network such as they may not be able to see each other 

activities on Facebook, or receive each other news feed.    

Facebook also allows users to ‘Follow’ others without Friend them. To merely ‘follow’ 

others, it does not need an invitation and approval. Users can choose to follow a person, 
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and they will receive that person's status updates automatically through their news feed. 

Originally, the following function is devised for public figures like celebrities, journalists, 

politicians, etc. where they can broadcast their news to broad audiences. Facebook public 

pages also utilise the function; hence FCPs can also be followed for users to get updates on 

the pages.  

 

Tagging and Notification 

The concept of tagging on Facebook refers to the action of putting the name of a user, a 

brand, an event or a group in such a way that linked to the wall of the Facebook page being 

tagged, and made the post appear in news feeds for that page, as well as those of selected 

friends. It is done by typing a part of the user's name and selecting the name from the drop- 

down menu. The tagged name then will appear in blue- coloured word indicating that the 

name was tagged and the tagged person notified. Figure 3.2 below shows an example of 

the process. As we can see, the drop- down menu lists a friends’ name according to the 

name written, and users can select the name without necessarily written the whole name. 

Once the name selected, it will appear light- blue like Bryan Chai Kang Weng’s name. 

 

 

3.2: The tagging process 

The tagging feature is not limited to friends’ name but can be used in everywhere in 

Facebook, photo, status update, post- comment, etc. However, it restricted among friends 
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which means that if a user tags a non- friend’s name, it will not generate an active link to 

that non- friend’s Facebook page. Later in chapter 5, I will show how friends’ name play a 

crucial role not only as an identity but also in locating the person as well as ‘gathering’ 

people for interactional purposes.  

Consequently, the tag will generate a notification. Facebook notification is a kind like an 

alert system where it will tell users whenever something occurred that relates to their 

profile. So, in case their name was tagged, Facebook will notify the users and provide a 

link to the ‘tagged’ event. These Facebook features are also the focus of analysis in 

Chapter 6 where it explores the roles of these functions in Facebook turn-taking 

interaction. Indeed, Facebook tagging system and notification are significant in preserving 

the coherence of the interaction. In fact, Facebook notification occurs to every event that 

involved the user's profile; a message shared on the user's wall, or a comment on a status 

update or on another post that the user has previously commented on, someone has ‘liked’ 

user’s Status Update, etc. The notification is a personal update system that Facebook 

provides so that users will not miss updates from their networks.   

 

The Corpus 

This section will outline the basic demographics of the corpus of online interactions that 

this study used. The data collected from several Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). So, 

the following discussion will highlight the significance of the data collected from these 

FCPs to this study as compared to other typical Facebook data. It will also discuss the 

characteristic of these FCPs so that the data can be understood better. 

 

The Material 

The data collected for this study come from the Status updates on the Facebook confession 

pages (FCPs) Timelines. FCPs are Facebook- based page associated with a specific 

organisation, where users who are usually related to the institution, have the option of 

"confessing" their secrets or any information that they would like to share with others. The 

trend of confessions pages on Facebook started with college students (Bounds, 2013) who 
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use these pages to “confess” about a variety of issues, including their secret crushes, their 

past relationships and experience, their schools, their daily occurrence, to even the 

frivolous things such as the food in their dining courts or a picture in their school’s 

hallway. 

The potential effect of the FCPs heightened by the fact that they are public Facebook Page 

and accessible to all Facebook users. Anyone who knows the FCPs, either from the 

affiliated community or not, or whether they are Facebook users or not, can read the page 

without necessarily join the community. Facebook users can also “like” it and become the 

Page “fan”, so they can stay in the loop by receiving its updates in their News Feed. At this 

point, they can participate as a voyeur, or more actively by liking, commenting on, or 

sharing specific confessions.  

It should be remembered, however, that although most FCPs are linked to a particular 

institution, they are not officially associated with their respective institutions. The page 

could have been started by anyone as long as they are willing to act as the page 

administrator. While there are many assumptions that the administrator must come from 

the respective institution (Bounds, 2013), for most FCPs, this has never confirmed. The 

administrator remains anonymous. In some FCPs, they even ‘playfully' dissociate 

themselves from the institution while using the respective institution's logo or acronym. 

For instance, a Facebook confessions page known as ‘UKM confession' is associated with 

the Malaysia National University (in Malay called Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia or 

known through its acronym UKM). However, the page defines the acronym (UKM) as U- 

Know- Me while maintaining the university’s logo as its profile picture (https:/ / 

www.facebook.com/ ukmconfess) 

 

How the FCPs Work 

FCPs can be considered ‘semi- anonymous’ pages although in general Facebook is not an 

anonymous website. The semi- anonymous natures of FCPs occur due to the ‘de-identify’ 

nature of the initial message posts on the page. Technically, all Facebook initial messages 

including the FCPs display a similar interface with similar features including a profile 

picture and a name to represent users’ identity. All these identity features are machine 

https://www.facebook.com/ukmconfess
https://www.facebook.com/ukmconfess
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generated in the sense that Facebook automatically produces them. The only content 

composed by the user is the message itself. The message can still be attributed to the 

identity features of the Facebook page because the author of the message is also the owner 

of the Facebook page.  

It is different, however, to the Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). The FCPs created via 

Facebook community page platform which does not require individual’s recognition to set 

up a page. Hence, the identity of the FCPs owner is concealed by being the page 

administrator/ s. As for the initial message, it can be from anybody whether the readers, the 

followers or even the administrators. Often, the FCPs integrate a third- party application 

such as GoogleDocs or crush- ninja where the users could write their messages without 

including any identifiable information about them. These anonymous messages will be 

received by the administrator who, then, will post them onto the FCPs without any need for 

the identity verification. As the message post mostly unaltered by the administrator/ s, the 

authors always have an option if they want to make themselves known in which they can 

introduce themselves in the (content) message, or not. Consequently, in the FCPs, the 

owner of the FCPs account and the author of the message are two different entities. The 

author cannot be identified through the identity features of FCPs which belong to the 

owner of the FCP account so that FCPs are not representing the identity of the author. In a 

way, FCPs disentangle the default ‘inbuilt’ identity recognition that connected the message 

and its author in a typical Facebook page. This distinct feature sets FCPs initial message 

aside from other typical Facebook initial messages. 

However, the responses to the initial message are identifiable. Since the responses such as 

commenting and liking come in through users’ Facebook accounts, the responders are 

identified. This combination of identifiable and de- identifiable makes FCPs distinct, hence 

significant in this study. As this study is about identity and identification, it will be 

interesting to explore the issues in this semi- anonymous environment, particularly 

between the author who want to be anonymous and the readers or the responders who want 

to identify the author. 
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The Language 

It is important to mention here that although this study utilises a global- oriented online site 

Facebook, its focus is more locally oriented that is in the Malaysian context. Consequently, 

the FCPs that this study looks into is Malaysia- based FCPs. Further elaboration on how 

the FCPs are selected will be discussed in the subsequent section below. In this section, it 

will discuss the language of the corpus taken from the selected FCPs. 

The primary language used in the corpus is in English. However, rather than a standard 

English, the English used in the interactions in the corpus is better known as Manglish or 

colloquial Malaysia English. This type of variety English is mostly a combination of 

several languages of Malaysia ethnic groups with English as a primary language. Its 

grammar does not necessarily follow a Standard English but more likely from local ethnic 

groups’ dialect (Hashim & Tan, 2012). Historically, Manglish developed following the 

arrival of British to Malaya who brought in Chinese and Indian into the country to work for 

them. British then established the English- medium school for economic development 

especially to provide civil servants (Tan, 2009). Consequently, English becomes a medium 

of interaction especially for inter- group interaction at school. After independent, there are 

several educational policies changed which resulted in the Malay language becomes the 

national language while other ethnic groups’ language is respectably used at schools3 and 

daily life, together with English (Omar, 2001). With multi- languages exist and use 

together in the country, it becomes norms to use them interchangeably (Hashim & Tan, 

2012). 

As for what constitutes Manglish, (Kuang, 2017) describes it as a form of spoken English 

that is distinguished by its linguistic features of ungrammatical structures and nativisation 

which include various features of and borrowed words and expressions from other local 

languages and dialects. Previously concentrated on spoken interaction (Hashim & Tan, 

2012), now Manglish has been practised on online interactions, hence, the corpus of this 

study. As Manglish is slowly infused with items of the local languages, utterance likes 

‘lazylah to edit” can also be observed in the corpus which is a direct or literal translation of 

Malay's “malaslah nak edit”. The intended meaning of such utterance could be ‘I do not 

                                      
3 Malaysia allows the establishment of school based on ethnic groups. Often, this school uses its language as 
a primary medium of interaction while Malay language and English become compulsory subjects. 
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want to do the editing on such...’ which an obvious syntax deviation. The particle ‘lah’ in 

this utterance does not bring any particular meaning but it is a distinct feature of Manglish 

which can be traced in almost every spoken interaction, not restricted to Manglish but also 

in other ethnic languages like Malay and Chinese (Kuang, 2017). Eventually, the corpus of 

this study characterised with such added particle as well as many other features that are 

distinct to Manglish or colloquial Malaysia- English. In the future analysis, these features 

will be explained and discussed further whenever additional explanation is required.  

 

Data Collection and Organization 

While there are a number of articles which address collecting internet data, yet, there are 

no standardised procedures for doing so (Meredith, 2017). Researchers approach the data 

as they deem fit to their study including interviews, focus groups or surveys for data 

collection methods. Other studies use a mixture of approaches, including participant 

observation, interviews, surveys and textual analysis in order to provide a complete 

account of online activities (Baym, 2009; Fielding, Lee, & Blank, 2008). These methods 

aimed to understand the people ‘behind the screen’, rather than their online activities 

(Meredith, 2017). Meredith (2017) argues that if we want to understand how social 

interaction is organised online, then we need to examine the interaction in its actual 

occurring setting.  

As discussed in the previous chapter, conversation analysis (CA) typically focuses on 

naturally occurring interactions. This way provides a better understanding of the way 

people do things and the kinds of objects they use to construct and order their daily affairs. 

This also applies to online interaction; to understand what people actually do online, and 

how they construct and order their daily affairs, we should examine the data as natural as 

possible. In other words, the data should not be ‘shaped’ or ‘generated’ by the researchers. 

Accordingly, this focus on natural online interactions carries implications for data 

collection, organisation and usage. In addressing these implications, this section discusses 

the techniques and methods that this study uses for data collection in line with the 

conversation analysis approach. 
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Collecting the Data 

As mentioned previously, this study uses a corpus of online interactions from the Facebook 

Confession Pages (FCPs). The data consisted of FCPs initial messages and responses are 

gathered using Facebook’s Graph API, which gives developers access to publicly visible 

Facebook content. Through this process, a range of FCPs regardless of their geographical 

locations or language usage can be acquired, as long as they use a keyword ‘confession’. 

However, as this study intended to focus on Malaysia context, it restricted the search 

process to the Malaysia higher institutions only. Therefore, before the collection of data 

from the FCPs, the study, first, checked with the Malaysian Qualification Register website 

(http:/ / www.mqa.gov.my/ mqr/ english/ eakrbyipta.cfm) to get a full list of Malaysia 

Universities. Specifically, the study only acquired the list of Malaysia universities, public 

and private, excluded other higher educational institutions such as polytechnic or 

community college. The acquired list, then, is used as a guide during the search process in 

which a keywords ‘confession’ is used together with the name of the universities provided 

by the list. 

Based on the Malaysian Qualification Register’s list, the study found 65 Malaysia 

universities’ FCPs from 44 universities. Further, those FCPs that were empty or inactive 

for at least a year were eliminated. This left 45 active FCPs from 36 universities. The 

reason for the higher number of FCPs compared to the number of universities is because 

some universities have more than one FCPs. For these FCPs, the sizes are ranging from 

360 to 23777 followers.  

Since the FCPs consist of huge interactions database, it is impossible for this study to 

analyse them all. Therefore, before selecting the sample messages, the study first identified 

the FCPs with the most interactions out of the 45 active Malaysia universities' FCPs by 

utilising the Facebook’s engagement- metric- function of ‘People Talking About This’ 

(PTAT). The reason for this is because the number of PTAT informs the level of 

engagement that the page had. The Facebook PTAT refers to the number of people who 

have created a story or had established a connection to a particular Facebook page within a 

seven- day range. The story includes when someone likes or/ and recommends the page, or 

likes, shares, comments and tags the page. All these actions resulted in a news feed story 

generated, hence increased the PTAT's number of the page. Directly, it also informs the 

http://www.mqa.gov.my/mqr/english/eakrbyipta.cfm
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amount of interaction that the page had and notifies the study of which FCPs had garnered 

users’ attention the most. Accordingly, the study decided to focus on six most active 

Malaysia universities’ FCPs at the time. After identifying the FCPs, the study proceeds 

with selecting the sample messages.  

Compared to identifying the FCPs, the process of selecting sample messages is more 

straightforward. Since the PTAT has established the level of engagement that the FCPs 

had, the study conveniently selects the message posts from the identified FCPs regardless 

of the number of ‘likes’ or date of the post. There are a couple of characteristics, however, 

specified for selecting the message post: the interaction stemmed from the initial message 

must be more than 20 responses (response messages), and display identifying actions. 

Identifying actions refer to the responders’ actions in identifying the person of interest of 

the initial messages, whether this is the writer of the initial message or the referent(s) of the 

initial message. The identifying actions could tell whether the initial message encompasses 

significant elements of identity work that is worth studying. It happened that certain initial 

messages appeared to contain identity elements but they were not given any attention by 

the participants. That is, there were no responses. Such initial messages were useless for 

this study since they do not provide any subsequent identifying action (work) from the 

audience members (readers or responders). So, at this point, the study defines ‘identity’ as 

any elements in the initial message that responders used for their identifying actions. They 

can be as simple as ‘a guy’, or as complicated as ‘description of a situation’ in which 

responders would later use in the interactions.  

Additionally, for each Status Update, the study collected every detail including the content, 

date, and the numbers of ‘likes’ and comments, as well as the responses along with the 

name of the responders. In the end, there are 30 series of interactions (post) consisting of 

FCPs initial messages and their responses collected for this study. 

  

Managing the Data 

This study deals with data of online interactions. Researchers who used this kind of data 

have developed a variety of methods on how to use and present the data in their study since 

there is no standard transcription for it (Meredith & Potter, 2014). Some of the researchers 
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based their transcript on chat logs, and they included information such as the timing as it 

appears on screen (Rellstab, 2007). Others did not include such information (Berglund, 

2009) and added their initiatives such as inserting a gap between turns (Raclaw, 2008). 

There are also researchers who use picture and screenshot to present the data 

(Greiffenhagen & Watson, 2009; Meredith, 2017). All these methods are useful in 

informing this study on how to present the data in the best possible ways that suit this 

study.  

An advantage of dealing with digital data is its ability to be preserved. The online server 

that hosts the interaction where the data is taken will keep the interactional data in its 

archive. So, technically, the data can be accessed anytime. However, this type of data is 

also prone to change. For example, the system may be upgraded, or the user may change 

his/ her username which then may impact the understanding of the data and later the 

analysis process. For this reason, this study believes that by capturing the data in the form 

of an image, it may ‘freeze' not only the content of the data but also its context. Hence, the 

‘authentic' and the originality of the interaction can be preserved. For that, this study uses a 

screen- shot image in presenting the data.  

Additionally, the screen- shot image of the interaction provides this study with rich and 

comprehensive data. The image is provided not only textual data but also the relevant 

visual cues relating to action or sound (e.g., use of capital latter). This technique then is 

consistent with ‘traditional’ CA transcription that requires reporting every aspect of 

interaction including sound and visual cues. The figure below shows one of the initial 

messages and its responses that had been converted into an image. Noticeably, the image 

had captured every detail of the interaction, such as the date, the structure of the 

interaction, the use of the icons and the number of ‘likes’. Besides, it also maintained the 

illustration of the technological elements, particularly the role of name- tag. As we can see 

in the figure below, names such as Bibie Yani, Chun Kin, Kelxin Lim and many others 

which appear in the text- conversation are written in light- blue, while profile names are in 

a darker shade of blue. The colour difference is an indication of the technological element 

that is integrated into the interaction. The role of this technological element is significant in 

the analysis process in which it will guide and assist the understanding of the whole 

interaction. It also assists in determining which message turns are related to which 

message. If this study resorts to a normal transcription, this technological element may be 
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left- out or need a special approach to record it (e.g., special symbol). However, through 

screen shotd image, all of this element of the interaction can be preserved in its original 

form, including its context and technical affordance which are important for the analysis. 

Essentially, this screen- shot image data is a ‘digital’ transcription in which instead of 

translating the data into written- language, the data is translated into a comprehensive 

visual image. 
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Figure 3.3: Conversation on Facebook 
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Once the image has captured, the main task is to make the data understandable, especially 

in the analysis process. This is important as the interactions are disorganised in the sense 

that the message turns are not necessarily adjacent to each other, unlike synchronous 

spoken interaction. In FCPs interactions, adjacency pair can be far separated and 

sometimes are hard to recognise. Therefore, it would be better to establish and recognise 

the relationship earlier before starting the analysis process.  

Consequently, I developed a diagram for each interaction to illustrate the relationship 

between the turns. The figure 3.4 below is an example of a diagram generated by one of 

the interactions. The diagram illustrates the exact structure of the interaction but only 

includes the details of the message turns excluding the text- interaction. The message at the 

top of the diagram refers to the initial message and the numbers below it refer to the 

chronological order of the response within the thread. The arrangement of the response is 

inverted since it was arranged based on the ‘most recent' view where the newest response 

appears at the top. However, the responses that branched out from the main response such 

as 20.1, 14.1, etc., are chronologically sorted that is the most recent reply appears at the 

bottom (e.g., 20.5, 14.10 etc.). On the right side of the diagram, the dotted lines indicate 

the connection or relationship between responses. This is the crucial information that this 

diagram is all about. This relationship is determined through certain criteria such as 

address term in the form of name- tagged. As shown in figure 3.3, name- tagged in the 

interaction has technological properties. The name can point to the right addressee, and so 

it is helpful to locate the right pair of the message turn. Additionally, time can also give 

way to sequence. The date and time in each box in figure 3.4 refer to the date and time that 

each response posted. So, observing the time stamp of each response help the 

understanding of the temporal relationships between message turns. This diagram gives me 

a broader and better view of the relationship between messages turns. So, though the 

message turns are far apart from each other like message turn 3 and 19, the diagram helps 

to indicate the relationship. Accordingly, I tend to re- refer to this diagram during the 

analysis. 
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Figure 3.4: A diagram representing the relationship between message turns 
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Another aspect of the data that need to focus earlier is the nature of the language used in 

the interactions. As explained earlier, the language is in English, but the usage is from 

Malaysia context. This means the language does not follow English grammar or 

understanding but rather the Malaysia spoken language. Therefore, though it is easy to read 

it may require further explanation in term of meaning and context of the language usage. 

For example, as can be seen in figure 3.3, there are mixed of several languages in the 

interaction with English as the main language. These languages need to be translated and 

interpreted based on the context of the interaction. For this task, I seek help from fellow 

Malaysian students for the interpretation. This is because although I am a Malaysian, there 

are styles of language/ speech that I may not familiar. For instance, the conversation 

written mixed with Chinese letters such as illustrated in figure 3.3. For such conversation, 

although I can find its translation in order to understand its meaning within its context, I 

would refer to Malaysian- Chinese for a correct interpretation. So, in practice, both tasks, 

interpreting the data and recognising the relationship, are done together to make the data 

understandable. Afterwards, the data is analysed using CA. 

 

Data Analysis 

Conversation analysis provides a way of looking at the data, without requiring strict 

adherence to a singular way of doing the analysis (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008). Once data 

have been gathered and transcribed, the first step in developing an analysis is to identify 

the phenomenon that is worthy of study through ‘unmotivated looking’ that is “we sit 

down with a piece of data, make a bunch of observations, and see where they will go” 

(Sacks, 1984, p. 27).  Then, a formal description of a particular instance in the talk should 

be highlighted, concentrating on the sequential organisation of the interaction. As a pattern 

begins to emerge, the collected data should be referred to determine if other instances 

exhibit similar patterns. This technique addresses the two core questions of CA: "What 

interactional business is being mediated or accomplished through the use of a sequential 

pattern or device; how do participants demonstrate their active orientation to this business" 

(Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008, p. 98). So, researchers should look closely at the 

conversational strategies and devices used in its production.  
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In this study, I approach the data with a particular intention, to explore the elements of 

identity in online interaction. However, I do not have any particular theoretical constructs 

or research questions in mind. Thus, rather than entirely followed the approach of 

"unmotivated looking", I observed the data with a particular motivation that is how identity 

is made relevant in the FCPs interactions. Once I noticed a possible phenomenon in my 

data, I made a collection of instances. I then analysed how participants built this action, 

and how it was accomplished in the interaction. 

Throughout the research, the concern is how participants invoke the element of identity in 

the interactions. Thus, categories that highlight particularly associated roles, actions and 

relationships are an essential consideration. As this study also uses other analytical 

approaches including membership categorisation analysis (MCA), epistemics and person 

references which are inherently linked to conversation analysis, it is appropriate to 

consider these approaches within a conversation analytic framework. The consideration of 

roles and categories, for example, speaks to the membership categorisation interest of the 

study as it informs how someone is understood and how they are treated in the setting. 

They also illustrate participants’ epistemic levels. So, the selection of certain categories 

within a similar device by participants in the interactions must carefully consider as they 

inform how the categories become relevantly oriented to the interactions.  

Once I had identified specific practices, I refer to previous findings from spoken 

interaction, as well as online and offline written interaction, where relevant. This is not 

however to make a comparison to another context of interaction, but it is to get a better 

understanding of how participants organised their interaction online. 

 

Ethical Considerations  

The issue of ethics has always debated within the field of social sciences, particularly in 

online research (Flicker, Haans, & Skinner, 2004). The primary concern usually is 

regarding the status of the data, whether it is public or private. Subsequently, do 

researchers need informed consent to obtain this type of data (Bassett & O'Riordan, 2002). 

Regarding these issues, there at least two things become the main concern of this study, 

which is the use of participants’ name or Facebook users’ name, and another one is the 
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status of the Facebook Confession Pages that is being utilised in this study.   

Online names may seem to be a minor aspect of communicating in the CMC environment. 

However, upon closer examination, it is the user’s name that gives other users their first 

impression of the person behind the screen such as their gender and ethnic group. User’s 

name becomes a part of individual identity online and often, they are incorporated aspects 

of an individual’s real self. ten Have (2000) even illustrates a vital role that a username 

plays online in determining how online users find each other and establish a connection. 

So, names become a particularly important means of identification online. Consequently, 

the name becomes the main consideration in much research.   

Regarding this issue, the role of name is exceptionally significant in this study. As per 

Facebook requirement, users have to use a real name or seem to appear as a real name in 

Facebook. Additionally, most interactions on Facebook based on profile name or 

username. Since this study involves a broad and complex interaction between participants’ 

account and FCPs, therefore, it would be difficult to change or anonymise all names. The 

interaction occurs on FCPs which is not a personal Facebook page, and so participants 

relied on Facebook- name- tagged to establish a link to make a reference to persons and 

distribute the news. Further, it appears that not all participants involve in the same 

interaction knew each other, with a few cases, happened that the participants have a similar 

name, Facebook- name- tagged assisted in identifying which participant as which and 

whom. Most importantly, this study, in particular, involves the examination of person 

references in which in this data were partly done through Facebook username. Due to these 

situations, this study decides not to anonymise the participants’ name. Moreover, based on 

the analyst observation, participants tend to change their profile name after sometime. 

Since the time the data was collected (in 2015), many of the participants had changed their 

username and their profile.  

Researcher realises that since name and nickname have essential implication in CMC, 

collecting data without removing identifiers has ethical implications. Although participants 

may be chatting in a ‘public’ website/ space that is open to anyone such as the Facebook 

Confession Pages, they may feel that their conversation is private. Furthermore, such 

Facebook Page like FCPs are usually ‘unofficial’ institution related Facebook Pages where 

the ‘Fans’ are usually members of the institution. However, based on the British 
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Sociological Association’s Ethics Guidelines and Collated Resources for Digital Research 

(2016), observation of public behaviour can be conducted in a place where people would 

expect to be observed by strangers. In this case, the use of Facebook confession pages 

(FCPs) is acceptable because it is a community- based Facebook page where everybody 

can access it. 

Also, as explained before, FCPs present a unique configuration in which the status updates 

or the initial messages posted on the page are ‘de- identified’. Therefore, there is no 

unintended identification attached to the status updates. The only visible identification 

occurs on FCPs is through the responses to the initial message since these responses done 

via regular, identifiable Facebook comments and likes. For this, if we refer to Facebook’s 

terms of agreement regarding the publish content or information using the public settings, 

it states that everyone, including people off of Facebook, can access and use that 

information because it is considered as public (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ about/ 

privacy). Additionally, this study also seek permission from the University’s Ethic 

Committee (see appendix A for the application) and has been given permission to do the 

research. Still, according to Zimmer (2010), it is critical for researchers to consider user 

privacy and the possibility of inadvertent identification out of context even when data are 

publicly visible. For that, this study will take extra cautious in dealing with participants’ 

identity and will only display and discuss their identity- related matter whenever necessary. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has outlined the methodology that guided this study. It provided an overview 

of how the Facebook Confession Pages operated as different from other typical Facebook 

pages. It also discussed how the data from FCPs are collected and organised, so that the 

‘authentic’ and the originality of the interaction that took place in the FCPs could be 

preserved for a longer time. It also described the technique to make the data 

understandable so that the analysis can be done correctly. It has also briefly described CA 

and considered the issues which might be relevant when applying CA to online interaction. 

Finally, it considers the ethical implications of using the FCPs in this study.  
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Chapter 4: Analysis of the Initial Messages in FCPs 

 

 

Introduction  

This thesis is concerned with identity work in Facebook Confessions Pages. As we have 

seen in the literature review ‘identity’ is constructed through ‘identity work’, and this work 

can take many forms. The process of identifying a person is better seen as a sequence of 

actions, normally carried out by a series of actors rather than a ‘state of knowledge’ 

(knowing or not knowing a person). This is best seen in the canonical opening of a 

(landline) telephone call. Recognition and identification in face- to- face situations are 

often immediate, precisely because the actors can see one- another. In Facebook pages, 

such visual information is missing (as it is on the telephone) and hence identification and 

recognition become an important aspect of FCPs. 

Due to the particular features of these message boards, identity – and practices of 

identifying -   becomes a key issue. Identity refers primarily to the author of the first or 

initial messages in the conversation thread. However, given that each message is normally 

about a person or persons, identity work is also implicated in terms of the referents of the 

message that is who they are about. When the referent (object) of the message is also the 

person being communicated with, we can say that the referent is also the intended 

recipient. However, it should always be remembered that Facebook messages are public 

documents, and hence the ‘recipients’ of the message are the general audience of the page. 

Consequently, formulating the right ‘recipient(s)’ in the messages is essential in FCPs. 

Depending on the purpose of the message, it must be constructed or designed in ways 

which could display the author’s orientation to the particular other(s) whether to be 

identified or not, and at the same time be vigilant to the general audience of FCPs. As in 

typical interaction, recipient design can be manifested in many ways, for instance through 

salutations, grammar and lexical choice, or in address forms. Figure 4.1 below shows an 

example of the initial message collected in this study. 
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Figure 4.1: FCPs Initial Message 

It is obvious from the message that it was constructed for a particular recipient since it is a 

birthday wish from the author to someone that he/she admires. The author used a salutation 

and an address form to display his orientation to the recipient. However, the author also 

uses a common identifier as their identity (from your secret admirer) and incomplete 

spelling of the recipient’s name (Y_ _ _ _ A) so as to not give out his real identity as well 

as the recipient to the general audience of FCPs. This action reflects the importance of 

recipient design in constructing the initial message. This study then explores the ways in 

which message design with recipients in mind can have an effect on the dynamic of the 

whole interaction. Put simply, it looks at how the initial messages could frame the topic for 

the subsequent responses. In this sense, identity work can be viewed as emergent practices 

in the given settings.  

In this chapter, however we are concerned only with analysing the initial messages of FCP 

posts. This is because often the initial messages are written precisely to engage the general 

audience in identity work, in that they omit not only the author’s name, but also specific 

information about the referent and the recipient. As such, the initial message was placed 

earlier to set up a discussion and also to invites participants. This setting though relatively 

new in Facebook is not really new in other types of interaction. In the study of the 

sequential organisation of calls on talk radio, Hutchby (1996) has demonstrated the 

different roles between the ‘first’ and ‘second’ position in a sequence of interaction. He 

states that the caller’s opening turn not only sets out the agenda for a discussion, but is also 

a possible first action in a potential action-opposition sequence, so that the second position 

(radio host) able to challenge the agenda set out by the caller’s remarks. Although 

Hutchby’s (1996) study is concerned more with the power relationship between the 

participants, it highlights the significance of the first position in the sequence of interaction 

in attracting other participants (the audiences) for further discussion. The study argues that 

since introducing an agenda is the caller’s prerogative, so the argumentative initiative can 
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rest with other participants. As such, in FCPs, the initial messages can be considered as 

acquiring the ‘first position’ to set up an agenda and initiating the first action, so that other 

participants (general audience) may continue the discussion in the subsequent response 

messages. However, considering that the initial messages are mostly unidentified, it is 

interesting to see how they would begin the ‘agenda’. Also, taking into account the two 

different natures of the initial message and response messages as the initial postings are 

anonymous while the subsequent responses are identifiable, this study decides to separate 

the analysis with this chapter analyses the initial messages. So, by focusing first on the 

initial messages, it set the foundation for the identity work in subsequent ‘response’ 

messages in the next analytic chapter.  

In the following analysis then, we want to see the ways in which messages were 

constructed with recipient/s as well as audiences in mind. To do this we focus on ‘person 

reference’ and the manner in which it allows for different epistemic claims. Person 

reference is a term used in Conversation Analysis which rests on the primary function of 

conversation to ‘reference’ people and things in the world. Hence the chapter begins by 

summarising the person reference literature outlined in the literature review, so as to 

provide a foundation and guide for the analysis. The subsequent analysis rests on a basic 

distinction between message types (identified in the observation of different FCPs). There 

are two primary forms of messages, those that inform and those that inquire. We will use 

this basic distinction to set out an account of the different uses of person references, based 

upon the literature in CA. The objective is to show how identity work is implicated in 

subsequent response messages, through the selective use of person reference forms.  

 

Some Practices for Referring to Persons in Talk- in- Interaction 

Conversation rests on ‘referencing’ in a general sense. Referencing enables a speaker to 

establish or maintain a ‘communicative focus on some entity, usually in order to say 

something about it’ (Enfield, 2013:433)  

“In perhaps its barest form, referring consists of literally pointing to something 

in order for two people to share attention on that thing, for some interactional 

purpose” (Enfield, 2013:433). 



89 

 

While referencing can be accomplished through gestures and other embodied behaviours, 

face to face social interaction is premised primarily on spoken language, and hence it here 

that we find the majority of referencing. Also, given that spoken language is structured 

through turns at talk, it is through sequences of conversational turns that we see the 

establishing of common referents. The means, according to Enfield, that referencing is ‘a 

general problem of recipient design’ (ibid) in that successful referencing is an interactional 

matter and an initial speaker must design their talk to be understood by another other, 

being sensitive to both what the other knows as well as the social context.  

One type of referencing occurs when the ‘communicative focus’ is a person, whether that 

be the speaker, a person in the immediate environment or a person not present.  There are 

various ways of referring to persons. Speakers may refer to themselves, co- participants, 

and a third party using a specific term. Each language has its own term for this purpose. 

For example English may use a simple ‘I' for self- reference, while Malay has more forms 

of self- reference, ‘aku' and ‘saya' depending on the situation and context of the interaction. 

References to persons can also be done using kinship or relational terms such as ‘mom' and 

‘my wife', or categorical terms such as ‘teacher' or ‘doctor', particularly to third party 

references (Schegloff, 1996). The ways of referring to persons convey something of the 

relationship between the speaker, recipient, and referent. So, precise formulations of 

references are significant for the interaction. These references are systematically organised 

over sequences of behaviour and interaction. That is, they are not simply about lexical 

‘selection’ (Enfield, 2013) but also are a matter of recipient design.    

Generally, recipient design refers to how speakers devise their talk in ways which display 

orientation and sensitivity to the particular other(s) who are the co-participants in the 

interaction (Sacks et al., 1978). Recipient design is considered crucial elements in any 

conversation as it is fundamental in making and sustaining a relationship with other people. 

Therefore, failure to do it may render the speaker as an inadequate conversationalist which 

may cause social implications such as being accused impolite or disrespect (Stommel, 

2012). Recipient design can be manifested in many ways, such as in the topic selection, or 

in question design, but it can obviously observe through the selection of reference term. 

Schegloff (1996) outlines a systematic framework for understanding the organization of 

person- reference in conversation through his paper “Some practice in referring to person”. 
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In organizing his ideas, Schegloff (1996, p. 439) poses the following question: 

“How do speakers do reference to persons so as to accomplish, on the one hand, 

that nothing but referring is being done, and/ or on the other hand that something 

else in addition to referring is being done by the talk practice which has been 

employed?” 

The answer to this question builds upon his earlier work with Sacks on the ‘preferences in 

the organization of reference to persons in conversation’ (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007). In that 

paper, they propose the operation of two general preference structures: the preference for 

minimization and the preference for recognitional reference. Schegloff’s (1996) later work 

expands understanding of the organization of practices for referring to persons. The paper 

shows that there are defaults or systematic ways of how person references are organized in 

conversation. For example, there is a proper way to address third person referent in 

conversation that is to use recognitional full noun phrase for the first- time mention and 

subsequently to use pronoun. Deviation from the default practices then could signify 

something else other than merely referring is being performed.  

In his analysis, Schegloff (1996) first discusses the organization of practices for referring 

to speaker and recipient. For him, this practice of referring to speaker and recipient is the 

most common form of person reference and such references are provided for by the 

provision of the terms ‘I’ and ‘you’ in English. He notes that these terms particularly the 

term ‘you’ can be used to refer to people other than the recipient. The term depends on the 

context of interaction, and can also refer to everyone. Referring to Sacks’s work from a 

call to a suicide prevention centre, Schegloff (1996) shows part of a more general usage of 

“you” for “everyone”:  

A: Why do you want to kill yourself?  

B: For the same reason everybody does.  

A: What is that?  

B: Well, you just want to know if someone cares.  

 

Here, the term ‘you’ used by ‘B’ (bold in the last line) is not specific to the recipient but 
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refers more generally to “everyone”. This is one of the examples of various dedicated 

terms that can be used to refer to people other than the speaker and recipient.   

With regard to non- present persons, Schegloff (1996) makes a distinction between ‘locally 

initial’ and ‘locally subsequent’ reference (p. 450). The first time a referent is used in a 

conversation, it tends to be in a full noun phrase such as name or description. 

Subsequently, pronouns are used in what is called the ‘locally subsequent reference 

position’ (p. 450) to index a referent that has already been used in the conversation. This 

distinction shows a systematic sequential way of doing reference to persons in 

conversation. Another way of doing this is understood as to achieve distinctive outcomes. 

For example, Kitzinger et al. (2012) illustrate how pronoun is used in a locally subsequent 

reference position to mute the relevance of referent in favour of the action performed.  

Eventually, the choice of reference terms implicates considerations of ‘recipient 

design’(Schegloff, 1996). How the talk is designed usually depends on the recipients’ 

features and the level of relationship between the interactants. As such, a speaker style of 

talk including his selection of reference terms can inform his relationship with the 

recipient. There are two types of reference forms discriminated by their relationship to the 

recipient; ‘recognitional’ reference forms and ‘non- recognitional’ reference forms 

(Schegloff, 1996; Schegloff, 1996, p. 450).  

Recognitional forms convey to the recipients that the one being referred to is someone that 

they know about, hence the recipient able to figure out who the referent is through the use 

of the reference form. The most common recognitional reference forms are names and 

descriptions such as “the woman who sits next to you” (Schegloff, 1996).  

In contrast, non- recognitional reference forms display that the identity of the referent is 

unknown or unavailable to speakers or recipients, or to both of them such as the use of a 

term ‘someone’ or ‘this guy’ when referring to persons. The preferred practice, however, 

as stated by Sacks and Schegloff (2007) “if it is possible, use a recognitional.” The 

conditional "If it is possible" refers to the following contingencies: a) If the speaker may 

(or ought to) suppose the recipient to know the referent; b) if the speaker may be supposed 

by recipient to have so supposed; and c) if the speaker may suppose the recipient to have 

so supposed (Schegloff, 1996, p. 459). If all these conditions are met, then recognitional 

reference forms are the preferred ways of referring to persons. 
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However, in some situations speakers may choose to depart from this principle (Pomerantz 

& Heritage, 2013). For example, a speaker may use a non- recognitional reference to a 

known referent that is also known- to- be known to the recipient in order to keep the 

referent’s identity from the recipient. According to Pomerantz and Heritage (2013), this act 

may be seen as withholding information from the recipient.  

This circumstance is similar to the data studied in this chapter. As I will show later, authors 

withhold referent information using non- recognitional reference forms. Unfortunately, 

Pomerantz and Heritage (2013) do not provide further explanation or real examples of this 

instance other than stating that speakers and recipients are both able to exploit the preferred 

practice of person reference in conveying the action they are performing in relation to the 

referent. Additionally, there are situations where non- recognitional reference forms are 

used when recognitional reference forms could be used. Stivers’s (2007) ‘alternative 

recognitional reference’ is one of the reference practices that departs from the preferred 

practice of person reference where speakers use other than default recognitional reference 

forms, yet a particular referent can still recognize by the recipient.  

Stivers (2007) shows how this alternative recognitional reference is done in a conversation 

between a mother and a daughter when the daughter uses a referring term ‘your sister’ 

instead of preferred recognitional term ‘aunt Alene’. 

(Stivers, 2007, p. 78) 

Mom:   so-  what are you grinnin’ (cuz you picked) 

Nic:   [Cuz yer sister been on the phone all mo:rnin’ an’ I told’ er-  

Mom:   which o:ne 

Nic:  Aunt Ale:ne?  [I got a cramp in my= 

Mom:                  [hehhehhehhehhehheh 

Nic:   =ne: (h)ck ‘n I gotta g(h)o. 

 

Whenever speakers depart from the use of default referring practices, it indicates that they 

are doing more than just referring (Schegloff, 1996; Stivers, 2007). Here, Stivers (2007) 

argues the term ‘your sister' by the daughter is not only used to refer to ‘aunt Alene' but 
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also to highlight the relationship between the aunt and the mom. By doing so, the daughter 

emphasizes the nature of the relationship between the referent and the recipient while 

distancing herself from the referent. It is argued then that alternative recognitional 

reference can shift the ‘domain of responsibility’ (Stivers, 2007, p. 94) among the 

speakers, recipients, and referents.  

Additionally, the use of recognitional or non- recognitional, speaks to the relationship and/ 

or shared understandings of the interaction participants. In a way, the reference terms 

formulated by the speakers reflect their knowledge concerning the recipients and the 

referents. As references to persons are constructed by reference to what speakers take the 

recipient to know (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007), they also illustrate the relevance of speaker's 

relationship to the recipient and his/ her domain of knowledge regarding the referent 

information (Heritage, 2018). The choices between recognitional and non- recognitional 

references will depend in substantial part on who is being spoken to and the knowledge 

that is attributed to them, which in turn reflect the recipient design in interaction.  

Stivers’s (2007) alternative recognitional reference, for instance, requires several elements, 

including that the speaker knows the referent and  the hearer knows the referent, and the 

form used (‘your sister’) is recognised by the hearer. This requirement reflects the 

epistemic status (Heritage, 2013) of the speaker, and hence the use of an alternative 

recognitional reference shows up the design of the talk as sensitive to what each of the 

interacting parties knows. An alternative recognitional reference is irrelevant to a speaker 

who has no knowledge of the relationship between the recipient and the referent. The use 

of such references in a situation in which such knowledge is lacking would fail the 

recognitional preferences and cause disruption. Whether speakers have knowledge 

regarding the referent or not are displayed through their formulations of references in the 

interaction. Taken together the understanding of the practice of person reference used to 

perform a range of social action, that particular way that references are formulated bear 

examining for their function beyond just achieving reference. 

For the sake of analysis, I categorize the actions displayed in the initial messages into two 

general categories, informings and inquiries. These two categories represent the general 

action of the initial message towards the general audience. An informing message includes 

various ‘telling’ actions such as confessing, ranting, and other related actions. This 
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category of message is doing a ‘telling' about someone or something. The inquiry message 

is doing ‘asking', hence it includes actions such as seeking information, requesting 

something, and other inquiry actions. With each category of message, I look at how the 

authors design their message with reference to persons, in order to convey the individual 

(referent) to the recipients of the message (audiences). 

 

Informing Messages 

The act of telling usually displays a speaker’s epistemic status as a knowing person. When 

speakers tell something to another, they are conveying what they know. The normative 

principle that underpins the interaction is “that one should not tell one’s co- participants 

what one takes it they already know” (Sacks, 1992, p. 100). Sacks may not explicitly talk 

about information giving in terms of epistemics, but epistemics scholars such as Heritage 

and Goodwin make it clear that an utterance which conveys information or news is 

premised upon matters of epistemics (Heritage, 2013). In FCPs, the act of telling is done 

discreetly, in the sense that identities which play a crucial role in the practice of references 

are either tends to be hidden, or unknown, by authors. Based on the data, non- 

recognitional references and descriptions are used by authors to accomplish person 

reference, in the act of informing.  

 

Non- Recognitional References 

As discussed before, non- recognitional references display that the identity of the referent 

is unavailable to the author or recipient. So, usually, by using non- recognitional reference, 

it is to indicate that nothing but referring is being done. The current study, however, shows 

the use of non- recognitional reference form to a known referent. This is done so as to omit 

the referent or the recipient identity deliberately. Pomerantz and Heritage (2013) 

considered such act as withholding information from the recipient in favour of the action 

performed. Here, the data shows that such instances occur in FCP initial messages. This 

could be due to the nature of FCPs wherein the ‘real’ identity of the author and/ or the 

referent can be omitted. The author deliberately uses the non- recognitional references 
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term, so as to hide the identity of the recipient, the referent or him/ herself.  

Initial message #1086 in Figure 4.2 shows how the author intentionally uses a non- 

recognitional term ‘roommate’ to the ‘intended recipient’4 who is the author’s roommate. 

In this initial message, the author confesses to having deleted the recipient's porn collection 

and seeks his/ her forgiveness. The description of deleting recipient’s porn collection 

indicates that it is a real event that took place in the real world. This also indicates that 

author and recipient know each other.  

 

Figure 4.2: Initial message 1086 

From the use of pronouns ‘I' and ‘you' in the message, it is understood that the message is 

directed to the ‘roommate' (line 2) although the author does address a general audience 

earlier through his/ her statement "I have a confession to make" (line 1). The dedicated 

terms ‘I' and ‘you' are the simple reference for speaker and recipient, at least in English 

(Schegloff, 1996). Other than referring, these two terms have no other indication unlike 

other pronouns in English such as ‘he' or ‘she' which indicate gender. So, the uses of these 

reference terms in the initial message 1086 are considered non- recognitional since they do 

not convey the identity of the referents. The author, however, addresses the recipient 

earlier through a simple non- recognitional ‘roommate’ (line 2). So we know that the 

recipient of the initial message is a ‘roommate’. Yet, such non- recognitional term appears 

virtually nothing other than as a generic address term, ‘roommate’. However, the event 

description that the author provides shows that they are close to each other to the extent 

                                      
4 Here the intended recipient refers to the person whom this initial message is directed. This is to differentiate 
it with the general recipient (will only refer as recipient) that is anyone who reads the initial message. These 
terms will be used to the rest of this analysis chapter. 
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that the author is allowed to use the recipient's computer (that time I urgently needed a hard 

disc big enough to transfer the project file... [line 4 and 5]). The term ‘roommate’ in the 

greeting, then, could be understood as the author’s roommate which is later confirmed 

through the author’s sign off at the end of the message ‘your roommate at 5th college’ (line 

8).  

What is interesting, then, is the choice that the author makes to use a non- recognitional 

form to someone that he or she knows. As mentioned before, in a conversation, there is a 

preference for a recognitional over non- recognitional term in referring to others (Sacks 

& Schegloff, 2007) because the objective is to achieve recognition. Therefore, when 

speakers use a non- default term when a default term is usable, it indicates that they are 

doing more than simply referring (Schegloff, 1996), they are obscuring the identity of the 

person. Although this argument was made concerning the practice of person- reference, a 

similar understanding could be applied here in understanding the generic address term used 

by the author and subsequently the dedicated terms ‘I’ and ‘you’ for self- referent and 

recipient. In this initial message, the author is telling that he/ she deleted the roommate’s 

porn collection in his/ her computer. Having said that the porn collection is in the 

roommate’s computer, it tells that the roommate is a porn watcher which morally perceived 

as unethical and unacceptable. Therefore, the non- recognitional term is deliberately used 

by the author to conceal the identity of the recipient, which in turn will conceal his/ her 

identity from the general audience. It happens as the identity of the author is very much 

related to the recipient. As we can see in the initial message, at the end of the message, the 

author’s sign- off ‘your roommate at 5th college’ (line 8), deftly positions the author in 

relation to the recipient. As Stivers (2007) explains, this kind of ‘addressee –associates’ 

reference (Stivers, 2007, p. 94) works by placing the referent within the domain of 

responsibility of the recipient. In this situation, however, the referent is the author him/  

herself. So through the sign- off, it explicitly emphasized their relationship. Additionally, 

the content of the initial message illustrates an event that happened between the author and 

the recipient, thus portrays that the recipient knows the author. Hence the non- 

recognitional term can actually be a recognitional reference to the recipient. Still, by 

omitting the identity of the recipient name, and instead presenting the ambiguous (and 

widely relevant) term ‘roommate’, the author is protecting his or her identity, and the 

roommate, from being known to the public audience. 
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Initial message 879 in the figure 4.3 shows another instance where the terms ‘I’ and ‘you’ 

are used to refer to the recipient after a non- recognitional term (course mate) is used to 

address a recipient. In this initial message, the author makes a confession to his/  her course 

mate. Consistently using first and second pronouns for self- references and referring to the 

recipient throughout the message, it gives impression as though the author is confessing 

directly to the recipient. Again, however, we see small identifying bits of information that 

give clues to the identity of the recipient.  

 

Figure 4.3: Initial message 879 

The author begins the confession by addressing the recipient using the non- recognitional 

term ‘my gorgeous Materials Engineering’s course mate’ (line 1). This act simultaneously 

introduces the recipient of the message and expresses an opinion about the recipient. 

Arguably ‘gorgeous’ is a gendered assessment, typically directed to a female recipient. The 

author then subsequently uses the pronoun ‘you' to re- refer to the recipient. Technically, if 

we refer to Schegloff’s (1996) ‘locally initial and locally subsequent reference’ Schegloff, 

1996, p. 450), it tells that the referent is introduced in the locally initial reference position, 

so the referent can be identified and minimal subsequent reference forms can be 

formulated to refer back to the referent. What is interesting in this initial message 879, is 

that this default reference practice helps in shedding the identity of the recipient, despite 

the non- recognitional term used to address her. The dedicated terms ‘you’ tied the identity 

descriptions in the message to the recipient. The most identifiable description is the ‘news’ 

that she was about to leave the course (line 2 “... I found out that you were going to change 



98 

 

course”). This description positioned the recipient in a special category among the students 

of materials engineering course which in turn may assist the general audience to identify 

the recipient. Later in the next analytical chapter on response message, we will see how 

commenters (the general audience) pick- up this identity description in displaying their 

epistemic claim of identity of the recipient.  

The address term ‘my gorgeous Materials Engineering’s coursemate’ (line 1) reflect the 

author identity. As in the previous example (initial message 1086 in Figure 4.2), the use of 

such possessive pronoun like ‘my’ can explicitly associates the recipient to the author, 

thus, placed the recipient within the author domain of responsibility (knowledge). This 

further emphasizes the kind of relationship that the author has with the recipient. The 

whole address term, then, implies that the author and the recipient belong to a similar 

social category that is in the Materials Engineering course. The author also describes some 

event description such as ‘I see you walking alone in the rain’ (line 6) which indicates the 

author’s first- hand access to the event (Raymond & Heritage, 2006). This implies that the 

author used to be in the same location with the recipient, hence he could actually are 

known to the recipient, though the identity hint is too broad. Still, as with the previous 

message, we see the use of non- recognitional referents combined with indicative detailing 

that hints at the identity of the recipient and the author. This additional information 

implicates a sequence of recognition and identification in later response messages.  

Another way that non- recognitional reference term is used in the informing messages is 

through the use of locally initial indexicals that is to use pronoun in locally initial reference 

position. According to Schegloff (1996), whenever the default way of referring to 

references are not follow (for example, locally subsequent reference form in a locally 

initial reference position), it invites immediate attention. The question becomes why the 

speaker has done this and what outcome the speaker seeks by doing so.  

The initial message 1707 (Figure 4.4) shows an example of how locally initial indexicals is 

used as a non- recognitional reference. In the initial message, the author confesses his or 

her feeling towards an unidentified man. This man is introduced through a third person 

male pronoun ‘him’ and subsequently uses the male pronoun variants (he, him) to rerefer 

to him. The use of these third person pronouns indicates that the author is not directing his/ 

her message directly to the recipient, but is instead informing a general audience. In this 
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sense, the author is performing an act of telling about his/ her feeling towards the man. 

Only in the last two sentences does the author change the footing of the message content 

towards the man when he or she shifts the use of a pronoun to ‘we’ that understood to 

include both the author and the man.   

 

Figure 4.4: Initial message 1707 

In the initial message 1707, the indexical ‘him’ (line 1) is clearly a locally initial reference 

term used by the author as there is no prior noun phrase reference has been used before. 

With only a third person indexical references form ‘him’, it may leave the general audience 

wondering to whom the pronoun is referring to since pronouns are mostly used as a locally 

subsequent reference form to referring back the relationship it has with its antecedent 

reference. Given that each initial message in FCPs is a stand- alone message, it is doubtful 

that the referent has been mentioned previously. Therefore, in this situation, indexical 

‘him’ could be understood as a non- recognitional reference form. According to Kitzinger 

et al. (2012), locally initial indexicals can mute the relevance of the referent in favour of 

the action being conveyed. In this message, the author’s is confessing to the referent which 

normally would require a specific referent. However, given that FCPs is a public online 

website, it may inflict undesirable consequences if the referent’s name is mentioned. Also, 

as describes by the author, the referent is from ‘different religion’ (line 4) and seems ‘not 

so close’ (line 5) with people from other religion. So, it is reasonable for the author to put 

less emphasis on the referent’s identity, because it could cause uncomfortable to the 

referent if his name is mention in a public. So, by using a locally initial indexicals, the 

author may deliberately want to conceal the identity of the referent in favour of his/ her 

action to confess to the referent. Additionally, the third person pronouns in English index 

gender. So, by using the pronoun ‘him’ (line 1) in the locally initial position, this replaces 

the requirement to say, ‘a man’. Therefore, although the noun phrase is absent in the 
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locally initial position, the locally initial indexical serves the role of a non- recognitional 

reference, so that the referent can be identified through his gender and introduced in the 

message.  

As we see in this section, despite the use of non- recognitional term to address the recipient 

and the referent, there are still indicative detailing that hints at their identity, and 

sometimes even reflect the author’s identity. This additional information implicates a 

sequence of recognition and identification in later response messages. As we will see later 

in the next analytical chapter, these hints of identity become resources for identification 

works.  

 

Recognitional Descriptions 

A recognitional reference term is the preferred practice for referring to persons. Within the 

category of recognitional reference, however, the preference is to use a name over a 

recognitional description (Schegloff, 1996). For example, if both the speaker and the 

recipient know the referent by name, then name is the preferred reference term. In a 

situation where the name of referents is unknown, then description is used to achieve 

recognitional. So, we can see that recognitional descriptors often upgrade to name in a 

typical verbal conversation. In FCPs initial message, however, the knowledge display is 

restricted only to the author. It means that the reference term used reflects the epistemic 

level of the author with regard to the referent. Therefore, in a situation where the author 

used description to referent, it portrays the author distant relationship to the referent or the 

referent is not within the author domain of knowledge. Consequently, audiences may 

recognize the description and upgrade it to name in the subsequent response messages.  

The initial message 1191 in the figure 4.5 shows an instance where a recognitional 

description is used to the referent. In this message, the author introduces the referent early 

in a locally initial reference position with a list of descriptions concerning the referent, 

before stating her attention (confessing his or her feelings to the referent) at the end of the 

message.  
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Figure 4.5: Initial message 1191 

In line 1, the author introduces the referent through a description, ‘this one guy from 

faculty of Med’. This description can be categorized as a non- recognitional reference in 

the sense that it is too general and can refer to any guy from the ‘Faculty of Med’. The 

author then provides additional descriptions such as ‘tall’ (line 2), and ‘who looks like an 

Indian’ (line 3). All these descriptions narrow down the potential referents, and hence 

assist the recipients to identify the referent. In this sense, it shows the author is orienting 

his or her reference form to suit the recipients. 

Note, however, the author's statement in line 2 and 3, “ umm what else? I don't know if he 

is an indian or chinese who looks like an indian”. This statement displays the author’s 

epistemic status regarding the referent appearance. It indicates that the author may know 

the referent but his/ her knowledge about the referent is incomplete. Therefore, when he/ 

she says “umm what else?”, it appears like the author is thinking on what other thing that 

could be describe about the referent so that he can be recognized. Subsequently, when he/ 

she says ‘I don’t know if he is an Indian or Chinese who look like an Indian”, it provides 

an explicit category on a basis of ethnic group. This can be significant information of the 

referent’s identity, given that in Malaysia there are three major ethnic groups, Malay, 

Chinese and India. By this description, the author excludes Malay category from the 

referent, thus further narrow down the referent identity to two ethnic groups. Additionally, 

considered that Chinese and Indian have quite significant differences in term of their 

appearance, the description “I don’t know if he is an Indian or Chinese who look like an 

Indian” can also refers to a particular group of people in Malaysia informally known as 

‘Chindian’. They are of mixed Chinese and Indian ancestry but often they tend to adopt 

either one of the ethnic group (Chinese or Indian) as their official identity. So, through the 

description, the author is trying to limit the potential candidate of the referent by 

categorizing him based on ethnic group. 
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This action, at the same time, portrays the author’s epistemic levels with regard to the 

referent. It indicates that he/ she may not know the referent personally. The selection of a 

description as a reference then is a way to make the referent recognizable. As we see later 

towards the end of the message, the author is expressing his/ her feeling to the referent 

(“trust me, you can melt my heart [line 4]). So it is important to establish the referent 

identity so that he can be identified. This will also implicates the subsequent response from 

the audience regarding the identity of the referent.  

In the next initial message 1106 (Figure 4.6), the author uses description to identify an 

unknown recipient. In this message, the author is ranting to an unknown driver that he/ she 

encountered while driving within the university compound. The unknown driver made 

him/ her uncomfortable by ‘tailgating’ him/ her. Hence, the author composes the message 

and addresses it specifically to the unknown driver using descriptions.  

 

Figure 4.6: Initial message 1106 

Note that the author uses non- recognitional description to address the recipient (line 1), 

‘Dearest red saga driver’. The address formulation is interesting because, as a non- 

recognitional term, it could have been ‘dear driver’ but that would not have done the 

additional work in providing additional information about the car of the recipient. 

Especially in this situation where the message is made public on social networks, every 

driver could be the recipient. So, the additional referential information ‘red saga’ is 

important in determining whom the author is addressing. In doing so, it shows the author’s 

awareness about the existence of the general audience that may read the message, and 

provides information that might form a foundation for an identification and recognition 

sequence in subsequent responses. Further, the selection of the word ‘dearest’ appears 

contradictory to the use of a non- recognitional description because the word is usually 
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used as an affectionate form of address. However, the non- recognitional description ‘red 

saga driver’ does not show a close relationship, being a non- specific identifier based on 

what the writer sees. The line ‘Dearest red saga driver’ parodies a salutation in a personal 

letter but lacks its specificity. So, rather than show affection, the word ‘dearest’ has a 

different meaning that is the author’s frustration toward the recipient. This is confirmed 

when the author expresses his/ her anger in the message (line 5 ‘annoying much!’). So, the 

whole description ‘dearest red saga driver’ then is devised specifically by the author with a 

particular recipient in mind, while withholding identification and recognition of the actual 

person. 

Technically, addressing someone at the beginning of the message can be useful since it 

provides a grounding for the recognition of the referent of the message. In the initial 

message 1106, the author makes a reference to the referent using a dedicated term ‘you' 

after addressing the recipient. By this, the author indicates that the message is meant for 

the recipient, and excludes the general audience. As such, addressing the referent earlier is 

meant to determine who the right recipient is. If the author omits the addressing part, such 

as in message 1707, the author may face difficulties in indicating the right referent.  

Additionally, the author conveys his/ her dissatisfaction towards the driver by describing 

him as the ‘stupidest driver’ he/ she ever encountered in ‘UM’ (line 2). The author then 

states a reason for describing the driver as such because he/ she had “tailgated” the author 

“all the way from KL gate to KPS” (line 3). These descriptions also serve as identifiers of 

the recipient in the sense that they specify which ‘red saga driver’ that the author is 

referring to. In a way, the author is designing his/ her message to a more specific recipient. 

As such, the author is conveying relevant information about the recipient that is within his/ 

her domain of knowledge by specifying a place and local knowledge. This information 

(presented as acronyms) also limits the potential audience because it requires that they 

understand what the ‘KL gate’ is and what ‘KPS’ refers to.  

Here, then, we see various forms of epistemics. The writer expresses a certain amount of 

known information about the recipient based upon the visual information available to 

them. They also construct the text to include abbreviated location information, so as to 

limit the potential respondents, who by definition must have the necessary epistemic access 

and knowledge to understand them. While referent/ intended recipient and general 
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recipient (audience) are presented with descriptive non- recognitionals, they are formulated 

with enough information to indicate who should guess (those who know the campus). 

A similar situation is illustrated in the initial message 868 in the figure 4.7. In this ranting 

message, the author expresses his/ her annoyance due to the noise from unknown persons. 

What is interesting about the message is in its original version (in the Malay language), 

there is a very limited person reference term is being used. Even a pronoun, which could 

indicate to whom the writer is talking to, like in the previous examples (messages 1707, 

879, 1191), is absent. The author composes the message through descriptions, which are 

typical in a spoken Malay language. Technically, making a reference to a person in the 

Malay language is not much different from English. Noun phrases and pronouns are used 

for references and there is a selection of Malay pronouns used depending on the context of 

the interaction. Due to the social norms, however, Malay speakers tend to skip the 

reference or adopt reference terms from another language, especially in an event where 

they are not sure how to refer to a person5 (Jamil, Yusof, & Harun, 2016). As in the initial 

message 868 in the figure 4.7, we see that it was composed with mainly descriptions which 

appears common and understandable to a Malay speaker. 

 

                                      
5 In Malay, addressee can be referred with ‘engkau’ in a casual daily basis interaction but the term may 
appear impolite to use to someone older or younger. So it is common to drop the reference term, particularly 
in a situation where gesture can be used.  
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Figure 4.7: Initial message 8686 

The author’s complaint starts with him/ her begging for a consideration, from a person who 

can be assumed a fellow residential hall. This is indicated through descriptions "tinggal 

dalam asrama. Bayar yuran sama kot" (living in a residential hall. Everybody pays the 

same fee) in line 1. Thus conveying that the author and the recipient stay in the same 

residential hall. The author then lists the recipient’s actions that caused his/ her frustration; 

‘karok guna speaker’ (use a speaker when karaoke), ‘guna microphone’ (use 

microphones), ‘jerit kalau bercakap’ (screaming while talking). Here, in addition to 

descriptions of the complaint, the author lists the recipient’s action so that he/ she can be 

identified. These descriptions are a recognitional description of the recipient, and provide 

valuable information for the audience recipients.  

Other  identification of the recipient made in the initial message 868, is when the author 

categorizes the recipient based on her gender in line 4, "perempuan kot" (you're a girl). 

And another one is when the author writes "cc blok k*4" (line 2) which is a name of a 

building. These two descriptions convey that the recipient is a girl who is staying in blok 

k*4, and hence narrows down – quite considerably – the potential referents. It also sets up 

                                      
6 The first line is the original message in Malay spoken language. Below it is a direct translation of each word 
in English, and the third line is the translation of the message in English.  
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a category of potential audience recipients who live in or near the block. Other than these 

two identification, there is no reference made to the recipient (that is using pronoun to 

rerefer to the recipient). The author’s action to leave out the reference terms for person 

references may be seen as him/ her being cautious on how to make a reference to the 

recipient so that he/ she is not violating the social rule of person reference. Moreover, in 

Malay, the act of referring to persons is social and context- bound, which may lead to an 

awkward situation if it is performed inappropriately (Jamil et al., 2016). But that cannot be 

the reason since the author has provided a list of complaints towards the referent, hence 

being awkward can no longer be a concern to the author. Rationally, the reason for the 

author to drop the reference terms in the message could be because he/ she does not have 

definite knowledge of the referent. Perhaps he or she does not know precisely who made 

the noise. Other than knowing what the person is doing, the author may not know who the 

real person is. So, rather than making a reference to the unknown person, the author 

describes the action that the person is doing as an inference to the person, and hope to 

recruit the other participants to the task of identifying precisely who the referent is. In this 

initial message, the author shows that it is possible to make a reference to a person with 

minimal reference forms, at least in Malay. Using a list of descriptions, the recipient can be 

referred in the interaction without necessarily named the recipient. Epistemically, this 

action of providing a list of descriptions displays the author’s domain of knowledge 

regarding the recipient. The author may have a collection of information regarding 

recipient behaviour but he/ she may not have definite information of the recipient.  

In the examples of ‘informing messages’ then, we have a series of instances in which 

identity work is based upon different epistemic levels. The writer includes non- 

recognitional terms, and descriptive recognitional terms to narrow down the identity of the 

referent, but does not name them. At times the omission of direct references work to 

emphasise the primary action of the message (such as complaining) but also provides a 

space for further identity work in subsequent response messages. A key aspect of this 

ongoing identity work is to limit the potential respondents by including information that 

implicates a certain level of knowledge and membership. Relevant audience recipients 

must be able to use the information provided and – crucially – understand it. Membership 

includes being present at a concert, knowing the university campus layout (and 

abbreviations for different point places on the campus), living near a particular university 
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block, and the like. Each bit of information restricts the membership of those who might do 

recognitional work, based upon their knowledge. By writing the messages this way, the 

writer is making assumptions and assertions about epistemic access and status. And by 

calling on those who are ‘in the know’, the writer potentially recruits interested parties who 

may be able to ‘fill in’ the crucial, and determinative, identity information – the person’s 

name. 

 

Inquiring Messages 

The category of inquiry includes all actions of requesting information such as asking a 

question, requesting persons to do something and other related actions. It is differ from 

informing message where its main objective is to give information to the recipient (also 

referent and the audience). Generally, the act of inquiring conveys a lack of knowledge and 

seeks more information. In the epistemic field, often it is categorized under less knowing 

(k-) and one of the reasons for sequence continuation. In FCPs, inquiring usually is done 

by the author who is requesting something from the general audience recipients. The 

request is often about something that the author has less knowledge about, so it is directed 

to the audiences for information. Figure 4.8 Show an example of a requesting message. 

 
Figure 4.8: Inquiring message 

In this initial message, the author is asking for a tip to skip an orientation programme in a 

university for new students. Through the reference terms “abg n akak semua” ([older] 

brothers and sisters [line 1]), this message is particularly directed to the senior in the 

college. Moreover, the author called him/ herself “adik” (younger brother/ sister [line 2]) 

which would categorized him/ her as a new student who is suppose to attend the 

orientation programme. So the whole message is understood as the author, as a new 

student, is seeking advice from the senior students, who are supposed to have experience, 
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on how to miss the orientation programme. As in informing message, most of the time, 

authors use descriptions for references in the act of inquiring. But there is an instance 

where recognitional reference (name) is used for inquiring. 

 

Description 

In inquiring, a description is often used to describe the referent of the message. It is done 

earlier before the act of inquiry is performed. So that, the general audience or recipient can 

identify the referent and understood the inquiry better.   

Returning to an example we have already looked at, message 1072 in figure 4.9 illustrates 

this situation. In the message, the author is looking for a person from a different 

community. He/ she saw the person through a musical event at UPSI and found out that the 

person is from UM. So, the author posted the initial message on FCPs of UM with a 

description of the person and asks the community of FCPs of UM help him/ her locate the 

person.   

 

Figure 4.9: Initial message 1072 

As understood from the message, the author is looking for a ‘Sarawakian guy who played 

sape’ (line 3) in a ‘competition called Rentak Bitara 2015’ (line 2). Also, the author states 

that the guy was in a team of the musician from UM who went to UPSI for the competition 

(line 1). The reason for all these recognitional descriptions used by the author could 

possibly because the author does not know the referent’s name. Therefore, the author used 

the recognitional description as a referring expression to point the very individual in his/ 

her mind. This action is in accordance with the underlying principle of recipient design that 
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is to use the most appropriate expression in order to achieve recognition (Sacks & 

Schegloff, 1979). There is an interesting point to note here that is how the author 

formulates the reference expressions to convey the particular referent. In line 3, the author 

describes the referent as a ‘Sarawakian guy who played sape' in which the word 

‘Sarawakian' is understood as referring to the origin of the guy, that is from Sarawak, one 

of the states in Malaysia. On how the author knows that the guy is from Sarawak probably 

due to the fact that the guy played ‘sape’, a musical instrument traditionally belongs to a 

Malaysian native group from Sarawak. All this shows how the author formulates a 

recognitional description using available social cues of the very person in mind that he/ she 

want to identify. Epistemically, this description displays the author’s epistemic status 

regarding the relevant referent. Yet, the epistemic status displayed appears lacking or under 

K- category. Hence the author seeks audiences’ assistant in locating him.   

Consequently, one thing that can point in this initial message 1072 is that the author may 

not know the referent on a personal level. As such, the author makes a description of the 

referent prior to stating his/ her inquiry. Indeed, it is common for a speaker to introduce a 

piece of information about the referent that is unknown to the recipient. It happens as the 

referent may not within the shared territory of knowledge between the speaker and the 

recipient (Heritage, 2012a; Raymond & Heritage, 2006). Therefore, by giving information 

about the referent prior to conversing about the referent, it helps the recipient to locate the 

right referent in the speaker’s mind.  

In relation to this, another interesting point that can be noted in the initial message 1072 is 

the author's orientation in conveying his/ her message. The author first greets the general 

audience with ‘Hi..’ (line 1) at the beginning of the message. After introducing the referent, 

He/ she changes the direction to the referent to express his/ her feeling to the referent, "boy 

I fell in love with you" (line 3). Afterward, the author shifts back to the general audience to 

request their assistance in locating the referent, "please someone tag that guy" (line 4). 

Again, the author changes the referent to praise him, "you are so talented and you breathe 

music" (line 5). Lastly, the author re- direct the general audience to once again request 

their assistance in finding the referent and congratulating them on getting the second place 

in the musical event ‘Rentak Bitara'. Here, there are a couple of things that can be 

observed. First, the author displays a different level of commutation to the referent and to 

the audiences. Whenever the author addresses the audiences, it is done in a general manner 
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with no specific reference to the audience and using a non- recognitional term such as 

‘someone'. While the referent is addressed in a more personal manner like "you know 

what...sapeman.." (line 5). Rationally, this is because the author does not know exactly 

who his / her audience is, but he/ she knows who the referent is.   

The next initial message shows another instance where a description is used for the 

referent. In the initial message 794 (Figure 4.10), the author is looking for a man whom he/ 

she met during a visit to the dentistry faculty. The man helped the author around the 

faculty during the visit. Unfortunately, the author does not know the name of the man. 

Hence, he/ she composes the initial message asking the audiences if they can identify the 

man.  

 

Figure 4.10: Initial message 794 

Clearly, from the initial message 794, the referent is ‘one man with red helmet’ in which 

the author introduces for the first time in line 3. This initial reference is aimed to be a 

recognitional description of the man she/ he met at the dentistry faculty (line 2). Later in 

line 9 and 10, the author offers more elaborate descriptions based on ethnicity and physical 

appearance such ‘a Malay guy n has white chubby face' and ‘the hair is so eyes attracted 

cause its wavy and high up at front'. Interestingly, in introducing the referent, the author 

also engages in a storytelling about her/ his encounter with the referent (line 2 to 8). This 

storytelling is significant for the author's introduction of the referent in the sense that it 

makes the descriptions about the referent fuller. Instead of knowing the referent as just 

‘one man with red helmet' who is a ‘Malay' with ‘white chubby face' and having ‘wavy and 
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high up at front' hair, the story gives additional information such as the time and place that 

the author encountered the referent. These descriptions could make the referent more 

‘recognitional’ to the audiences. It happens as they can point out which person among the 

general population of ‘malay man' with ‘white chubby face' and ‘wavy hair' is the potential 

referent. Somehow, this act of introducing the referent fits the preference for recipient 

design (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007), that is to use appropriate referring expressions so that 

the recipients could link them to the referent. In the initial message 794 (Figure 4.10), even 

though the referent is yet to be identified, the audiences might be able to specify which 

person that the referent could be, based on the descriptions provided.  

It is towards the end of the message that the author states her/ his agenda to look after the 

referent before confessing that she/ he likes the referent (line 11) and conveys his/ her 

appreciation towards the referent (line 12). The author's request, however, is done tactfully. 

Note at line 11, the author states "please, anyone know this..." which could indicate the 

author's request to the audiences but he/ she does not clearly state so. Instead, the author 

continues the sentence by changing the footing to the referent "I just want to say I like u...". 

By doing this, it seems like the author is talking directly to the referent, but the non- 

recognitional term ‘anyone' at the beginning of the sentence seems to general to refer to the 

referent. It could mean then the non- recognitional ‘anyone' is a way for the author to say 

that ‘if any of the audience is the referent’. So, by changing the footing to the referent 

afterward, the author is excluding the general audience and talk specifically to the referent 

among the audiences. In such a situation, the author may not explicitly make a request to 

the audience to find the referent, but he/ she asks each audience if they could be the person. 

Figure 4.11 below shows another instance where recognitional descriptions are used for a 

person unknown to the writer. In the message, the author is looking for her unrecognized 

saviour to show her gratitude. As the writer does not recognize the referent, recognitional 

descriptions are used to help identify the referent.  
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Figure 4.11: Initial message 6056 

There are a number of interesting observations can be made about this message. However, 

the focus is on the author’s attempt to introduce the referent that she does not know 

(recognize). It is clear from the message that the author was involved in an accident and 

was hospitalized for five days (line 2), and she does not recognize the referent who helped 

her during the accident (line 3). Therefore, she writes the message to look for her (line 6). 

The writer provides what she hopes will be recognitional descriptions of the referent prior 

to stating her agenda. Rather than just defining ‘the girl is an Indian’ (line 3), the writer 

makes the reference more specific by adding descriptions such as ‘degree in engineering’, 

and a ‘3rd year student in aerospace’. This act is not only informs the general readers, of 

whom she is looking for but also separated the referent from the general population. It 

filtered through the general population of ‘Indian girl’ to those who study engineering and 

is in her 3rd year. In some way, this recognitional description could lead to the 

identification of the referent.  

Interestingly, the author also made an explicit introduction of herself in the message (I am 

a malay girl [line 2]). Though this introduction could be ambiguous (she can be any Malay 

girl who had accident few weeks ago and been save by an Indian girl), it is recognitional at 

least to the referent. This happened as the referent is the one who may recognize the author 

better (in the sense that she helps the author at the accident area and brought her to the 

hospital) compared to the author (she asked about the referent’s information from the 

hospital staff [line 5]). Epistemically, it positions the referent as the one with the 

knowledge while the author in a less knowledge category. Hence the author seeks 

audiences’ assistant in locating the referent.   
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Another noticeable thing in this message is the author request to the general audience in 

line 6 “ If anyone know her please tag her name here”. Compare to the previous inquiring 

messages, the author of this message request specific action from the audience, not only to 

find the referent but also to ‘tag’ her. By tag, it means to include the referent’s name in the 

response message through Facebook functionality. This action will directly link the tag- 

name to the Facebook account of the person which subsequently may identify the referent. 

Indeed, this is the most efficient practice to identify someone in Facebook. Later in 

Chapter 6, we will examine further this Facebook functionality and its role in the practice 

of person reference in Facebook interaction. In fact, we will also see in the next chapter 

that this tag function is a common way to indicate and identify the person of interest in 

relation to the initial messages used in the response messages. As mentioned before, FCPs 

is a place for many purpose, and exploiting its larger local audience is one of its advantage. 

This happens as FCPs could reach a larger local audience than a personal Facebook page 

might ordinarily can. Hence, in the occasion where a person is looking for someone from 

the local network like the author in this message, FCPs might be helpful in increasing the 

possibility of the sought referent to be identified by the audiences.  

 

Recognitional Reference 

It has already been established that the preferred practice of referring to persons is through 

recognitional reference forms, and a name is the most preferred form. However, in FCPs, 

the use of a name in the initial message may appear unusual in the sense that real identities 

are often concealed or unstated in favour of the action that the message is conveyed. The 

intricate relationship between the author, the referent and recipient is also among the 

reasons why real names are not use in the initial message since the exposure of one’s 

identity (e.g., the referent) could lead to the revelation of the other identity (e.g., the 

author). Therefore whenever a name is used in FCPs initial message, it invites an attention 

as to why the author is using a name and what the author is trying to get through the name. 

There is only one instance found in the data of this study that use a full name in the initial 

message. Hence, it becomes a deviant case and immediately gets my attention. I present 

the initial message below (Figure 4.12). 

What is interesting about this message is that the author is looking for someone that he/ she 
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already knew in a real world. So, the author addresses the referent from the very beginning 

using his name.   

 

Figure 4.12: Initial message 1098 

In the message 1098, there is an instance of recognitional reference used by the author. It is 

interesting to note that the author uses a name as well as descriptions in referring to the 

referent (line 1). A name usually is considered as a full noun phase and it is recognitional. 

However, the author adds more elaborate descriptions to the name. According to the 

preference for recognition (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007), additional referential information is 

not necessary for a recognitional reference. In this case, the author treats the referent’s 

name as less recognitional. It is possible in the sense that there could be more than one 

person named ‘Kuan Ming'. This is a common practice in a conversation where a speaker 

uses the name and descriptions when they introduce a referent unknown to the recipient. 

Although in this case, the author recognizes the referent, he/ she may consider the domain 

of knowledge of the general audience who might not know the referent. Moreover, the 

message can be accessed by the public which would increase the number of the potential 

referent. So, by adding a description to the name, the author specifies which ‘Kuan Ming’ 

that he/ she is addressing.  

Later, in line 7, the author asks, ‘anyone can help me tag him after reading this?’. This 

request may appear puzzling since the author has already said that he/ she knew the 

referent (line 6 ‘I know you well’). The request then could mean for something else. If we 

look at the word ‘tag’ that the author used, it is actually a technical term on Facebook. It 

refers to the act of tagging a person’s Facebook profile to create a link directly to his/ her 

Facebook account. This action can be done by writing the person's name using Facebook's 
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software assistant. This technical action, however, is restricted among Facebook friends. 

So by requesting the audiences to tag the referent, the author is asking for someone who is 

‘friend’ with the referent on Facebook to tag him. Understandably, it is by writing ‘Kuan 

Ming’ Facebook profile name in the comment section (further elaboration on this action 

will be discussed in the next chapter). This also indicates that although the author knew the 

referent in the real world, he/ she is not ‘friend’ with the referent in the Facebook. 

Therefore, in this message, the author is actually looking for Kuan Ming’s Facebook 

profile rather than the person Kuan Ming. Indirectly, it shows a dual life that a person 

could live that is in the real world as well as in the digital world. 

 

Epistemic Relationship of the Author and the Referent 

The basic distinction between information and inquiring messages is the primary action of 

giving information and seeking information. In FCPs, these two types of action involve an 

intricate relationship between the author, the recipient and the referent. As demonstrated 

through the instances, person reference forms are use not only about achieving recognition. 

For example, the authors use non-recognitional reference forms to a known referent in the 

informing messages to obscure their identity because they are closely related to the 

referent. The reference forms are designed specifically for the action that the authors want 

to convey. In that sense, with each form of person reference that the author utilized, they 

also reflect the author epistemic levels in relation to the referent. Based on the data 

discussed in this chapter, I try to summarize the relationship between the author and the 

referent on the basis of their epistemic levels for both types of messages (informing and 

inquiring) as illustrated in Figure 4.13. The linear line represents the kind of relationship 

that the author has with the referent. As the line goes to the right (to the referent), it 

illustrates the distances the author has to the referent/s.  
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Figure 4.13: Epistemic relationship between the author and the referent 

In informing messages category, it shows that non- recognitional terms are used for a 

known referent. It is due to the author close relationship with the referent that the terms are 

exploited to obscure the real identity of the referent. Warrant saying that the author knows 

the referent is based on the possessive pronouns that usually associate with the non- 

recognitional terms (e.g., your roommate, my class mate). The pronouns illustrate the close 

relationship between the author and the referent.  

Descriptive terms often display the author’s ‘incomplete’ information with regard to the 

referent. Based on the data presented in this chapter, we see that the authors use description 

to the referent when they do not know the referent on personal level. It could be that the 

author saw the referent but does not have full information about the referent (e.g., guy from 

Faculty of Med, sape man), or the author may have indirectly encountered with the referent 

yet never meet the referent (e.g., red saga driver, K*4 complaint). So, description is use to 

achieve recognition of the referent. In this manner, it portrays the author somehow distant 

relationship to the referent, or the referent is not within the author domain of knowledge, as 

portray in the figure 4.13. This practice is found in both categories of message, informing 

and inquiring. Consequently, audiences may recognize the description and upgrade it to 

name in the subsequent response messages. 

With regard to the use of ‘name’ in FCPs initial message, it is quite similar with the use of 

the ‘description’ in term of relationship between the author and the referent. It happened as 

the author, most probably, does not know the referent on personal basis. Based on the 

instance presented in the inquiring message, the author portrays the referent as someone 

she encounters in real life. So, the author might get the referent’s name but the initial 
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message is requesting for the referent’s Facebook identity. In so doing, it portrays that the 

author does not have a close relationship with the referent though she knows his name. 

Therefore, in Figure 4.13, it illustrates the author as distant from the referent.  

The use of these three type reference terms in the initial message are eventually lead to 

identity and identification work in the subsequent response messages. It may assume that 

the inquiring message may get more response due to its nature that explicitly orienting to 

generated information. However, as we have seen the informational messages are 

structured so as to leave out the specific details of the referent (their name), and hence 

implicated further identification and recognitional work on the part of audience recipients 

 

Discussion 

The aim of this chapter is to describe some of the interactional organization on Facebook. 

In this chapter, it illustrates how interaction could be designed, not only for the specific 

recipient but also the general audience. By focusing mainly on the use of person reference 

form, this chapter shows how the initial message of FCPs could direct the audience and 

frame the topic for subsequent interactions should they occur later. The findings show 

some similarities, as well as differences in the practices of spoken interaction, derive from 

how authors manage and exploit the context of the interaction.   

As in talk- in- interaction, the analysis of this study also revealed the preferences to follow 

the sequence of locally initial and locally sequence references regarding third person 

referent. Non- recognitional reference forms and descriptions are found to be the preferred 

forms in a locally initial reference position. The reason for this is due to the nature of the 

FCPs that separated the identity of the author and the page’s account, hence provide the 

opportunity to the authors to exploit their real identity. Still, the action conveys the need 

for referent’s identification in order for the later action to be performed.   

Eventually, it has become the style of writing among the authors of the FCPs initial 

message to introduce the referents using descriptions and ‘storytelling’ style before 

conveying the action of the message. Particularly for the ‘inquiry’ action, a description is 

found to be crucial for person reference. The rationale for this is due to the unknown 
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referent as illustrated in figure 4.12. Meanwhile, non- recognitional references tend to be 

exploited by the author to refer to a known recipient/referent, particularly in asserting or 

telling something. The reason to use a non-recognitional reference instead of a 

recognitional reference to known referent is to conceal the referent's identity as well as 

him/ her self. This is because the FCP is a public online site with mostly local audiences. 

So, there is a possibility that the audience may recognize the referent if the author uses a 

recognitional reference. In the sense, this reflects the ‘recipient design’ of the message 

construction.  

One interesting observation from the analysis is how the authors exploit the general 

audience. For example, the FCPs initial message occasionally used to locate a particular 

individual for whatever reason (e.g., initial message 1098, 6056). In these cases, the 

messages present a description of a particular individual’s and requested the general 

audience to help identify the referent. While this may not be the objective for the creation 

of FCPs, it is understandable given the geographic targeting of FCPs. It illustrates the 

locality of FCPs within a wider Facebook platform as the readers of particular FCPs 

usually come from a similar local network. One clear example of this is as illustrated by 

the initial message 1072 where the author is looking for a person from a different 

community. So the author posts the message on the FCPs belongs to the community that 

he/ she thought the referent may belong to.  

Additionally, analysis in this chapter shows that interactions in Facebook do not differ 

much from other typical interactions such as face-to-face interaction or phone call 

interaction. As in other interactions, the initial messages in FCPs performed the first action 

to set an agenda for a discussion by the general audiences. Through the specific 

construction of the message and the use of person reference term, the initial message may 

raise the curiosity of the audiences, hence provides a floor for subsequent discussion. The 

following chapter then will examine the subsequent response messages.  
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Chapter 5: Identification Work on Response Messages 

 

 

Introduction 

Previous chapters have examined the basic organization of Facebook Confession Pages 

initial message. Focussing on the way the messages were constructed particularly on the 

practice of person reference, the analysis looks at how the authors of the message 

strategically formulate reference to the referent and recipient (including the audience). 

Using non- recognitional terms and descriptive terms to narrow down the identity of the 

referent, they indirectly portray the epistemic level that the author has with the referent and 

provide a space for further identity works. In this chapter, we will see how these reference 

terms become resources for further identity works in the subsequent ‘response’ messages. 

The main focus will be on how the commenters unfold the identity information and display 

their stance. As response messages are identifiable, the identity work is accomplished 

collaboratively as they interactionally work up their claim to bolster their epistemic stance. 

Identification is a common and relevant act in interactions (Marx, 1999; Schegloff, 1979) 

including online interaction (Donath, 1996). People identify each other, so that they can 

behave accordingly to each other. In a situation where identification cannot be performed, 

it may leave certain impression especially to the receivers of the communication (message) 

as they are left with the information that someone is attempting to communicate with them 

but, for whatever reason, does not want to or cannot reveal his or her identity. According to 

Rains and Scott (2007), upon encounter such situation, receivers of the message often react 

in a couple of ways: they may try to identify the source of the message, and/ or they may 

formulate their perception about the source as well as the message (what is the message is 

about and who might be created it). As in FCPs, the initial message may raise the curiosity 

among the readers as to why the authors want to post such message without revealing their 

real identity (i.e., name). Since FCPs is a local community- based Facebook page where 

the possibility that the community members may know or have a connection with each 

other is high, the curiosity may eventually lead to the act of identification. As Anonymous 
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(1998) assert that, “If the [communication] channel can provide clues (e.g., handwriting 

analysis, electronic mail records, phone traces) to the source’s identity, then that will 

increase the likelihood that a receiver will engage in identification efforts” (p. 396). So, it 

seems likely that, upon reading the initial message on FCPs, readers may want to know 

who the author of the initial message is as well as its related matters such as the recipient 

and/ or the referent of the message. Subsequently, they may ‘ask around’ searching for the 

identity of the persons related to the initial message. 

Additionally, the desire to identify the source of the initial message could depend on the 

relationship that readers have with the initial message itself. According to Rains and Scott 

(2007), receivers’ level of perception towards the initial message may influence their 

subsequent identification effort. Those receivers who have a weaker relationship typically 

viewed anonymity as appropriate since they usually do not have a personal connection or 

interest to the initial message. So, they are less likely to want to know the identity of the 

anonymous source. Meanwhile, those receivers with a good relationship are likely to want 

to identify the source of the initial message due to their personal interest or connection to 

the initial message. Accordingly, those readers who engage in a ‘guessing game’ looking 

for the identity of the person of interest of the initial message in FCPs may have a special 

connection to the initial message. That is they may have ideas or information concerning 

the initial message that lead them to change their status from mere readers to more active 

by commenting on the initial message. This happens as only those readers with information 

or personal connection to the initial message would want to attempt to identify the initial 

message. Those readers who have no personal connection to the initial message may less 

likely want to engage in this ‘guessing game’, mainly because they may have no 

information to even make a guess at a first place. As Sack (1992) observed that in 

everyday conversation, having witnessed a tellable event entitle a speaker to have an 

experience associated with the event (e.g emotional). This gives the witness not only a 

particular right to tell others about the event, but also to tell how it emotionally affected 

him (Hutchby, 2001a).  

Eventually, this ‘guessing game’ or identification act in FCPs illustrates epistemic status of 

the readers. It is because upon identifying the initial message, readers need to convey their 

opinion, making claims and negotiating the matter of identity through the interactions in 

the comment section. In doing this, as in typical interaction, involves categorical 
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referencing as well as knowledge claims. In Conversation Analysis, these two actions are 

the interest of Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA) and the study of Epistemics. 

Therefore, this study incorporates Membership Categorization Analysis and Epistemics to 

show how identity and identification work is accomplished interactionally on FCPs.  

 

Identity and Identification Work on FCPs 

As shown in the previous chapter, the identity work on FCPs begins with its initial social 

act found in the status updates, that is the initial message. This massage, as explained in the 

previous chapter may implicate subsequent responses. From this message, subsequent acts 

on FCPs are generated that is readers’ comments. It is in these subsequent acts following 

the initial act of the status update that readers’ actions can be observed, of which for this 

study it is the act of identifying the person of interest of the initial message particularly the 

author and the recipient of the initial message.  

The act of identifying the person of interest in the initial message in FCPs is normative, 

particularly because FCPs is a local community- based Facebook page which also means 

that the readers usually belong to the same community. As evidence in many study of 

computer- mediated community, group members tend to make attribution about the 

identity of the message sender during the interaction (Donath, 1996; Hayne, Pollard, & 

Rice, 2003; Rains & Scott, 2007). Moreover, individuals from a similar group may get 

familiar with one another from their face- to face encounter, which then may reduce their 

anonymity perception if they reencountered in computer- mediated environment (Rains, 

2016; Rains & Scott, 2007). Such things like style of writing, use of particular jargon and 

background story are just some of the cues that may provide information about a member’s 

identity. Similarly, in FCPs, readers may be compelled to comment on the particular initial 

message to make a guess concerning the identity of the person of interest of the initial 

message based on the information they may have.  

Based on the observation of the FCPs data, the ‘guessing game’ that is the act of 

identifying the person of interest of the initial message is usually concentrated on 
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identifying the identity of the author and/ or the recipient of the initial message7. 

Therefore, particular attention will be given to what can be broadly described as identity 

proffers, that is the initiations of identity suggestion (by a commenter8) as these are 

identified to be significant in the identity and identification works across the dataset as 

other commenters pick- up the identity suggestion and negotiated them through their 

interactions. Consequently, identity and identification works are interactional in nature, as 

commenters position themselves and others to bolster their own claims to knowledge in 

relation to the identity information and the initial message, or to weaken the claims of 

others. This action of knowledge claim is generally known as ‘epistemic stance’ that is 

“moment- by- moment expression” (Heritage, 2012b, p. 6) of commenters as they portray 

their differential access to knowledge within certain domains. Given the nature of the 

Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) in the current study, epistemic status (Heritage, 

2012b), a more stable phenomenon related to commenters access to knowledge, is 

essentially unknowable especially to the analysts. Although commenters do make claims to 

epistemic access, they are, in effect, their epistemic stance. And so, this study will refer to 

commenters’ claim to knowledge access as ‘epistemic stance’.  

Additionally, in analysing the identity works by the commenters, the current study reveals 

many different categories of identity made relevant in the interaction including gender, 

age, race, religion etc. For the analysis of this study, however, it focuses on several broad 

main areas of epistemic stance that relate to identity; networks, localness and situational. 

These areas of epistemic stance include not only explicit categories of identity (such as 

gender, religion and race), but also commenter’s claim to knowledge about certain thing 

such as geographic location, associated- occasions, person’s traits and characteristic, etc 

index multi- layered identities. So, through these areas of epistemic stance, we identify and 

explicate categories and devices that were used to build and warrant various identity and 

identification works. The remaining sections then will look at identity and identification 

works arranged based on these main areas of epistemic stance.   

                                      
7 This includes the referents of the initial message too as the referents are often referred as the recipients at 
the end of the initial message. 

8 This term will be used in this study to refer to participants in the response messages. This is to differentiate 
it from the author of the initial message and to the general recipient or readers.  
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Epistemic stance: Networks 

Identity and identification works are performed through displaying an epistemic stance 

regarding what commenters know about their networks. Here, the networks refer to a claim 

of knowledge relating to particular information that is usually known among members of a 

group or community. It is a kind like members’ social stock of knowledge that includes 

local and background knowledge about the group and its members. Networks is the most 

common ways of displaying epistemic stance identified to be used by commenters in this 

study when they make identification in relation to the initial message. The knowledge 

displays usually based on the local knowledge in which ‘outsiders’ or persons who are not 

from the community or group may not know. Often, the commenters negotiate the 

identities based on their personal knowledge that they gained as they encountered with 

each other offline and/ or on their daily basis.   

 

The Recipient 

Figure 5.1 below shows an instance of this situation. The excerpt is taken from a series of 

interaction from FCPs initial message #8799. The initial message is about the author’s love 

confession to his/ her course mate. The author describes the course mate as someone from 

the Material Engineering course who once planned to change to another course. Therefore, 

the author feels grateful when he/ she decides to cancel the plan and stay in the course. 

What is noticeable about the initial message is how it was written poetically using 

metaphor such as dance and weather, in expressing the writer’s declaration of love to the 

course mate. This noticeable element of the initial message then was picked up by 

commenters in discussing the identity of the author and the recipient of the initial message.  

 

 

 

                                      
9 The full interactions are included in the appendixes 
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Figure 5.1: Identity suggestion 10 (FCP #879) 

In the excerpt above, Chin Joo Tan initiates the identity proffer for the recipient of the 

initial message. He asks in line 71 “Pei Qi, someone is confessing to you?”. While this 

question is in interrogative format, a common way for information request, it is also 

directly position Pei Qi as a recipient of the initial message. This is due to the fact that he 

specifically addresses Pei Qi which suggests that he may have knowledge about Pei Qi in 

relation to the initial massage. So, although he is taking less knowing (K- ) position 

through the question to Pei Qi, he is not in a position of zero knowledge. In Heritage 

(2012b) epistemic gradients, this question by Chin Joo Tan could be index by increasingly 

                                      
10 The interaction is arranged in reverse order that is the latest response appears at the top and the earliest at 
the bottom, however for response to response such as in line 55, the arrangement is in order that is the 
response to response (line 55) is arrange below the main response (line 54). 
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knowledge relationship (K-  to K+) due to some knowledge he possessed, while Pei Qi is 

expected to have the primary knowledge. consequently, the question is not only for 

information request but could also be to seek a confirmation, and/ or just to make a guess 

(Heritage, 2012b). Inverse  

Pei Qi response in line 69- 70 saying “wahh~~anyway thx to the admirer~~bt I tink 

mostprobably is prank lo~description is jz so obvious~”. This response by Pei Qi answers 

Chin Joo Tan question, although she does not directly say ‘yes’ as expected from the way 

Chin Joo Tan formulated his question. Raymond (2003) called this type of answer as 

‘nonconforming response’ (Raymond, 2003, p. 946) where a preferred response relative to 

the question is provided in a dispreferred grammatical form where it does not use preferred 

answer such as ‘yes’ or ‘no’. It shows the stance that the speaker is taking in relation to the 

question. In Pei Qi situation, using confirming response may not be a good choice since it 

may imply her being immodest. It is interesting to note that among Malaysian culture, 

being too direct in certain situation such as accepting compliment right away can be seen 

as immodest (Gibson, 2009; Gupta, 2006; Jaafar, 1999; Omar, 2001). Therefore, by 

directly say ‘yes’ may bring negative impression to herself. However, through her gratitude 

to the author of the initial message (anyway thx to the admirer) as well as her last part in 

the statement which saying, “description is jz so obvious”, Pei Qi implies that Chin Joo 

Tan is right in guessing that she could be the person that the author is talked about since 

the description on the initial message could fit her.  

Pei Qi’s identity as the recipient of the initial message as suggested by Chin Joo Tan is 

further emphasize through Elvis Ng question in line 54 saying “Pei Qi, u wan change 

course a?”. This question appears more specific in a sense that it states the relevant aspect 

that may tie Pei Qi with the initial message. This question could be oriented from Pei Qi 

previous response in line 69- 70 where she admits the possibility that she may be the 

recipient of the initial message because the “description is jz so obvious” (line 70). Yet, 

she does not clarify about the ‘description’ that may consider her as the recipient. So, by 

posing such question in line 54, Elvis Ng seeks for clarification as well as confirmation 

concerning the relation between Pei Qi and the initial message. Subsequently, Pei Qi 
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response in line 6811 saying “Elvis Ng this is no more latest news lo” not only informed 

Elvis Ng that she wanted to change a course previously, but also emphasize her position as 

a possible recipient of the initial message. 

Note however the word ‘lo’ at the end of Pei Qi’s response in line 68. This word is actually 

is a variety spelling of discourse particle ‘lor’, a common discourse particle use among 

Malaysian which can loosely translated as ‘I think’12. With the addition of this particle, it 

changes slightly Pei Qi’s epistemic stance towards her previous statement ‘this is no more 

latest news’. It shows some level of uncertainty in Pei Qi’s response which in turn could 

also portray her decrease level of epistemic knowledge regarding the matter. Her whole 

statement then can be understood as she is telling Elvis Ng that since her plan to change 

course happened quite some time, most probably everybody in her course knew it. Hence, 

when Chin Joo Tan previously identifies her as recipient of the initial message, it could be 
                                      
11 This interaction was positioned below its first pair part due to a new response to Elvis Ng’s question in line 
55 which automatically rearrange Elvis Ng’s response at the top.  

12 It is important to note that the inclusion of discourse particle in the interaction could also change the 
meaning of the statement. An instance to show this situation is illustrated by Miel’s Miel, 2015 cartoon. In 
his cartoon illustration, he shows how people response using an English word ‘can’ which a common English 
word used among Malaysian for short response, with an addition of discourse particles. Table 1 below 
summarize the responses.  

With the addition of discourse particles Its meaning 

Can ah Can you or can’t you? yes or no 

Can lah Yes 

Can leh Of course 

Can lor I think so 

Can hah Are you sure? 

Can hor You are sure then? 

Can meh Are you certain? 

Table 1: The incorporation of discourse particles to an English word ‘can’ and its 
meaning in informal conversation. Miel, 2015, p. 54 

As seen, with the addition of different discourse particles, the meaning of the word ‘can’ or the response is 
changed. But, the meaning of discourse particle as illustrated in Table 1 is not constant because the meaning 
can also change with the change of their position in the utterance. For instance, the discourse particle ‘lah’ 
can also be used to show ‘politeness’ such as when someone says ‘you book lah the ticket’. The discourse 
particle ‘lah’ then function as a ‘polite’ stressor of the action ‘book’ and does not bring any meaning.  
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due to this information which common- information known among Pei Qi’s course mates. 

Consequently, it divides Pei Qi’s networks into two categories in relation to the 

information (she wanted to change course), ‘those who know’ (Chin Joo Tan) and ‘those 

who do know’ (Elvis Ng).  

This is later confirmed by Hoay May in line 55 “yo, peiqi last time said wan change course 

de leh”. The uses of discourse particle ‘leh’ at the end of her turn which can be understood 

as ‘of course’, together with the token of agreement ‘yo’ (yes) in the beginning of her turn, 

give confirmation to Elvis Ng question, and indirectly to Pei Qi’s assumption that 

everybody knew about her previous plan to change course. In this sense, Hoay May 

position herself within the category of ‘those who know’ together with Chin Joo Tan. So, 

her claim, indirectly, acts to strengthen Pei Qi’s identity as the recipient of the message.  

Figure 5.2 below shows another instance of identification works relate to networks. For 

this instance, the interactions stemmed from a FCPs initial message #1103 written by a 

person introduced herself as ‘Just a shy little 1st year girl’. In the initial message, she 

expresses her admiration to a ‘2nd year guy’ who was her team leader during a university 

event. She provides descriptions of the ‘2nd year guy’ as someone with dark skin, skinny, 

wearing glasses and one of the directors of UMAC (students club). She also narrates some 

events concerning her relationship with the person such as rumours about them among 

their cliques and also his relationship with a female senior. Following the initial message, 

commenters begin to search for the author’s identity and the recipient by calling their 

friends into the initial message. Figure 5.2 below shows an excerpt from the interaction 

where the commenters are looking for the recipient of the initial message. In the excerpt, 

the identity is suggested by Chloe Zhaoyi in line 20.  
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Figure 5.2: Listing the recipient’s recognitional descriptions (FCP #1103) 
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This response is more like a monologue in a sense that she is stating her opinion based on 

her knowledge “My first thought is...Kin Chun LOLOLOL”. Though this claim of identity 

knowledge does not provide a clarification on which identity she is referring to (whether 

the author or the recipient), it can be expected as the recipient of the initial message due to 

the gender category that Kin Chun belongs to which is similar to the ‘2nd year guy’ that 

the author of the initial message is referred. Additionally, by saying “My first thought is...” 

implies that Chloe Zhaoyi does have candidates for the category of recipient as described 

in the initial message. and so, the triple dots that she uses afterward could meant to add an 

element of surprise before she announce the name. Consequently, Chloe Zhaoyi positioned 

herself as someone with knowledge about Kin Chun in relation to the initial message 

though she does not state the kind of relationship they may have. 

Chloe Zhaoyi’s identity claim of Kin Chun as the recipient of the initial message is 

supported later by Janice Wong. In lines 21- 22, she states her agreement saying 

“Obviously...a little dark skin ahahah...member (Chinese characters means springtime)? 

(clapping icon, speak- no- evil monkey icon) Kin Chun”. By stating ‘a little dark skin’, she 

is referring to one of the criteria of the recipient as describes in the initial message. So by 

ascribing the criteria to Kin Chun, she technically puts him under the category as someone 

with ‘a little dark skin’ which then fits the category of the recipient of the initial message. 

This act of categorization, in turn, portrays Janice Wong as someone who knows Kin Chun 

and has knowledge about him personally. Additionally, her inquiry ‘member (Chinese 

characters means springtime)?’ could be to further clarify Kin Chun identity, although 

there is nowhere in the initial message mention about it. This additional criterion (Chinese 

characters means springtime) has also mentioned by another user, Daniel Tay in line 31. 

The reason to add this new criterion then could be to specifically indicate which Kin Chun 

that they are referring to. Rationale for this act could be that there is more than one Kin 

Chun among their friend, so by ascribing relevant criteria to the very person in mind, they 

could specifically point which Kin Chun they are referring to.  

Chloe Zhaoyi acknowledges Janice Wong identification of Kin Chun by teasingly says ‘he 

is going to be so famous starting from tonight’ in lines 23- 24. In return, Janice Wong 

again makes a reference to the initial message by saying “The scope is sooo limited, “join 

his team in one mega project”.. ITAC only rite?”. By saying this, Janice Wong is not only 

trying to emphasize Kin Chun’s identity as the recipient of the initial message by adding 
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another relevant category to him, but she is also looking for confirmation. That is she 

might be knew that Kin Chun involved in ITAC but she may not sure if ITAC could be the 

mega project. Subsequently, Chloe Zhaoyi gives a confirmation that ITAC is the mega 

project (in line 27). Kin Chun identity as the recipient of the initial message is further 

emphasized by Yen Zi Joyce (line 28) and Yee Han Khoo (line 29). Interesting, both of 

them adds a title ‘ge’ mean brother in Chinese to Kin Chun’s name. Often this title is use 

for someone who is older and has a close relationship with each other. Therefore, by 

calling Kin Chun ‘ge’, it shows that both Yen Zi Joyce and Yee Han Khoo could have a 

close relationship with Kin Chun, thus makes the descriptions presented in the initial 

message as recognitional to them. 

Chloe Zhaoyi however is not the only person that identifies Kin Chun as the potential 

recipient. prior to her response, Fazreena Islam had mention his name in line 49 in respond 

to Choon Kwan Pua who tagged her with several of her friends (Figure 5.3).  
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Figure 5.313: Recognitional description (FCP #1103) 

Fazreena Islam responds in line 48- 49, saying “There are like 4 guys in our team, 

unfortunately the first criteria answered it all! Kin Chun, how’s my smart guess?” can be 

understood as her attempts to identify the recipient of the initial message. Warrant for this 

is showed mainly through the term ‘guys’ she used in her deduction as it can be a 

membership category device to the ‘2nd year guy’ described for the recipient of the initial 

message. Additionally, the tagged name ‘Kin Chun’ that she referred to as the result of her 

deduction is a male thus fit the gender description of the recipient of initial message. 

Consequently, it excludes the author of the initial message who can be defined as a female 

through her self- identification as ‘Just a shy little 1st year girl’ in the initial message.  

Eventually, Fazreena Islam’s response could also indicate the type of social networks that 

she and Choon Kwan Pua belong to; That is as for a group of friends Choon Kwan Pua 
                                      
13 This excerpt is from the same FCP #1103 as in Figure 5.2 
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tagged in line 46- 47 (Ashlee Jae Amirul Asyraaf Carey HY Shu Fern Racheal Ong Cow 

Cow Fazreena Islam Lynn Goh Saeda Iman Kushairi), they might have knowledge 

concerning the recipient of the initial message. While Choon Kwan Pua may not explicitly 

categorize this group of friends as such, Fazreena Islam uses of pronoun ‘our’ in her 

response (There are like 4 guys in our team) could indicates that they, she and Choon 

Kwan Pua (and most probably the tagged friends), are in the same team. In other words, 

the pronoun ‘our’ can be a membership category device to show how certain people 

associate themselves with others to indicate that they belong together. Consequently, 

Fazreena Islam’s response gives the impression that they all, including Kin Chun the 

potential recipient of the initial message, belong in a same ‘team’, hence make it possible 

for her to identify him as the recipient of the initial message.   

Retrospectively, Choon Kwan Pua’s turn in lines 46- 47 can be understood as informing 

her tagged friends about the initial message. The “:OOOOOO” at the end could be her 

‘creative’ spelling of ‘oh’ as her change of state token (Heritage, 1984) to show her 

recognition regarding the initial message’s content. It could also be a short- hand for 

‘shock’ emoticon as ‘:- O’ of which Facebook usually will automatically change it to an 

emoticon, but with a missing ‘- ’ and multiple ‘O’s, the Facebook system may not 

recognize it, and hence doesn’t change it. However, whether “:OOOOOO” is referring to a 

change of state token or an expression of shock, it shows that Choon Kwan Pua has some 

information concerning the initial message. So, her act of tagging several of her friends is 

not only to inform them about the initial message but also to indicate that this circle of 

friends may also have a connection to, or have information concerning the recipient of the 

initial message.  

 

The Author 

Interestingly, within the same interactional thread (Initial message # 1103), Choon Kwan 

Pua also tagged several other friends in line 36- 37 (Figure 5.4) asks “your fren?”. Given 

that this group of friends are different from the group of friends she tagged in line 46- 47, it 

indicates that Choon Kwan Pua may categorized this group friends in a different category 

than the group of friends she tagged in lines 46- 47. Therefore, when she tagged this group 

of friends, it means that she intended to project different action than to those other group of 
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friends. So the question “your fren?” can be understood as she is asking this group of 

friends if they know and/ or have connection to the person in relation to the initial 

message. It is ambiguous however on which identity she is referring to, the author or the 

recipient. The question becomes clearer through the subsequent responses. 

 

Figure 5.4: Searching for the author (FCP #1103) 

Tagged by Choon Kwan Pua in line 36, Zhilin Chong responds by giving out a name, 

Kelxin Lim (line 38). This simple response can be interpreted in many ways. It could be 

that Zhilin Chong is alerting Kelxin Lim about the initial message by directing it through 

Choon Kwan Pua’s question because Choon Kwan Pua did not includes Kelxin Lim’s 

name in her turn. It could also mean that Zhilin Chong is giving out the identity of the 

author of the initial message because Kelxin Lim is a female (it can be determined through 

Kelxin Lim’s Facebook profile), and the author identify herself as “Just a shy little 1st year 

girl”, hence it fits Kelxin Lim’s gender category. Subsequently, Kelxin Lim responds to 
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Zhilin Chong in line 38 saying “U all know right walaoo not me” which seems like a 

rejection. By responding as such, it seems like Kelxin Lim interpreted Zhilin Chong 

response in line 37 as giving out her name as the author of the initial message. It leads to 

the understanding that Zhilin Chong interprets Choon Kwan Pua question “your fren?” in 

line 36 as ‘is the writer of the initial message is your friend?’ in which she response by 

giving out Kelxin Lim’s name.  

While this rejection is responding directly to Zhilin Chong in the sense that it was position 

right below Zhilin Chong’s response, the intended recipient may not specifically for Zhilin 

Chong. It is due to the pronoun term ‘U all’ used by Kelxin Lim in her rejection which 

could extend to those who had identified her as the author of the initial message which 

could include Choon Kwan Pua and her tagged friends. Moreover, Kelxin Lim’s identity as 

a potential candidate of the author of the initial message is not simply came up with Zhilin 

Chong’s identification in line 38. In fact, Kelxin Lim’s denial in line 39 is actually her 

third and last response in this series of interaction. Excerpt below (Figure 5.5) shows other 

sequences of claim that positions Kelxin Lim as the author of the initial message.  
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Figure 5.514: Identification of the author (FCP #1103) 

As seen in Figure 5.5, Senpei Lim and Jh Chen made a response at a same time, 5.04 p.m 

(line 51 and 53). Practically, both of their responses are about the same topic that is the 

identity of the author of the initial message, but they display different approach towards the 

topic. In line51, Jh Chen’s question “Kelxin Lim, is that u? U serious? (shock emoticons)” 

seems like he is seeking a confirmation about something from Kelxin Lim. While it might 

not explicitly indicate that Jh Chen is saying Kelxin Lim is the author of the initial 

                                      
14 This excerpt is from a similar interaction as in Figure 5.4 
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message, the context and content of the questions might say so. The use of a determiner 

‘that’ (is that u?) means that Jh Chen is referring to something that had previously 

mentioned, and since his turn is responding to the initial message, he might be referring to 

it. Additionally, the author of the initial message is a female, so Kelxin Lim could fit the 

gender category of the author. The question then, shows that Jh Chen may have knowledge 

about Kelxin Lim in relation to the initial message. Therefore, by asking “U serious? 

(shock emoticons)” he is looking for further confirmation from Kelxin Lim regarding her 

connection with the initial message. This statement could be his expression of disbelief 

where he may try to say like ‘are you seriously confessing here?’. So the use of three shock 

emoticons at the end of the turn may represent Jh Chen’s expression of surprise that he 

tries to project in his question. As many study in emoticon suggested, the use of emoticon 

in computer- mediated- communication could provide additional social cues as well as to 

intensify the meaning expression of the text- utterance (Derks, Bos, & Grumbkow, 2007; 

Garrison, Remley, Thomas, & Wierszewski, 2011; Jibril & Abdullah, 2013). Therefore, the 

shock emoticons could be a way for Jh Chen to show his surprise towards Kelxin Lim in 

relation to the initial message.  

While Jh Chen makes a direct question to Kelxin Lim, Senpei Lim can be said to take a 

discreet approach in identifying the author of the initial message. In line 53, she makes a 

simple response by tagging Bibie Yani and adds a ‘smirking face’ emoticon afterwards. It 

is difficult to comprehend her response without any statement. However, according to 

Garrison et al. (2011), in the situation where the emoticon appears alone in the 

conversation, it should be understood on the basis of its nature. The use of emoticon in 

written- communication is not limited to expressing one’s emotion but could also indicate 

other things, such as attitudes or intentions which are different from what is constituted 

emotion or feeling (Dresner & Herring, 2010; Wolf, 2000). Therefore, certain emoticon 

should be treated as an utterance on its own which conveys similar understanding as a 

written language (Jibril & Abdullah, 2013). With regards to Senpei Lim’s ‘smirking face’, 

it could mean that she is suggesting something since ‘smirking face’ emoticon usually is 

associated with an act of suggestion in an insinuating way. In Snapchat, this emoticon is 

use as an indicator of imbalance ‘mutual action’ that is once this emoticon appears next to 

a particular contact, it suggests that that person is frequently ‘snaps’ you, but you are rarely 

return his/ her ‘snaps’. In a way, smirking face emoticon represents a sneaky or 
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mischievous feeling in a playful manner. So on its own, the ‘smirking face’ emoticon could 

portray an epistemic stance without necessarily use a written language. However, in order 

to make a suggestion, Senpei Lim must have something that worth to be suggested first. By 

making a response direct to the initial message, it could suggest that she has knowledge 

concerning the initial message, and her act of addressing Bibie Yani shows that Bibie Yani 

could be a part of that particular knowledge. Therefore, Senpei Lim’s response in line 53 

could mean that she is suggesting that Bibie Yani is the author of the initial message 

(because Bibie Yani is a female), and so through the ‘smirking face’ she is portraying her 

knowledge. It could also mean that she called out to Bibie Yani to insinuate that they are 

sharing a particular knowledge concerning the initial message. 

Then, as we can see in line 41, Bibie Yani makes a response, two minutes after. Her 

response, “Oh My Gosh!!! Kelxin Lim !!!!!!!!!!!” shows her surprise. The reaction 

illustrates through the use of multiple exclamation marks and capital letters to portray the 

depth of her feeling. According to many study on textual paralanguage, grammatical 

markers like capitalization, question mark, period, and exclamation marks can be 

manipulated in writing to add stress on the text- utterances because they have auditory 

properties to tell how the utterance should be spoken (Luangrath, Peck, & Barger, 2017). 

So, by writing “Oh My Gosh!!!”, Bibie Yani is not only expresses her surprise but she also 

shows how she may produce the speech by emphasizing each word using capital letter at 

the beginning, rather than merely saying ‘oh my gosh’ which is more straight and flat tone. 

In a way, the response shows that there is something about Kelxin Lim that may cause 

Bibie Yani to produce such reaction. Given that the response is following Senpei Lim’s 

earlier response15, it can be considered as her acknowledgement to Senpei Lim’s cryptic 

‘smirking face’ message in line 53, and the call out of Kelxin Lim’s name to indicate that 

she knows what/ who Senpei Lim is talking about that is ‘Kelxin Lim (a person that both 

of them know) is or could be the anonymous author’. In a way, this interaction between 

Senpei Lim and Bibie Yani shows how information is shared among immediate networks.  

Having been referred by Jh Chen and Bibie Yani, Kelxin Lim makes two quite similar 

responses to each of them. As can be seen in excerpt above (Figure 5.5), in line 52, Kelxin 

                                      
15 Senpei Lim tagged Bibie Yani in her earlier response in line 53, and so Bibie Yani earliest response 
afterward in line 41 is expected to be the second pair part to Senpei Lim. 
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Lim writes “Seriously not me okay walao (two crying face emoticons)” in response to Jh 

Chen’s question. She makes another response three minutes after to Bibie Yani in lines 42- 

43 saying “NO!!! Walaoooo not me Somebody save me pleaseeee (three crying face 

emoticons)”. These two responses show Kelxin Lim’s denial or rejection towards the 

previous accusation or claim that she is the author of the initial message.  

However, in showing her rejection, Kelxin Lim seems to put more emphasize on her 

response to Bibie Yani. It can be seen through the usage of multiple paralanguage cues like 

capitalization for ‘NO’, multiple exclamation marks, extended spelling for emphasize word 

(discourse particle) ‘walaoooo’ and more crying face emoticons (line 61- 62 Figure 1). All 

these paralanguage cues often being used in written- language to strengthen the message 

content (Derks et al., 2007; Postmes, Spears, & Lea, 2000). So, compared to her earlier 

response to Jh Chen (line 77 in Figure 1) which has less paralanguage cues, Kelxin Lim’s 

response to Bibie Yani appears more intense. It could be because Jh Chen is the first one 

who associates her with the initial message, so she straight forwardly denies it. However, 

with another accusation from Bibie Yani, she may feel the need to put emphasize on her 

word. With more people thought that she is the author of the initial message, she may feel 

the burden to clarify herself, so she says “Somebody save me pleaseeee” in addition to her 

denial in her response to Bibie Yani (line 43) 

Interestingly, all Kelxin Lim’s responses to reject the claim that she is the author of the 

initial message (line 52 to Jh Chen, line 42 to Bibie Yani and line 39 to Zhilin Chong), the 

variety spelling of emphasize word (discourse maker) ‘walao’ has been used. This word is 

an additional term used mostly in spoken Malaysian interaction, and it does not bring any 

specific meaning on its own. Its usage within an utterance would give an impression that 

the speaker is casually emphasizing the subject that is being talked. The term often 

employed during spoken interaction among those who have close relationship such as 

friends and family as a softening strategy that is to show a sense of politeness and respect 

(Hashim & Tan, 2012). In Kelxin Lim situation for example, the absent of ‘walao’ in her 

utterance as in her response to Jh Chen “Seriously not me okay” (line 52 Figure 5.5) can be 

interpreted as her strong denial. But the incorporation of the term ‘walao’ in her utterances 

would give the impression of ‘soft’ in her rejection. To make a comparison with English, it 

is like the addition of ‘please’ in the sentence which would give the impression of being 

polite. However, in contrast with ‘please’, the term ‘walao’ is informal speech and does not 
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bring any specific meaning. The use of such term in spoken interaction among Malaysian 

is significant since it meant to avoid conflicting situation and preserve the relationship that 

the interlocutors have (Kuang, 2017; Omar, 2001). This happen as spoken interaction often 

occurs in face- to- face interaction and being too direct may, culturally, considered 

impolite and could affect one’s social relationship. So, in case of Kelxin Lim, the use of 

term ‘walao’ is not only to soften her rejection, but it can also be a device which helps 

maintain her social relationship with others. Consequently, it shows a kind of relationship 

that Kelxin Lim may have with others (Jh Chen, Bibie Yani and Zhilin Chong) that is they 

all could belong to a similar cycle of friends.  

Illustrated in this section are instances where identification works are done through social 

networks. This is the most common way of identification that found in this study. People 

tend to identify those in their circle of networks although their real names are concealed. It 

can be argued that this is due to the nature of FCPs which are community- based Facebook 

pages, and so community members may know and recognized each other. 

 

Epistemic Stance: Localness 

Localness refers to a claim of knowledge relating to a particular place. This includes 

knowledge about the place and also its related matters such as the criteria of the people/ 

residents of the place. Localness is one of the ways of displaying of epistemic stance that 

found to be used by commenters in this study when they make identification in relation to 

the initial message. The knowledge displays usually based on local knowledge in which 

outsiders may not know.  

Figure 5.6 shows an excerpt from FCPs conversation #5242. In the excerpt, two 

commenters engage in a discussion concerning the identity of the author of the initial 

message. The initial message is about a condition of student’s accommodation known as 

‘K11’ which from the author’s perspective is unsatisfactory due to the attitudes of its 

residents. However, it is the writing style of the initial message which consists of an 

obscene word that make the initial message appears like the author is ranting towards a 

particular group of ‘K11’ residents. Consequently, the conversations following the initial 

message revolve around the identity of the author and his/ her choice of word. Excerpt 
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below shows one of a series of interaction that discuss about the identity of the author. The 

commenters use their local information about the place as a basis for their knowledge 

claim. 

 

Figure 5.616: Knowledge of a location (FCP #5242) 

                                      
16 This extract is ‘responds to response’, so the interactions were arranged chronologically (in order). 
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The conversational excerpt above shows claim to knowledge related to location and local 

information. In line 16 to 24, Mohd Sani initiates an identity proffer of the author by listing 

the grammatical usage of a word ‘f*cking’ that the author used in the initial message, 

before give out his remark “Good essay though, same word, different context. The 

confessor must be from FBMK” (line 25- 26).  

This remark is claim of the author’s identity that Mohd Sani made by associating the 

author to ‘FBMK’ which is the acronym for ‘Fakulti Bahasa Moden dan Komunikasi’ 

(Faculty of Modern Language and Communication). Through the claim, Mohd Sani is 

actually making an inference about the membership category of the author of the initial 

message, as he is ascribing relevant characteristic which typically associate with linguistic 

students to the author, as can be seen in his saying “Good essay though, same word, 

different context” (line 25). This action of making inference based on certain characteristic 

typically known to a particular membership category is a common way of identification. 

This is because certain activity or characteristic can illustrates a relevance tie to a certain 

category which in turn a person who is doing that activity, or having that characteristic, can 

also be identified with that category (Drew, 1978; ten Have, 2007b). So, as we can see in 

line 16-  26, after making some evaluation of a particular word (f*cking) used in the initial 

message, Mohd Sani projected his common- sense knowledge regarding the identity of the 

author based on the content of the initial message. 

Mohd Sani identity suggestion then is challenged by Nurul Ezaty in line 27. She presents 

new information, saying “as I know only engineering and architecture student lives in k11” 

which not only display her knowledge concerning the characteristic of k11 residents but 

also indicates a possible membership category of the author of the initial message. The 

rationale for Nurul Ezaty to present this information could be because the author of the 

initial message is one of the K11 residents since she identified herself as ‘K11ers’ in the 

initial message. Therefore by stating that ‘only engineering and architecture student lives 

in k11’ Nurul Ezaty implies that the author of the initial message could be either engineer 

or architecture student. Indirectly, it shows her disagreement with Mohd Sani earlier 

suggestion that the author of the initial message must be from FBMK. This disapproval, 

eventually, leads to epistemic incongruence with Mohd Sani’s earlier identity suggestion. 

What is interesting however, while Mohd Sani make a reference based on the relevant 

characteristic that he deciphered from the initial message, Nurul Ezaty’s reference is based 
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on the location of the author. In both of these identification acts, they portray their local 

knowledge regarding their surrounding social structure. This act is similar to Drew (1978) 

‘reflexive property of common sense knowledge’ (Drew, 1978, p. 10) where location 

descriptions are employed to identify a person. This is possible because knowledge about 

particular category could common- sensically inform about its relevant activities or 

characteristics (Housley & Fitzgerald, 2016). So, when Mohd Sani evaluates the writing 

style of the initial message, he common- sensically tied it with a category of people who 

are typically known to be good with writing or language. Hence, as FBMK is a well- 

known faculty that deal with language and writing, it is only common for him to associate 

the author with the faculty and identify someone from it as the author. Similarly, Nurul 

Ezaty identifies the author by presenting her already constitute knowledge regarding the 

location of the author.  

In response to Nurul Ezaty’s claim in line 27, Mohd Sani says “Good point” in line 29 

which could indicate his acknowledgement towards Nurul Ezaty valid argument regarding 

the identity of the author of the initial message. This acknowledgement however does not 

necessarily indicate an increase epistemic status for Mohd Sani because the 

acknowledgement could be for the evidence that Nurul Ezaty presented. Hence, his 

subsequent statement “Perhaps the confessor is engineering or architecture student. Lol” 

(line 28- 29) shows his epistemic congruence towards Nurul Ezaty. Subsequently, Nurul 

Ezaty responses “For sure yeah. She’s not only good in calculating or drawings, she’s also 

good in writing essay” in line 30. This utterance shows how Nurul Ezaty emphasizes the 

relevant characteristics of the categories identity that she and Mohd Sani have ascribed to 

the author previously. This series of interaction between Mohd Sani and Nurul Ezaty 

illustrates how claim of localness that is knowledge about a particular place and its related 

matters could  be used in identifying someone.  

 

Epistemic Stance: Situational 

Situation is another common display of epistemic stance in identification works. 

Situational refers here to a claim of a particular knowledge that can be attached to one’s 

identity depending on a particular social situation in a particular context of interaction. The 
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identification then is performed through a claim of knowledge in relation to the particular 

social situation. 

Excerpt in Figure 5.7 below shows an instance where commenters are searching for the 

identity of the recipient of the initial message through an event. The interaction is stemmed 

from FCPs initial message #1686. In the initial message, the recipient is introduced as a 

‘guy who danced on stage’ during a university event known as ‘iweek’. In the initial 

message, the author briefly states that the guy looks ‘much more better’ with a cap on due 

to his ‘thick hair’. Other than these limited clues, users do not have clear identity of who is 

the recipient. Yet, the commenters took these limited cues looking for the identity of the 

recipient of the initial message. Figure 5.7 below presents a series of related interaction 

between several commenters who used the ‘iweek’ event as basis for knowledge claim 

concerning the identity of the recipient of the initial message.  
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Figure 5.717: iweek event (FCP #1686) 

The identity searching was started by Aruna Suframanyam when she asks, “who is tat 

guy???” in line 35 to two of her friends Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang. The term 

‘tat guy’ tied her question back to the initial message in which the author is directed the 

                                      
17 This extract consists of several arrangements. The interactions arranged at the left are responding to the 
initial message, so they were arranged in reverse order. While the interactions which were indented to the 
right (like in line 18, 25, 26, 29) are responding to the responses, so they were arranged chronologically. 
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message to ‘a guy who danced on stage during iweek’. Given that Aruna Suframanyam 

specifically addresses Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang, it could suggest that Aruna 

Suframanyam is expecting that both of them may have information regarding the ‘guy’. By 

doing so, she is portraying that she has less knowledge about the guy while displaying 

some knowledge about her friends’ epistemic status in relation to the ‘guy’. This could be 

because Aruna Suframanyam knew that Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang attended 

the ‘iweek’ event where the author stated that ‘the guy’ had danced on stage. Hence, they 

may have the knowledge regarding the ‘guy’. This is later confirmed through Laura Lian 

Anyang response in line 33- 3418 when she says “few guy danced. can u b more specific on 

which dance?” which indicates that she attended the event and knew that there are few 

guys who danced during the event. However, the second part of her response (can u b more 

specific on which dance?) could implies that she may not have knowledge about the guy. 

In fact the question itself is quite ambiguous in the sense that it implies that Aruna 

Suframanyam could be the author of the initial message through the pronoun ‘u’ (you) that 

she uses in the question. It could also be that the question is meant for the author of the 

initial message instead of Aruna Suframanyam although she is responding to Aruna 

Suframanyam’s question. Either way, Laura Lian Anyang is portraying her epistemic 

status in relation to the content of the initial message through this turn.  

Then in line 28, Laura Lian Anyang posted another question “and please which iweek?”. 

Looking at the way she constructs the question, begins with ‘and’, it seems like it is a 

continuation of her previous statement. Commonly, discourse marker ‘and’ function as a 

linker or extension of a topic between utterances (Fung & Carter, 2007). Speaker 

strategically uses it in order to show a relationship between the existing utterances with the 

preceding one while maintaining listener attention to the topic of conversation. Because of 

that, it commonly used by speaker to indicate the desire to hold the floor of the 

conversation (Fung & Carter, 2007; Mohd. Nor, 2017). Similarly, Laura Lian Anyang may 

use a similar technique to connect her two turns. Further, if we look at the timestamp of her 

turn in line 28, it was posted at the same time as her previous turn in line 33- 34. This 

suggests that both turns are related and her question in line 28 could be a continuation of 

her question in line 33- 34. Both are seeking further clarification on the information 
                                      
18 Noted that the interactions are arranged in inverse order where the latest interaction appears at the top 
while the earliest interaction at the bottom. 
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concerning the initial message content. As these turns are considered as second pair part 

following first pair part from Aruna Suframanyam in line 35, the questions are expected to 

be directed back to Aruna Suframanyam. Hence, it implies that Aruna Suframanyam may 

also have knowledge about the ‘iweek’ event mentioned in the initial message. This, then, 

may put both of them on equal level of knowledge regarding the identity of the ‘guy’ that 

the author is talking about, as well as the iweek event.  

Evident to suggest that Aruna Suframanyam may have knowledge about the ‘iweek’ event 

can be seen through her turn in line 29- 30. By saying “haha I assumed it was our iweek.. 

no idea which other faculty call it as iweek”, Aruna Suframanyam displays her knowledge 

about the event. further, the pronoun ‘our’ that she uses could indirectly put her and Laura 

Lian Anyang (and possibly Ayieda Ahmad) into a similar category that is a category of 

persons belong to a faculty that organized an event called iweek. Therefore, when she 

tagged and asked Laura Lian Anyang and Ayieda Ahmad in line 35, it could be because 

she knew these two friends have knowledge about the event since they belong to the same 

category, hence may know the ‘guy who danced’ mentioned by the author in the initial 

message.  

Another person tagged by Aruna Suframanyam in line 35, Ayieda Ahmad, responds at line 

17 asks “which IWeek?? Who dance?? Hilal Halmi ke?”19. This response seems similar to 

Laura Lian Anyang’s questions in line 33 and 28, that is seeking for further clarification. 

However, Ayieda Ahmad also provides a name ‘Hilal Halmi’ which can be a potential 

candidate of ‘the guy who danced’ that the author of the initial message is talking about. 

Warrant for this lies in a particle ‘ke’ that Ayieda Ahmad used at the end of her question. 

This particle is a common addition in Malaysian conversation to makes any statement or 

word appears as a question (Kuang, 2017). So, by saying “Hilal Halmi ke?”, Ayieda 

Ahmad is asking ‘could the guy be Hilal Halmi?’. Such question construction means that 

                                      
19 In this response, although she was tagged by Aruna Suframanyam previously, it does not appear like she is 
answering to Aruna Suframanyam’s question. However, due to the addressivity that Aruna Suframanyam 
used in line35, this turn may appear like it is a second pair part to Aruna Suframanyam. This situation has 
been recorded by many studies on online interaction Werry, 1996; Reed, 2001; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 
2003; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013. Disrupted turn adjacency occurs when first pair part and second pair part are 
not adjacent due to unrelated turn exist between them. This unrelated turn emerged as it was sent before 
second pair part can be sent, or due to the automatic arrangement of the interaction set by the medium of the 
interaction, in this case, Facebook. 
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the question is not necessarily meant to be directed to Hilal Halmi, although the tag name 

could inform Hilal Halmi that Ayieda Ahmad is suggesting that he could be the ‘guy who 

danced’ mentioned in the initial message20. Consequently, Ayieda Ahmad’s act of 

mentioning Hilal Halmi’s name in line 17 is for identity ‘fishing’. As discussed before, the 

reason for Aruna Suframanyam tagging Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang in line 35 

is because they all belong in a same membership category that is persons from a faculty 

that organized the iweek event and attended the event. So, when Ayieda Ahmad suggests 

Hilal Halmi’s name, it could be because she knew Hilal Halmi is also connected to the 

‘iweek’ event, hence a possibility for him to be ‘the guy who danced’. So, Ayieda Ahmad 

act in line 17 can be considered as an attempt for possible eliciting information from Hilal 

Halmi.  

Her suggestion is rejected by Hilal Halmi himself when he states “Semestinye bukan saya. 

Saya mana menari (Obviously it is not me, I’m not dancing)” in line 18. While this 

response rejects Ayieda Ahmad suggestion that he could be ‘the guy who danced’, it does 

not deny that Hilal Halmi could attend the iweek event. Warrant for this can be seen 

through his saying ‘Saya mana menari (I’m not dancing)’ in which it can be interpreted as 

‘I am not dancing although I have been there’. So, by disassociating the important criteria 

of the category ‘the guy who danced’, Hilal Halmi is excluding himself from being a 

potential candidate of the ‘the guy who danced’ that Ayieda Ahmad, Aruna Suframanyam 

and Laura Lian Anyang is looking for. 

A similar act of searching for recipient’s identity is performed by Laura Lian Anyang in 

line 23. Addressing Foo Chuan Liang, she then says “u wore cap on the stage during iweek 

right?”. This turn puts Laura Lian Anyang in a witness position where she might see Foo 

Chuan Liang on the stage of the ‘iweek’ event wearing a cap. Because of that she might 

think that he could fits the characteristic of ‘the guy who danced’ mentioned in the initial 

message. However, the knowing that Laura Lian Anyang projected in her claim concerning 

Foo Chuan Liang is by virtue of the occasion. And all she did in line 23 is presenting 

evidence suggesting that Foo Chuan Liang could be ‘the guy who danced’. Eventually, in 

                                      
20 In Facebook, the tagged username will generate a notification to notify the owner that his/ her username 
has been mentioned ‘somewhere’. In turn, he/ she can follow the notification link to see where his/ her name 
has been used. Chapter 6 will discussed this matter further. 
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line 25, Foo Chuan Liang straight forwardly deny it by saying “Not me. Confirm”. His 

rejection, then, illustrates his epistemic status as the one who own the knowledge. 

Subsequently, Laura Lian Anyang states her verification with “ok” in line 26. This simple 

verification could signal her acknowledgement to Foo Chuan Liang’s response. 

Another example where an event is used as a significant identifier is illustrated in the 

excerpt below (Figure 5.8). The excerpt is taken from FCPs initial message #1128 where 

the author expresses his admiration towards one of the students’ club president whom he 

met during a dinner organized by HEPA (Student affairs department). He describes the 

person as a ‘charming, elegant and gorgeous (lady) in red gown’. He also praises her 

achievement to ‘run 13 projects within a session’ successfully before stating his frustration 

to find out that she has a boyfriend. Based on the descriptions provided in the initial 

message, many commenters presume that the club president is Sookmun Liew and start a 

conversation revolving her identity.  

 

Figure 5.8: recipient identification (FCP #1128) 

The name of Sookmun Liew was first mentioned by Eloise Ewe in line 29, right after the 

initial message. She tagged Sookmun Liew’s name and added triple question marks after 
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the name. As minimal as this turn is, it could be read in several ways. The fact that 

Sookmun Liew’s name was tagged rather than just plainly written shows that Eloise Ewe 

wants to notify Sookmun Liew and brings her attention to the initial message. Meanwhile, 

the triple question marks after the tagged name could easily make this turn as an enquiry. It 

could be a question for Sookmun Liew whether she knows anything concerning the initial 

message, or it could be that Eloise Ewe is throwing out Sookmun Liew’s name in making a 

guess regarding the identity of the persons in relation to the initial message. Either way, 

Eloise Ewe’s act of specifically tags Sookmun Liew’s name in line 29 portrays her 

epistemic stance concerning the relationship that Sookmun Liew has to the initial message. 

Yet, it can argue that her information regarding the matter is insufficient. Evident for this is 

illustrates through her minimal construction of the enquiry. Often, individuals who have 

higher degree or more knowledge about the matter at talk tend to express their knowledge 

confidently although they are taking K- position. Eloise Ewe, on the other hand, only 

tagged Sookmun Liew’s name with triple question marks. While it shows her confident 

that Sookmun Liew may have some connection to the initial message, it also shows that 

she may not possess much information about the relationship. 

Sookmun Liew’s response in line 30 is not only update Eloise Ewe but also unpack the 

meaning of her enquiry. Response with “shhh”, it is an expression used to call for silence 

or be quiet. In this context, it could be translated as Sookmun Liew’s action to tell Eloise 

Ewe to be quiet or keep it as a secret, which indirectly tells Eloise Ewe that she is related to 

the initial message. Given that Sookmun Liew is a female, she can be the recipient of the 

initial message (as the author of the message is believed to be a male since he wish to be 

her boyfriend). Looking back at Eloise Ewe response in line 29, it is best seen as an action 

of guessing where she tries to unpack the content presented in the initial message by 

throwing out a name that may fit the description provided for the recipient of the initial 

message.  
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Figure 5.921: Lady in red (FCP #1128) 

Extract above shows another instance from the similar interaction of FCPs initial message 

#1128 where Sookmun Liew is identified as the recipient of the initial message. In this 

interaction, the commenter presents evident to support their claim. As we can see in line 

15, Khai Wern make a claim to Sookmun Liew by accusing her as the recipient of the 

initial message when she says “Sookmun Liew you have admirer !!!”. In response, 

Sookmun Liew says “that night many ladies were in red too, I think...” in line 16 that can 

be understood as Sookmun Liew rejection. This response also positions her as someone 

with insider knowledge that is someone who has attended the event where the author met 

the recipient. So when she says “many ladies were in red too”, she is presenting evident for 

                                      
21 This Excerpt is ‘responds to response’ so it is arranged chronologically with the earliest at the top and the 
latest in the bottom 
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her rejection that she could be the recipient since they were other females who wore red 

dress like what is described by the author about the recipient besides her. This is a claim to 

direct access to knowledge of the event, and so her rejection appears to have superior 

epistemic status to dismiss Khai Wern’s claim. Technically, her denial towards Khai 

Wern’s accusation could resulted in epistemic incongruence (Heritage, 2013) where she 

downgraded Khai Wern’s claim by presenting her own evidence. According to (Heritage, 

2013) in a situation where there is a rejection towards the epistemic status projected, the 

speaker may attempt to produce a subsequent version to deal with the rejection.  

Accordingly, KeSin Lim presents another evident to claim Sookmun Liew as a recipient in 

line 17 by saying “Sookmun Liew, but not every girl is the president of a club?”. With the 

use of addressivity at the beginning, it is clear that this response is meant for Sookmun 

Liew. The use of a word ‘but’ after the addressivity could also indicate that this statement 

is a continuation of a previous statement. It happens as the word ‘but’ usually use to 

introduce a statement that adds something to a previous statement in a contrasting way. So, 

when KeSin Lim says ‘the president of a club’ (line 17) which is one of the characteristics 

of the recipient of the initial message, she is presenting an evident to reject Sookmun Liew 

stance in line17.  While KeSin Lim is not the person who present earlier claim of Sookmun 

Liew as the recipient of the initial message (that is Khai Wern in line 15), the content of 

her response shows a continuation which deals with Sookmun Liew’ denial. Therefore, her 

response can be considered as a defending attempt, a continuation of Khai Wern’ claim in 

line 15 that reached epistemic incongruence through Sookmun Liew’s denial in line 16. 

Most importantly, through her claim, KeSin Lim further emphasizes Sookmun Liew 

identity as the recipient of the initial message.  

In response, Sookmun Liew replies in line 19 says “KeSin Lim banyak kacau huh you 

(KeSin Lim you are so annoying)”. This could read as her attempt to dodge KeSin Lim’s 

claim that emphasizes her identity as the recipient of the initial message. However, what is 

interesting in this turn is the way Sookmun Liew constructs her response. Technically, the 

appropriate way to construct such utterance would be ‘KeSin Lim you banyak kacau huh’, 

with discourse particle ‘huh’ gives the impression of tag question such as ‘right?’ or ‘isn’t 

it?’. But by positioning ‘huh’ before ‘you’, it appears like Sookmun Liew is re- emphasize 

her statement against KeSin Lim. Sookmun Liew also switched to Malay words ‘banyak 

kacau’ while maintaining using English second person reference ‘you’ in the utterance. 
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Such code- switching practice is considered common particularly among bilingual or 

multilingual individuals as a conversational strategy to express certain meaning (Montes-

Alcalá, 2007; Wei, 2005). Often the code- switching occurs due to difficulty in finding an 

accurate word or expression in the current spoken language (Halim & Maros, 2014; Halim 

& Maros, 2014). Similarly, Sookmun Liew might use Malay words ‘banyak kacau’ instead 

of English word ‘so annoying’ because it could express her feeling and intention better. 

Indeed, the words ‘banyak kacau’ give the impression that someone is interrupting your 

current action or situation in a non- serious way. So by saying ‘banyak kacau’, Sookmun 

Liew is playfully telling KeSin Lim that she is being such a disturbance. This assertion 

could be directed back to KeSin Lim’s response as it happens that KeSin Lim self- selected 

herself in defending Khai Wern’s assessment in saying Sookmun Liew could be the 

recipient of the initial message. On a whole, Sookmun Liew response in line 19 could be 

understood as she is being discreet from directly accepting or rejecting the accusation 

throwing on her. However, by doing so, it seems like Sookmun Liew is accepting KeSin 

Lim’s claim that she could be the recipient of the initial message. Eventually, with 

epistemic stance projected by KeSin Lim in line 17 received by Sookmun Liew in line 19, 

their interaction reached epistemic congruence (Heritage, 2013).  

This section has shown the identification work done by commenters through their 

knowledge about a particular event in relation the identified person. It illustrates how 

descriptions which comprise an occasion as well as characteristic of a person could be used 

to identify the person. So, identification works, in this sense, to be practices by specifying 

what aspects of a person or people are relevant in a particular situation. 

 

Discussion 

This chapter aims to provide an account of how identities are negotiates and identified in 

the FCPs interactions. It shows that as the identity work is performed, epistemic stance is a 

requisite component of the interactions. Commenters display their knowledge access to 

bolster their claims to knowledge in relation to the identity, or to weaken the claims of 

others. Though these claims to knowledge may sometimes seem trivial or inconsequential, 

they are in fact what allow the commenters to engage in the identity works further. This 
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finding shows a similarity with Hutchby’s (2001a) Talk Radio study where it finds callers 

seek to strengthen their claim through legitimation and authentication. Although Hutchby’s 

study does not claim to use epistemic approach, it illustrated how the callers’ present first-

hand knowledge to support their standpoint which is similar with the way the commenters 

display their knowledge (K+) to make a claim. Additionally, this study also finds that 

many of the identity proffers were done from a less knowing (K-) position, such as identity 

solicitation. It suggested that this may be because of the commenters’ uncertainty since the 

identities provided in the initial messages are in descriptions. So, though they may have 

knowledge about the person, they need confirmation, or sometimes supports their claims.  

Accordingly, this chapter considered three main areas of epistemic stance in relation to 

identity as commonly found in the data set that are networks, localness and situational. 

With regards to networks, it shows how members’ of a group or community have a stock 

of knowledge about each other. In a situation where explicit identity is not use, this 

knowledge comes to display to make a claim to one’s identity. Often, it is something that is 

known within the group. It found that the identity proffers for networks are straight 

forward but can be ambiguous. This happened as commenters can identify the person of 

interest easily but may not directly identify him/ her as such. The identity can be 

delineated, then, based the action projected and the epistemic stance displayed. It 

suggested however, that this situation is more evident within certain limitation such as a 

close group or a small community. Other consideration is localness where it has shown 

how information about a particular place can lead to identification works. In turn, this 

finding show how identity is connected to one’s surrounding and not just something relates 

to one’s personal. Another area of epistemic stance considered in this chapter is situational 

which shows, like localness, identity is relative to a particular situation. As find in this 

chapter, identification works are accomplished through association in which one identity is 

associated with knowledge about a particular situation such as event. As such, this chapter 

challenges notions of the invisibility of identity in digital contexts by showing ways in 

which individuals get around the non- visual and non- aural properties of the online 

medium to accomplish identity work.  

Additionally, the analysis in this chapter is a continuation of the analysis in the previous 

chapter. On the whole, we can see that FCPs bring into play the potential for a new kind of 

interaction between ‘news bearer’ and the audiences. In this chapter, it shows how 
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audiences are invited to discuss and respond to the ‘issue’ brought in the initial message, 

but not necessarily concerning the issue but in whichever manner that they prefer. In this 

sense, the initial message, as discussed in the previous chapter, provides a context in which 

the audiences can determine which issues are worth to be responded and discuss. In a way, 

this is similar to the previous study on talk radio that examines how laypersons call in to 

gives their idea concerning the item in the news provided (hutchby, 2001). As the initial 

message set up an environment by framing the topic (referent/s), it also prepared the 

audiences with respect to the topic (referent/s). If we follow Hutchby terms of going ‘first’ 

and ‘second’ (Hutchby, 1996, p. 486; Hutchby, 2001a), the initial message would be the 

‘going first’ that is to provide an agenda for discussion as well to prepare the audience who 

will be the ‘second’. Going second then gives more freedom to the audiences to present 

their opinion in the sense that they can challenge, argue or reject the topic. In FCPs, 

however, the initial message is considered one-way interaction in the sense that the authors 

do not have the opportunity to counter- argue responders’ claim without revealing their 

identity.  

This chapter has also shown the benefits of technological resources in assisting the 

interaction, particularly in adjacency pairs. The most prevalent practice of adjacency pairs 

is through the use of Facebook’s tag function which has heavily used on the username. 

Such technology makes it possible not only to identify the right person, but also to notify 

its owner given that Facebook interactions occur ‘everywhere’ within the Facebook realm. 

It also assists the disrupted turn adjacency due to the arrangement of the turns by 

Facebook. The following chapter will further show the wide possibilities of this digital 

feature in assisting interaction on Facebook. In Chapter 6, it will focus on Facebook 

username, that is the tagged username incorporated in the interaction, whether as a referent 

or addressor.  
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Chapter 6 – The Role of Facebook Naming 

 

 

Introduction 

Previous chapters 4 and 5 have investigated how identity work is accomplished in 

Facebook Confession Pages. They illustrated how the practice is intricately linked to 

participants’ (the authors and the commenters) display of epistemic stance. This happened 

as participants display their orientation to certain identity, they invoked a relevant category 

of the identity. In doing so, participants draw upon various interactional resources in their 

negotiation and construction of identity, particularly the person reference (recognitional 

and descriptive term). Hence, it shows that while identity may not be explicitly referred to 

in the interaction, there will always be a meaningful identification that could represent it.   

The analysis in Chapter 6 will shifts it focused slightly away from this identity work. Still 

related to identity, it will explore participants’ ‘explicit’ identity in Facebook that is 

Facebook username. As we see in the data presented, particularly in Chapter 5, 

commenters used username rather than ‘normal’ name when referencing to another 

participant. This practice partly can be contributed to the availability of the username to be 

utilized in the interaction. In Facebook, username is not just a text- of- name but it is an 

object of technology which can be manipulated in many ways, including summon and 

reference. In fact, it is the most efficient conversational device for person reference, as far 

as Facebook is concern. It can directly show who the person is and at the same time inform 

the person that he/ she was referred. This aspect of Facebook that set it far apart from just a 

merely text- of- name is the concern of this chapter.  

Accordingly, the focus of this chapter is on the role of Facebook username. For the 

purpose of this analysis, it will be called with just ‘Facebook name’. The chapter begins by 

briefly outlines the property of name for reference as it is used in different medium of 

interactions. This is not to make a comparison on how it is used in each medium, but to 

provide a foundation and guide for the analysis. The subsequent analysis will explore the 

property of Facebook name as it is used and utilized in the interaction. The objective is to 
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show that while Facebook name serves as reference in interaction, it also has different 

properties that can give advantage (or disadvantage) to participants.  

 

Name Reference 

Name is the most explicit identity knowledge that can inform who we are (Marx, 1999). It 

is commonly used for referring in interactions (Enfield & Stivers, 2007; Kushida, 2015).  

Other methods of person referring in face- to- face interaction include identity descriptions 

(e.g. “the girl who wears a flowery scarf”), pronouns (“he”, “she”, “them”), and the use of 

head movement, eye contact, and turning to someone physically without saying their name 

(Stivers et al., 2007). In a typical spoken interaction, initial naming tends to be dropped 

once the referred to person has been recognized by both the recipient (Crystal, 2006), such 

that in a normal face- to- face interaction, it would be unusual to hear: 

Mary: John, are you going to rehearsal tonight? 

John: Mary, yes, I am. 

Mary: John, what time? 

John: Mary, about six. 

(Crystal, 2001, p. 162) 

  

This style, however, is acceptable or normal in communication channels such as internet 

relay chat (IRC) and social media. For instance, in IRC, the practice of including the name 

of an intended recipient in a turn is widely practiced (Werry, 1996). The reason for this 

conversational strategy, is explained by Werry (1996) as a conventional form of 

addressivity, 

“it has become entirely conventional for speakers to indicate the intended 

addressee by putting that person’s name at the start of an utterance, followed 

by a colon: 

 

<boot> franck: there’s a girl 

<Franck> boot: where? where? 
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Such a high degree of addressivity is an imperative on IRC, since the 

addressee’s attention must be recaptured anew with each utterance. A 

contributing factor to the emergence of this convention may be that the role 

of the “listener” becomes more passive on IRC than in spoken dialogue”. 

    (Werry, 1996, p. 52)  

In computer- mediated- communication, the receiver is usually unable to supply the 

appropriate response such as nodding or giggles, etc., which in face- to- face interaction is 

used to signal active attention and maybe used to indicate understanding (Greenfield 

& Subrahmanyam, 2003; Werry, 1996). Often participants in computer- mediated- 

communication clarify whom they are addressing, with whom they are initiating a 

conversation, or to whom they are responding, by starting their contribution with the name 

of the addressee (Ahti & Lahtevanoja, 2004; Graham, 2007; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 

2003; Rintel et al., 2001; Werry, 1996). Therefore, using names in Computer- mediated-  

Communication is not unusual phenomenon owing to the fact that participants cannot see 

one another while delivering the message. The absence of audio and visual cues 

significantly impacts and alters the standard method of face- to- face addressing. In other 

words, person reference, as in direct address by name, has become a typical phenomenon 

in computer- mediated- communication such as IRC.  

Another reason why person name reference plays an important role in computer-  

mediated-  communication is that the name, either real name or nickname, is one of the few 

mutually known features participants of the chat can rely on and draw on when chatting 

(Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003). The importance of the name in online interaction is 

illustrated in the following examples from IRC and Facebook. 
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Figure 6.1: A typical IRC interaction (Paolillo, 2011) 

 

Figure 6.2: Facebook Confession Pages #1187 

Figure 6.1 illustrates an excerpt of a typical log of an interaction on IRC taken from a 

public IRC channel called #punjab (taken from Paolillo, 2011). In this example, as in a 

typical log of IRC interaction, there is a list of names in the left side before each utterance, 

indicating the name of the current participants of the chat. The line numbers, however, 

have been added by the data owner (Paolillo, 2011) to the log file for reference. In this 

example, there are a couple of conversational exchanges interleaved, one between Ashna 

and Jatt, and the second between Dave- G and Kally. Notice how the chat participants are 

addressing each other by name in each conversation. In line 339, ashna addresses jatt who 

responds in line 342. In between of ashna and jatt interaction, Dave- G is addressing Kally 

in line 341, and Kally responds in line 343. Given that the participants have no way of 

seeing who is online in this real- time synchronous communication, name is one feature 

that the chat participant can rely on when interacting with each other. Name facilitates the 

interaction by determining the recipient of the conversation, as illustrated in the example, 

the exchanges between ashna and jatt (line 339 and 342), and Dave- G and Kally (line 341 
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and 343). It could be that without name addressing, the position of the greeting by jatt (line 

342) could be confusing to Kally (line 343) given the proximity and positioning of the 

greeting. Hence, names ensure the coherence (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Werry, 

1996) of the interaction in this real- time synchronous communication environment. 

The conversation in Figure 6.2 is taken from the data of this study. It shows slightly 

different from Figure 6.1. The interface is more attractive with an incorporated profile 

picture, and the users’ names are written in bold blue. The conversation still involves name 

addressing or referring but notice that the name referring is in blue. The Facebook 

technology changes the colour of the text when a Facebook username is typed into the text 

input box. The technology also sends a ‘notification’ directly to this user (further 

explanation of this will be given in the following section). So, even without reading the 

whole interaction, the user can easily detect which conversation is meant for him/ her due 

to the notification system that links back to the original name reference in the conversation. 

Interaction on Facebook is also different in many other ways than IRC, although both are 

known as Computer- Mediated- Communication (CMC). For instance, IRC is a real- time 

communication in the sense that turns are taken more immediately and frequently, 

although the message production and transmission are separate (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). 

Due to this, some scholars prefer IRC as “quasi- synchronous” communication format 

rather than synchronous communication (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Meredith & Stokoe, 

2014). Meanwhile, this is not necessarily the case for Facebook. The conversation on 

Facebook can happen in real- time as well as delayed- time, where the users join or 

continue the conversation whenever they log into the Facebook site. As a social network, 

Facebook allows connectivity and has a wide global reach which means that the interaction 

on Facebook is not static or closed but it could be shared and joined by many people. 

Facebook facilitates information sharing by allowing the users to create connections via 

web contents such as sharing photos through Instagram or news from the news website. 

Thereby, Facebook creates opportunities for a wider interaction among its users. Arguably, 

Facebook needs a better system to organize interactions, especially in referring to each 

other. Otherwise, the interaction may be ignored.  

Meanwhile, although IRC can be very active, no one outside the channel will notice. For 

instance, in the example presented in Figure 6.1, the interaction on the #punjab channel 
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could be active in the sense that there are always new topics to be discussed among the 

participants, but participation in the channel is restricted to those who registered with the 

channel and those who are not a member of the channel will not have access to the 

channel. In other words, although both IRC and Facebook are considered text- in- 

interaction, the nature and features of the medium of communication would differentiate 

the way their users communicate. Therefore the role of a name also functions differently in 

each medium. IRC could only use it locally, among the members who are chatting at the 

same time. While on Facebook, a name might be used widely, extending the function of 

reference in interaction. This will be examined in the subsequent section.  

 

Typical Practice of Referring on Facebook 

Based on the close observation of the Facebook interaction data set gathered for this study, 

there are certain particularities in a conversational technique related to person reference 

and addressing or summoning others. As Chapter 4 and 5 demonstrated, the practices of 

person reference are influenced by their epistemic level in relation to the referent. In the 

initial messages, non- recognitional and descriptive terms are used. While in the response 

messages, Facebook name is used not necessarily for identification actions but also for 

summon and information distribution (will later explain in this analysis).  

Owing to the fact that Facebook users cannot see one another, and the conversation 

happens through texts, and the message has to reach the right person, Facebook has 

introduced a tagging tool and a notification system to assist the interactions. Through these 

software applications, Facebook users can create a link to another Facebook user if they 

are ‘friends’ on Facebook. That is the users have added each other to their Facebook 

friends list. The practice of referring or summoning others in Facebook, then, can be 

performed via these two software elements.  

In practice, however, it is not necessary that Facebook users have to use these Facebook 

functionalities every time they refer to others on Facebook. They can still use a 

conventional method that is directly type a name without using the applications, in which 

case, the referring will not technologically link to the friend. For the purpose of this current 

study, this act of referring which does not use Facebook applications will be called a ‘non- 
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friend- name- reference’ (NFNR), to differentiate it from the one that use Facebook 

applications when referring to others. 

However, a typical practice of person reference on Facebook usually involves a Facebook 

user types and tags another Facebook user in his or her friends’ list. The tagging tool works 

by transforming the text (profile name) into a technical object, which sends a notification 

to the named person. For instance, when one’s Facebook name is typed into the Facebook 

interface, Facebook auto- fills with the friend’s names suggestion as illustrated in Figure 

6.3 below. 

 

Figure 6.3: Facebook Tagging Tool 

The names of suggested friends will be available in a drop- down box below the message 

writing space. It is not necessary, however, to type a complete name because users can just 

select the name that they wanted. Once the right name has been selected or tagged, the 

name will turned blue (like the name of Bryan Chai Kang Weng in Figure 6.3) to indicate 

that a link has been created between the conversation and the name’s Facebook account, 

and notification has been sent to that person. Subsequently, the notified person will receive 

a message or a ‘notification’ in his or her Facebook account.  

This whole process of tagging and notify other, interestingly, show similarity with the 

telephone’s ring and summons (Schegloff, 1979). To start a call, a caller makes a 

conscious action as whom he wants to call before then dialling the person’s number. Or in 

a mobile phone, a caller may select the name of the person from the contact list. The 

notification sent resembles the phone’s ring to draw the recipient’s attention and eventually 
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answer the summons. However, Facebook notification is more like the mobile phone that 

is the summons conveys information about the caller (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006). So, a 

Facebook name is also functioning as a summons to get the attention of the notified person. 

Additionally, referring to others in Facebook is not much different from typical spoken 

interaction. The Facebook applications that emphasize on the use of a name is actually 

satisfied both preferences in the organization of reference to persons that are recognitional 

reference and minimization (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979). As it happens, in recognitional 

reference, although description can be used, there is a strong preference for a name. A 

name also is considered a single reference which is a minimal form of referring. What 

makes Facebook- name- referring different from the typical name referring is that its 

practice is restricted to the name used on the Facebook profile that is the name registered 

with Facebook. Therefore, if a person’s real name is Barbara Fox, but she registered 

herself as ‘Miss BF’ on Facebook, then ‘Miss BF’ will be her name on Facebook. And she 

will be referred to using this name on Facebook, although in the real world she may be 

referred to as ‘Barbara’ by her colleagues. She can still be referred to as Barbara on 

Facebook but the name will not instigate a Facebook- name- referring which means that 

she will not receive a notification whenever her name been mentioned. 

Normally, the practice of person reference on Facebook happens as a user types and tags a 

Facebook profile name to determine that that user is the one who is being referred to, as a 

Figure 6.4 shows below. This figure is an extract of a conversation stem from an 

anonymous confession message which gave descriptions about the person whom he/ she is 

confessed to22. In this extract, Francesca Chen responds to the initial message, while Bri 

Eun makes a response to Francesca Chen’s response in line 2.  

 

                                      
22 For a full conversation, refer to Facebook Confession Pages #1191 in the appendix 
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Figure 6.423: Facebook- name- referring on Facebook (FCP #1191) 

In line 1, Francesca Chen makes a reference to Cher Shong Teoh. Notice that Cher Shong 

Teoh’s name is in blue colour which indicates that Francesca Chen used the tagging tool in 

referencing him. Similarly, in line 2, Bri Eun makes another reference to Cher Shong Teoh 

in his response to Francesca Chen. This suggests that Bri Eun knows who and which Cher 

Shong Teoh is being referred to by Francesca Chen. This is later confirmed by Francesca 

Chen in line 4 when she says ‘I guess he’s related to everything on this page’ in which the 

use of the pronoun ‘he’ in the sentence is to refer to Cher Shong Teoh that they both 

referred in the line 1 and 2. 

One interesting aspect that worth to mention from the conversation above is the mismatch 

between a locally- initial form and a locally- subsequent position. According to Schegloff 

(1996), there is a standard way to make a reference to a third party that is to use locally- 

initial form such as a name in a locally- initial position that is when the referent is 

mentioned for the first time. Then in a locally- subsequent position (subsequent occasions 

when the same person has referred again), locally subsequent reference forms such as a 

pronoun will be used. In the conversation above, in line 2, we see that Bri Eun uses a 

repeated locally- initial form (name Cher Shong Teoh) in a locally- subsequent position. In 

a normal situation, Bri Eun can replace Cher Shong Teoh name with a simple pronoun ‘he’ 

since Francesca Chen had mentioned the name earlier in line 1. So, there is no need for Bri 

Eun to use the name to refer to a similar referent. The mismatch between locally initial 

form and locally subsequent position like this, according to Schegloff (1996) may invite 

attention from the hearer as why the speaker uses that referring expression. Here, Bri Eun’s 

action could be due to the accessibility of Facebook applications in making person 

                                      
23 The extract is ‘responds to response’ so the interactions were arranged chronologically (in order). 
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reference.  

Facebook’s tagging tool helps to simplify the intended referent as well as the recipient, by 

turning the name of the person into a technical object which links directly to the person. 

This act of tagging is really helpful, especially in a situation where there is a huge user 

database, like Facebook, as it is difficult to even use a name, such as ‘Nurul’, as it might 

not apply uniquely to one user (Lerner, 2003), as many users might share similar names. In 

a way, tagging a person’s name in Facebook is similar to telephone ring or IRC automated 

joining event (Rintel et al., 2001; Schegloff, 1979) in which the producer  (callers, IRC and 

Facebook users) produced the actions to attempt a connection with the person. For 

example, as illustrated in Figure 6.5 below. 

 

Figure 6.5: Name Reference through Facebook Software (FCP #794) 
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As seen, the name Hisyam has been mentioned repeatedly in lines 61, 60, 57 and 55, but 

since it did not make it through the Facebook’s tagging tool, as the Facebook- name- 

referring, the name hisyam still appears in black- coloured text which indicates that other 

than referring, the name does not signify anything else. Also, the name could be referring 

to multiple Facebook users who share the similar name Hisyam. Only after several turns 

does Nurul Ain Fawzi make an effort to use the Facebook application (in line 54) and the 

name Hisyam Zainal turns blue to show that it has made a link to a particular individual. 

By specifically linking the conversation to the intended person through Facebook tagging 

tool, Nurul Ain Fawzi has retrospectively made the name Hisyam as recognitional 

reference form.  Consequently, it eliminates other Facebook users with the name of 

Hisyam.  

It is notable that Hisyam only produces a message once notification has been generated 

through this Facebook functionality. This implies that he is responding to the notification, 

or at least is drawn into the conversation because of the notification. Perhaps in Facebook 

interaction, in which messages are not continuously read, the (technical) notification 

system has foundational (social) interactional consequences. As in telephone conversation, 

where the ring becomes a crucial opening element as it acts as a summon and set up a 

sequence of interaction (Schegloff, 1979), in Facebook, the notification could similarly act 

as a summon, thus implies that the producer of the notification has a reason to notify the 

person. It is this implication that choosing the next speaker when they are not ‘present’ 

(currently reading and participating) rest on and requires such technical functionality.  

This instance where the name Hisyam is typed without the use of the Facebook tagging 

tool (line 61, 60, 57 and 55) illustrates the so- called non- friend- name- reference (NFNR) 

mentioned earlier in this section. This type of name reference does not generate an 

automatic link to the person’s Facebook account, hence there is no notification sent to the 

person. This term will be discussed further in the non- friend- name- reference section. 

 

Facebook- Name- Reference 

A name holds a special status within the realm of Facebook since it serves as the user’s 

main identification. In fact, Facebook’s rules officially require the use of real names, or 
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authentic names, on the site (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ legal/ terms), which allows the 

person to be recognised by other Facebook users. There are of course people with the same 

name across the world, and hence this doesn’t completely specify an individual. 

Essentially, it is the Facebook- name that assists Facebook users to connect and interact 

with each other, as the name is turned into a technological object (explained in the section 

above). 

Observation of the Facebook interaction corpora gathered in this study finds that the 

Facebook- name- reference is used for various purposes. It is used for summoning and 

notifying others about the certain message posted, to invite others to a conversation and to 

select the next turn speaker, to name a few. All these functions are performed by 

Facebook- name- reference through two conversational practices that are the person 

reference and addressing. Summoning other/ s by addressing them via Facebook- name- 

reference is the most common practice among Facebook users. The reason is to draw their 

attention to the ongoing conversation. This is because interaction on Facebook can take 

place on any page in the Facebook realm, in a friend’s Facebook page24, in the page of a 

friend of a friend, in a group or community page, or in the user’s own page. In the absence 

of audio- visual cues, Facebook users could easily overlook the ongoing interactions which 

relate to them. In this situation, other means to alert, connect and invite users or friends to 

the interaction are needed. Hence, Facebook- name- reference helps to alert and connect 

Facebook users to the ongoing interactions. The following example illustrates the practice 

of Facebook- name- reference. This example is an extract from a Facebook conversation 

stemming from an initial message that thanked a foreign worker at a restaurant who treated 

the author of the message to a free lunch due to a certain situation happening in the 

restaurant. In the anonymous message, the author described the person and encouraged the 

readers to be kind to others regardless of their background.  

                                      
24 Facebook user interface is commonly called a page. It is believed the term is stemmed from the ‘face 
book’, a directory of American universities consisting of individuals’ photographs and names, since 
Facebook was created by its founder out of his frustration with his university’s official facebook. Hence, the 
term ‘page‘ used for Facebook user interface is to emulate the page of the face book of the American 
Universities (http:/ / www.thecrimson.com/ article/ 2004/ 2/ 9/ hundreds- register- for- new- facebook- 
website/ ).  

https://www.facebook.com/legal/terms
http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2004/2/9/hundreds-register-for-new-facebook-website/
http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2004/2/9/hundreds-register-for-new-facebook-website/
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Figure 6.6: Addressivity in Facebook25 (FCP #956) 

Figure 6.6 illustrates how a Facebook- name- reference is used in the interaction, both in 

the speaker’s turn (line 1), as well as in the recipient’s turn (line 2). In line 1, a Facebook 

user Minnie Zatie addresses Sau Fei at the beginning of her turn, and continues with 

‘macam pernah baca je’ (“it seems familiar”) in reference to the anonymous message. The 

address can be considered as a common feature of interaction, that is to seek the attention 

of a recipient before the substantive content of an utterance or message (Sacks, 1992, 

p. 685). However, Minnie Zatie not only addresses Sau Fei but also tagging him. 

Consequently, a link to Sau Fei’s Facebook account has been established from this 

interaction. The Facebook notification system, then, will alert Sau Fei and draw his 

attention to the conversation.  

In a way, the notification initiated by Minnie Zatie through Facebook- name- reference has 

several similarities to the telephone ring. Both are produced as a result of a conscious 

action of one interactant, and their structure and content are dictated and produced by the 

medium. Also, both illustrate the attempted connection to a particular person. However, 

while both automated events function as notification devices about potential interaction, 

there are also some differences. Facebook notification is text, while the telephone rings are 

mechanized alarms. Therefore, the name of a notifier is known, while the name of a phone 

caller is not necessarily known. This difference then affects the initiation and direction of 

each interaction.  

As summons, both have the ability to set up the interaction sequence (Schegloff, 1979). 

                                      
25 The interaction in this extract has been rearranged from the original appearance in Facebook. The original 
arrangement is in reverse order and can be referred in the appendix in FCP #956 
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For the telephone ring, it acts as an initiatory cue which requires a response since the ring 

itself is not communicative beyond its summoning power, and it does not provide identity 

or information about the caller for the receiver. So, the ring requires an opening response 

and thereafter requires that the caller carry on producing turns related to the reason for 

calling and that the receiver responds. However, Facebook notification set up the 

interaction sequence slightly different from the phone ring. As Facebook notification 

contains information about who is notifying, it invites tailored responses directly to the 

notifier. As in Figure 6.6, Minnie Zatie notification-summon to Sau Fei does not wait for 

an opening response before she continues with the reason for summoning.  

Further, the Facebook notification is commonly used to coordinate the ongoing activity in 

the Facebook interaction. It may demonstrate the interactants’ orientation to the ongoing 

activity and may be shaped accordingly just like the interaction shown in Figure 6.6 above. 

As we can see, the notifications produce by both users, Minnie Zatie and Sau Fei, seem to 

be embedded in the interactional activity itself. Their interaction shows that it is a means of 

achieving something else, which is Minnie Zatie informing Sau Fei that she knows Sau Fei 

is the author of the initial message. Therefore, unlike phone rings, the responses to 

Facebook notification could be diversified, as they are no longer answers to a neutral 

summons.  

Accordingly, as we can see in line 2 in Figure 6.6, Sau Fei responds by making a similar 

Facebook- name- reference to Minnie Zatie which can be understood as his response to 

Minnie Zatie’s summons. This is interesting since, in this situation where the talk has been 

established (Minnie Zatie specifically summons Sau Fei, hence it is expected that Sau Fei’s 

response is for her), another summon may not be necessary (Crystal, 2001). However, 

studies in IRC consider this act as a conversational strategy normally adopted by users to 

ensure the coherence in the chat room (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Werry, 1996; 

Rintel et al., 2001) since the interaction takes place at a distance or in the non- present to 

each other (the speaker and the recipient), so enacting a notification tells the notifier that an 

answer sequence has been created. In a way, it is a technique that participants used in 

managing the disrupted turn adjacency often occurred in CMC interaction. As it happened, 

adjacency pairs which are among the basic tenets of sequence organization (Schegloff, 

2007c),  often difficult to be maintained exactly like in spoken interactions. Turn of the 

second pair part which is supposed to be adjacent to the first pair part may not appear as 
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such in CMC, rather they may be far separated. Accordingly, on Facebook, users use 

Facebook names to summon each other and maintained the sequence organization.  

Another reason for issuing a Facebook- name- reference in the second pair part could be 

because the recipient (in this case Sau Fei) does not know whether the summoner (Minnie 

Zatie) is still present or not. Moreover, the turns between Minnie Zatie (line 1) and Sau Fei 

(line 2) is almost an hour different, in which it could be that Minnie Zatie has left the 

conversation. Therefore, by issuing Facebook- name- reference, Sau Fei is also sending a 

notification to Minnie Zatie. In this case, the use of a Facebook- name- reference in the 

second pair part could be for a practical reason that is to bring back the first person’s 

attention to the conversation. This situation somehow shows similarity with phone ring 

summons which has the condition of non-terminality (Rintel et al., 2001; Schegloff, 1979). 

That is a summons’ producer has a reason for summoning the respondent. So, the 

summons requires a response. As a summons, therefore, the ring sets up a condition of 

non-terminality at least until the reason for the call has been dealt with in some way. 

However, as phone call occurs in real-time, the response is immediate. But on Facebook, 

the interaction can be in delay-time, so the condition of non-terminality could take a longer 

time. 

As mention before, summons has the ability to set up an interaction in which it acts as an 

initiatory cue which requires a response. A similar situation also found in Facebook 

interaction where Facebook- name- reference is used to initiate interaction and construct 

adjacency pairs in the conversation. Figure 6.7 illustrates how a Facebook- name- 

reference is used to construct adjacency pair and bring coherence to the conversation. The 

example is an excerpt of Facebook conversation coming from an anonymous message 

where the writer describes his physical features using several celebrities as a reference.  
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Figure 6.7: Facebook Cross- turn26 (FCP #1187) 

In line 1, a Facebook user Sylvester Keith Liaw makes a Facebook- name- reference to Jun 

Yen at the beginning of his turn, and follows with ‘please dont confess here I know u are 

handsome’ (“Please don’t confess here, I know you are handsome”). This Facebook- 

name- reference could be understood as Sylvester Keith Liaw attempting to attract Jun 

Yen’s attention and draw him into the conversation. Eventually, Jun Yen responds in line 

5, and also makes a Facebook- name- reference to Sylvester Keith Liaw which indicates 

that it is his response to Sylvester Keith Liaw’s turn in line 1. This situation highlights the 

significance of Facebook- name- reference in facilitating the coherence of the interaction in 

Facebook as it tends to be easily disrupted. There might also be a delay in the recipient’s 

response that will separate the speaker and the recipient’s turns, as seen in Figure 6.7, 

where there are two utterances (line 3 and 4) separating the conversation between Sylvester 

Keith Liaw and Jun Yen. Therefore, Facebook- name- reference is one of the techniques 

that users can use to construct the adjacency pair in the Facebook conversation. 

However, it is not necessary for the second pair part to make a Facebook- name- reference 

in the Facebook interaction. Figure 6.8 shows a situation where the second pair part does 

not use a Facebook- name- reference. The instance is an excerpt from one of the Facebook 

interactions that revolves around an anonymous complaint message where the writer is 

frustrated with his/ her laboratory group member who is always going missing and has not 

complete his/ her task.  

                                      
26 The interaction in this extract has been rearranged from the original appearance in Facebook. The original 
arrangement is in reverse order and can be referred in the appendix in FCP #1187 
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Figure 6.8: Calling a person27 (FCP #860) 

In line 12, the Facebook user Ashura Izwani Ahmad Tadjudin summons ‘Muhammad 

Nurhaziq Haridan’ at the beginning, before continuing with a question ‘Bukan si Snorlax 

tu kan?’ (“is it that Snorlax?”). As seen, Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan’s name has turned 

blue, which indicates that the Facebook recognised the name as Ashura Izwani Ahmad 

Tadjudin’s friend and transformed the text into a technical object. It then notified 

Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan. Consequently, Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan responds in 

line 14 with ‘Bukan bukan. Dia kerja grouping sentiasa buat’ (“No no. He always involve 

in the group assignment”). This response represents quite a remarkable understanding of 

Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan as a recipient as it is not only indicating that he understands 

what Ashura Izwani Ahmad Tadjudin was asking about (whether the Snorlax is the group 

member who is always going missing mentioned in the anonymous message), but he also 

acknowledges that he is the person who has been addressed in the line 12. This example 

shows the significance of Facebook- name- references in the Facebook in maintaining the 

sequence of interaction. It also ensures a successful transfer of the message from the 

speaker to the recipient in the absence of visual and audio means in the Facebook realm. 

 

Multiple Facebook- name- reference 

The practice of referring and addressing in the Facebook is not restricted to one person. 

Facebook users can include as many Facebook- name- references as they want in a single 

                                      
27 This massage sequentially ordered because Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan respond directly to Ashura 
Izwani. For responses message like this, Facebook will arrange it sequentially. 
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turn, provided that those friends are in their Facebook friends list. For example, in Figure 

6.9, the excerpt is from a Facebook conversation that stemmed from an anonymous love 

confession message directed to one of a male senior student at the Faculty. The 

conversation then revolves around identifying the writer of the confession. 

 

Figure 6.9: Questioning more than one person on Facebook (FCP #1103) 

As seen on line 1, Choon Kwan Pua makes several Facebook- name- references at the 

beginning of her turn, and follows them with a simple question ‘your fren? (Understood as 

‘your friend?). Notice that all the names have turned blue, which indicates that those 

persons are Choon Kwan Pua’s friends on Facebook. This act of addressing several 

persons at the same time is peculiar to the Facebook interaction. It could be because the 

addressed persons are invisible and separated from one another; hence Choon Kwan Pua 

feels the need to address each one of them. Alternatively, in a normal face- to- face 

interaction, Choon Kwan Pua can simply say ‘your fren?’ to address everyone in the 

vicinity simultaneously. This act of addressing multiple friends in the same utterance could 

be seen as Choon Kwan Pua’s strategy in pursuing a response to her question. By 

integrating several Facebook- name- references in the same turn, Choon Kwan Pua lures 

them to the anonymous initial message, and especially to her turn. This action could 

increase the probability for her question to be responded to by any one of them and indeed 

one of them does come back with a suggestion of Kelxin Lim. This situation reflects 

Herring’s (1999) findings regarding multiple initiations in IRC interaction in which users 

tend to increase their initiations (address/ post) in order to get a response. Additionally, 

Choon Kwan Pua’s action in Figure 6.9 above could also indicate her ‘fishing’ for a person 

to ‘self- select’ themselves as relevant next speaker. In turn-taking, generally, the current 

speaker would select the next speaker, usually using an addressed question towards the 

selected person (Sidnell, 2010). Such a question will initiate a sequence of actions for the 
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next speaker to so. In a situation where there is more than one person becomes a candidate 

for the next speaker, the earliest one to respond will be the next speaker. Similarly here, in 

line 3, we see one of the addressed friends in line 1, Zhilin Chong, responds by making a 

Facebook- name- reference to another Facebook user, Kelxin Lim. This could be 

understood as her response to Choon Kwan Pua question in line 1. Essentially, this 

situation reflects the affordances of Facebook to make certain actions possible despite the 

limitation for interaction such as visual and audio. Facebook offers a variety of features 

that allow users to manipulate for better interaction experience.  

Another instance that shows how multiple Facebook- name- references are used in a same 

turn is illustrated in Figure 6.10. This excerpt is from a Facebook interaction stemmed 

from an anonymous love message to a person named Chai Chuan Wei. In the interactions, 

Facebook users identify Chai Chuan Wei as a person with a name Nicholas Chai Chuan 

Wei in the Facebook and make a Facebook- name- reference to him.  
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Figure 6.10: Responding to more than one person on Facebook (FCP #996) 

As seen in the interaction, several Facebook users identify the ‘Chai Chuan Wei’ 

mentioned in the message as Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei and make a Facebook- name- 

reference to congratulate him (line 30 to199). Then, in line 13, Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei 

responds by including Facebook- name- references to each of those who had addressed and 

congratulated him. He manages to recognize and address each addressee due to the 
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Facebook features such tagging and notification, as well as Facebook affordances in 

preserving textual record of the interaction. With each tagging, Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei 

will receive a notification from the notifier which includes the name. The notifications also 

preserve in his Facebook account, so that he can always check who has notified him. 

Furthermore, Facebook text- in- interaction features allows persistent textual record of the 

interaction. Hence, users are able to participate in simultaneous multiple interactions 

without getting lost or confused, because there is a written record to which they can refer 

to keep track of what is going on. Accordingly, as shown in Figure 6.10, Nicholas Chai 

Chuan Wei manages to keep track of who have notified him as well as the preceding 

interactions despite the time- gap between interactions. This then allows him to 

acknowledge each friend who had notified him previously and response to them all at 

once.  

Another example of the usage of multiple Facebook- name- references in a single turn is 

illustrated in Figure 6.11 below. This instance shows an excerpt from a Facebook 

interaction stemming from an anonymous initial message where the writer revealed that he/ 

she love to watch a person named Kuan Ming from Chemical Engineering. The writer then 

asked the readers to ‘tag’ his name in the comment section if they know the ‘Kuan Ming’ 

that he/ she is referring to. In the preceding conversation before this excerpt in Figure 6.11, 

several Facebook users tagged a Facebook profile name ‘Lim Kuan Ming’ and identifies 

him as the ‘Kuan Ming from Chemical Engineering’.  
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Figure 6.11: Conversation dissemination (FCP #1098) 

In line 1, Lim Chun Jiann makes several friend- name- references in his turn. There is no 

other utterance accompanying these multiple Facebook- name- references. Therefore, it is 

difficult to understand the reason for his action, nor what the action aims to accomplish. It 

could be that Lim Chun Jiann is fishing for a response from any of them as Choon Kwan 

Pua did in figure 6.9 line 1. If this is Lim Chun Jiann’s motive, then he succeeds in 

increasing the response rate of his turn because a number of  persons whom he has 

summoned through Facebook- name- reference in line 1 have responded; Mei Yi in line 5, 

Sylvester Keith Liaw in line 8, and Mei Qi in line 9. However, in line 17, Lim Chun Jiann 

says ‘I simply tag haha’ in response to Mei Qi utterance in line 15 ‘Chunjian tagged me lol 

dk he got tag wrong ppl or not’ (translated as Chunjian tagged me [laugh out laugh] don’t 
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know he tag wrong people or not). This shows Lim Chun Jiann’s attention when he 

summoned several of his Facebook friends (in line 1) is to draw their attention to the 

conversation. This act of summons multiple Facebook friends at the same time, then, could 

be understood as a method to disseminate the information on the Facebook and generate 

potential participation to the ongoing interaction. Indeed, similar action has been found in 

many other social networking sites such as Twitter where users utilised such 

conversational tagging as a tool for prompting individuals to join in a conversation and 

build a community around a given topic (Bruns & Burgess, 2011; Oeldorf-Hirsch & 

Sundar, 2015). Tagging friends push the information specifically to them and thereby 

draws their attention to the interaction and increases the likelihood that they will read the 

post to see why they have been tagged. As for the taggers, the feature affords the 

opportunity to determine the audience of the post and encourage them to participate. In 

sum, the social function serves by the features of social networking sites such as the 

tagging and notification functions in Facebook ensure the smoothness of the interaction. 

 

Third Person Reference 

Facebook- name- reference is also used by Facebook users for third person references. 

Basically, the third- person reference is a practice of referring to others, present or non- 

present, other than the speaker and the recipient using an appropriate reference form 

(Enfield, 2013; Schegloff, 1996). Although in the previous chapter, I have shown the used 

of recognitional descriptors for the referents in the anonymous initial message, in a normal 

conversation that use real Facebook identity, the practice of referring to a third person is 

similar with a typical talk- in- interaction, especially in English, where there is a preference 

for the use of a name over recognitional description (Schegloff, 1996; Stivers, 2007).  

In Figure 6.10 above, it shows one instance where a Facebook- name- reference is used as 

a third person reference in an interaction initiated by an anonymous love confession 

message. In a longer conversation of this excerpt, users are curious to find out who is the 

writer as well as his/ her love interest. Several names have been mentioned and discussed 

based on the descriptions and other social cues extracted from the message concerning the 

identity of the writer as well as the referent of the message. In the excerpt in figure 6.12, 

the interaction is between Muhammad Nor Shafiq Guaperas and Chin Joo Tan who are 
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also making a guess about the identity of the writer and his/ her love interest.   

 

Figure 6.12: Facebook Third Person Reference28 (FCP #879) 

As seen in line 20.4, Muhammad Nor Shafiq Guaperas makes a third person reference to 

Pei Qi, and again on line 20.6 to Loi Hb. Notice how the third person name references have 

turned blue, both Pei Qi (line 20.4) and Loi Hb (line 20.6). It indicates that Muhammad 

Nor Shafiq Guaperas is not only making a third person reference, but he made it through 

Facebook- name- reference which involved the use of the Facebook’s tagging tool and the 

notification system. Consequently, both Pei Qi and Loi Hb will receive a notification 

through their Facebook account. This situation differentiates Facebook- name- reference 

with a normal practice of person reference, in which most of the time the non- present third 

person referent in talk- in- interaction are not aware their name has been mentioned. To 

illustrate the difference, I borrow a conversational data from (Schegloff, 1996, p. 439).  

01  Mark:      Where were we 

02                 (0.5) 

03  Sheri:      I dunno.=’ve you been studying lately¿ 

04  Mark:      No. ºnot et aw- º not et a:ll:. I hafta study this whole 

05                 week.<every ni:ght, {(·hhh)/ (0.8)} en then I got s’mthing 

06                 planned on Sunday with Lau:ra, 

                                      
28 This interaction occurs under someone else main response, so Facebook rearrange this interaction 
sequentially that is the earlier massage at the top and the latest message at the bottom. However, this 
arrangement only takes place below the main response, while in the main response is still arranged in reverse 
order. Please refer to appendix FCP #879 for a full interaction. 
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07                 (0.5) 

08  Mark:      She-  she wen-  she ‘n I are gonna go out ‘n get drunk at four 

09                 o’clock in the afternoon. 

  

In this interaction between Mark and Sheri, the use of a simple name reference to refer to a 

non- present person Laura in line 06, suggests that the referent is someone that both of 

them know. However, this interaction happened without Laura (the referent) knowing, 

since she was not present during the interaction, and there is no means for her to know that 

her name has been mentioned in the conversation unless Mark or/ and Sheri inform her 

afterwards. Conversely, Pei Qei (Figure 12 line 4) and Loi Hb (Figure 12 line 6) alert that 

their names have been mentioned in the interaction between Muhammad Nor Shafiq 

Guaperas and Chin Joo Tan due to the fact that they received a Facebook notification once 

their names have been used as a Facebook- name- reference.  

In this situation, although in typical talk- in- interaction, they do not have the right or 

obligation to respond since they are not selected as the next turn speaker, Pei Qi and Loi 

Hb may join the interaction because they are aware about the ongoing interaction. 

Moreover, by notifying them, it seems like an invitation to both of them to the interaction. 

Hence, they might feel the obligation to respond. This situation has been illustrated by the 

interaction in Figure 6.9. In that interaction Kelxin Lim’s name was used as a third person 

reference by Zhilin Chong (Figure 6.9 line 3) in responding to Choon Kwan Pua’s question 

in line 2. Since Zhilin Chong uses Facebook- name- reference in referring to Kelxin Lim, 

the ongoing interaction comes to the knowledge of Kelxin Lim. Therefore, she makes a 

turn in line 4 (Figure 6.9) to deny that she is the person who writes the confession letter by 

saying ‘U all know right walaooooo not me’ (Walaoo is an expressive word which can 

loosely translate as ‘of my god’). This whole interaction shows how a Facebook- name- 

reference at times simplifies the preferences for recipient design in interaction. It solves the 

speaker’s problem in finding a referring expression that will identify and contact the very 

individual that the speaker has in mind, to the recipient. Facebook helps to identify the 

very individual by linking the name with the person through its technology. As shown on 

Figure 6.9 line 3, Zhilin Chong makes a simple Facebook- name- reference without any 

additional identifying description, in responding to the question by Choon Kwan Pua on 

line 1. Subsequently, on line 4 (Figure 6.9), a response from Kelxin Lim, the referred 
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person on line 3 (Figure 6.9), confirmed that she is the person that Zhilin Chong was 

referring to. In this case, Choon Kwan Pua might know or might not know Kelxin Lim 

(since she did not include Kelxin Lim’s name in her turn in line 1), but the Facebook- 

name- reference made by Zhilin Chong on line 3 (Figure 6.9) has directly indicated which 

Kelxin Lim that Zhilin Chong is referring to, hence make it clear to Choon Kwan Pua the 

identity of Kelxin Lim.  

Additionally, the Facebook- name- reference, Kelxin Lim, which was used by Zhilin 

Chong in Figure 6.9 line 3, could be considered as a third person reference as well as a 

summon. This happens as the Facebook- name- reference of Kelxin Lim serves as a third 

person reference in Zhilin Chong’s answer to Choon Kwan Pua question (figure 6.9 line 2), 

where Zhilin Chong makes a reference to someone. At the same time it also acts as a 

second name reference or address (figure 6.9 line 3) because Zhilin Chong uses Facebook- 

name- reference on Kelxin Lim’s name which automatically notifies Kelxin Lim about the 

conversation. In conversation between Zhilin Chong and Kelxin Lim (figure 6.9 line 3 and 

4), the Facebook- name- reference to Kelxin Lim could be understood as a summon from 

Zhilin Chong. So, it may be argued that Facebook- name- reference, unlike the person 

name reference in typical talk- in- interaction, could perform two or more actions in a 

single turn. 

         Having said that a single Facebook- name- reference in Facebook conversation 

could denote both, a second person reference and a third person reference, it would be 

appropriate to make a distinction between the two to facilitate a better understanding of the 

role of Facebook- name- reference. For that, this study will define a second person 

reference as a direct address from a speaker to the recipient, while third person reference is 

a reference to refer to someone other than the speaker or the person to whom he or she is 

talking. 

A response from a person who has been referred as a third person reference in a Facebook 

interaction, however, is not necessarily occurring all the times. As mentioned before, a 

person who has been referred through a third person reference may not feel obliged to 

make a next turn in the interaction. It could be because in a typical talk- in- interaction, the 

person who has been referred as the third person reference did not realize his/ her name 

was mentioned in the interaction, hence there is no opportunity for him/ her to join in the 
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interaction. Yet, in the Facebook interaction, we can consider it as the persons’ choice 

whether they want to join in the interaction or not whenever their name is used as a third 

person reference using the Facebook- name- reference. Figure 6.13 reflects a situation 

where the referred Facebook- name- reference does not make a turn in the interaction. This 

example is an excerpt from a Facebook conversation stemming from an anonymous 

message from a girl who has a crush to his team leader. In the message, she used 

recognitional descriptors instead of name in referring to the referent. So, in the following 

conversation from the message, the Facebook users are trying to figure out the identity of 

the referent using the descriptions provided in the message.  

 

Figure 6.13: Unresponsive Third Person Reference (FCP #1103) 

As seen in Figure 6.13, a Facebook user Kin Chun’s name has been mentioned a few times 

through Facebook- name- reference (in line 1, 3 and 9). In line 1, Chloe Zhaoyi writes ‘My 

first thought is...Kin Chun LOLOLOL’. This utterance is more like a general statement in 

the sense that it is stating what Chloe Zhaoyi feel or think, and the Facebook- name- 

reference of Kin Chun could be understood as a third person reference. Similarly, in line 2 

Janice Wong says ‘Obviously...a little dark skin ahahaha...member of springtime? Kin 

Chun’ (Translated) which could be understood as her agreement with Chloe Zhaoyi’s 

statement in line 1, and the Facebook- name- reference of Kin Chun (in line 3) is used after 
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repeating the recognitional descriptors provided in the message, as an identity indication of 

the message’s referent. Kin Chun’s name is once again mentioned in line 9 by Yen Zi 

Joyce in stating her agreement that the referent of the anonymous message is Kin Chun. In 

these three utterances, Kin Chun’s name was mentioned through Facebook- name- 

reference as we can see that Kin Chun’s name has turned blue (line 1, 3 and 9) to indicate 

that Facebook had created a link to Kin Chun’s Facebook account. Consequently, Kin 

Chun was notified that his name has been mentioned in the interaction, unless if he does 

not log in to his Facebook account. However, despite has been mentioned several times, 

Kin Chun did not make any response or join in the interaction. From CA perspective, this 

is similar to alternative types of response (Schegloff, 2010, p. 48), where it is not all the 

time that the recipient may accept the invitation to talk. In this situation, Kin Chun might 

decide not to join in the interaction as he feels no obligation to respond as his name was 

used as the third person referent. Another similar situation is when joining anouncement is 

made on IRC to introduce a new person who has joined the forum interaction. Though 

there is an announcement, production of response is a matter of choice. The joining 

anouncement is, then, initiatory in the sense of a basic signal of presence, but it does not 

ratify the beginning of dyadic interaction (Rintel et al., 2001). Likewise, a third person 

reference in Facebook may signal the person’s virtual presence in the interaction but it 

does not necessarily require a response from the person. 

 

Non- Friend Person Reference 

Although there is an option to use Facebook- name- reference, this current study finds that 

Facebook users still use a conventional method in making a person reference occasionally, 

depending on the context of the conversation. By conventional method, it refers to the 

common practice of person reference such as using name and nickname without using 

Facebook applications. To differentiate it with the Facebook- name- reference, this 

conventional practice of person reference on Facebook will be called non- friend- name- 

reference (NFNR) in this study. 

There are many occasions where Facebook users tend to use NFNR. One reason would due 

to the Facebook friend status. As explained earlier, in order to make Facebook- name- 

reference, the users must be a ‘friend’ in Facebook, which means they have each other 
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name in their Facebook friend list. In a situation where the users are not friends in 

Facebook, they cannot perform a Facebook- name- reference, although they type a correct 

name according to the profile name of the person in Facebook. In this situation, the 

supposedly Facebook- name- reference becomes a normal name reference or NFNR in 

Facebook. Another situation where NFNR is used is after the referred person has been 

identified or has been addressed through Facebook- name- reference preceding the 

interaction, as illustrated in Figure 6.14. This extract is from a Facebook conversation 

stemming from an anonymous initial message from a girl who is looking for a potential 

vegetarian boyfriend. In a conversation following the message, Facebook users have 

brought up several names who could be the potential person, and in this particular excerpt 

of the conversation in figure 6.14, another name, Karan Bavisi is mentioned.  

 

 

Figure 6.14: Prior Facebook- name- reference (FCP #1773)29 

In this example, Kishan Naidu makes a Facebook- name- reference to Karan Bavisi in line 

1. One minute after, he makes another turn saying ‘looks like karan gonna get a gf’ 

followed with several Facebook- name- references (line 2). Interestingly, although he uses 

Facebook- name- reference to several of his Facebook friends at the end of his turn, Kishan 

Naidu did not use Facebook- name- reference on Karan’s name in his turn in line 2. The 

reason for this could be because Kishan Naidu has notified Karan Bavisi in his previous 

turn (line 1) through Facebook- name- reference. And the NFNR ‘karan’ in line 2 is 

expected to be a similar person as the Facebook- name- reference in line 1. Therefore, 

                                      
29 The interactions in this excerpt were arranged chronologically.  
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there is no need for Kishan Naidu to re- notify him. Meanwhile, the reason Kishan Naidu 

uses several Facebook- name- references at the end of his turn, as explained in the previous 

section on multiple friend name reference, to disseminate the conversation to other 

Facebook friends as well as to lure their response towards his conversation. Eventually, 

Deva Kumar, one of the addressed friends (line 3), responds in line 4. Similar with Kishan 

Naidu, Deva Kumar also uses NFNR Karen ji30  in his turn, which indicate that Deva 

Kumar also makes a reference to a similar person that is to Karan Bavisi. Later, in line 5, 

Karan Bavisi responds by saying ‘it’s look like a prank played’. Through this response, 

Karan Bavisi indirectly acknowledged that he is the person that Kishan Naidu and Deva 

Kumar referred to using NFNR in line 2 and 4. In this case, we can say that Karan Bavisi 

alerts about the conversation through the Facebook- name- reference made by Kishan 

Naidu in line 1. Furthermore, there is a short time gap between the turn where Kishan 

Naidu summons Karan Bavisi (line 1) using Facebook- name- reference, and the 

subsequent turn when he use NFNR to Karan (line 2). Therefore, even Kishan Naidu uses 

NFNR in line 2, it can be assumed that he is referring to Karan Bavisi. This example shows 

that a conventional person reference is still relevant and acknowledge in Facebook 

conversation.  

 

Figure 6.15: Nickname (FCP #1633) 

Figure 6.15 illustrates another example on how NFNR is used in the Facebook interaction. 

In this excerpt of a Facebook interaction, the users talk about an anonymous initial 

message where its writer is looking for a female Manchester United fan to be his girlfriend. 
                                      
30 Ji is a term used together with one’s name to show respect to older brother in Indian culture. It is a formal 
term which rarely use in casual conversation, but sometime it is use as an inside joke within a group of 
friends.  
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In line 1, Nadila Zahari summons Senpai Detroit through a Facebook- name- reference. 

Then in line 2, Senpai Detroit replies to Nadila Zahari by saying ‘Nate mu delle. Hahaha’ 

(Damn you delle. Hahaha). Notice how Senpai Detroit’s turn in line 2 has been pushed to 

the right. This happened as Senpai Detroit intentionally replies to Nadila Zahari by clicking 

the word ‘reply’ below Nadila Zahari’s name in line 1. In Facebook comment section, this 

action would create a new space for direct reply below Nadila Zahari’s turn in line 1. 

Consequently, Senpai Detroit’s response will be arranged directly below Nadila Zahari’s 

turn (line 1), rather than follow the default arrangement by Facebook (such as the most 

recent conversation appear at the top, or chronologically order, etc.) in which Senpai 

Detroit’s response could be far separated from Nadila Zahari’s turn. As seen in line 2, 

Senpai Detroit did not use Facebook- name- reference in her response; instead she uses 

NFNR delle to address Nadila Zahari. The word delle could be understood as Nadila 

Zahari’s nickname since it is used after a pronoun ‘you’, to indicate the recipient of the 

conversation. Later in line 3, Nadila Zahari responds by saying ‘betul what. mu reminds 

me of you gittu’ (doesn’t it right, mu (Manchester United) reminds me of you). This shows 

that Nadila Zahari understood Senpai Detroit’s turn in line 2, including the NFNR that she 

used for her. This whole conversation also shows that Nadila Zahari and Senpai Detroit 

could be a close friend (maybe in offline realm as well) in the sense that Nadila Zahari 

knows Senpai Detroit’s favourite team, and Senpai Detroit is comfortable in using a 

nickname to Nabila Zahari in their conversation. This example illustrates how NFNR is 

used in Facebook conversation, especially among close friends. 

The above examples, however, illustrate the practice of NFNR done by a person who has 

been referred through Facebook- name- reference previously. In practice, once a user used 

a Facebook- name- reference in making a reference to another, he/ she is not only sending 

a notification to the referred person, but also create a Facebook’s alert system for him/ 

herself on the conversation, that is when the referred person responds to the conversation, 

he/ she will be notified by Facebook. Hence, even if the referred friend does not use 

Facebook- name- reference in the subsequent turn, the person who had used a Facebook- 

name- reference previously would still receive a notification from Facebook updating the 

conversation status. For instance, Nadila Zahari would get a notification when Senpai 

Detroit replies to her conversation (Figure 6.15). 

There is also an instance where NFNR is used without a prior friend- name- reference. This 
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instance usually happens in a small interaction within a main Facebook conversation. 

Figure 16 below will illustrate the structure of the interaction. Notice in line 2, the turn is 

indented to the right. This is to indicate that this turn is a direct reply to the earlier turn in 

line 1. It happened as word ‘reply’ in line 1 is clicked to create new space for direct reply. 

This action will automatically notify the user of the earlier turn (where the reply is clicked) 

that his/ her turn has been responded by someone.  

 

Figure 6.16: Direct reply interaction (FCP #1086) 

In figure 6.16, the excerpt is from a Facebook conversation that revolves around an 

anonymous initial confession message from a person who introduced him/ herself as ‘your 

roommate at 5th college’. The anonymous confessor asks for forgiveness from his/ her 

roommate for ‘accidentally’ deleting his/ her roommate porn collection. As seen in line 87, 

Faiz Zeo uses a NFNR when he says ‘Lco u delete t ah fatt punya collection ke? (Lco did u 

delete ah fatt’s collection?). In this turn, the NFNR Lco, could be understood as an 

acronym for Leong Chen Onn, the person whom Faiz Zeo replied to in line 86. This NFNR 

acronym could act as a summons in this turn as Faiz Zeo ‘replies’ directly to Leong Chen 

Onn. Further, Faiz Zeo also uses a NFNR ah fatt as a third person reference in the same 

turn in which it could be assumed that Faiz Zeo is referring ah fatt as Leong Chen Onn’s 

roommate. As explained before, the creation of a new space for a direct reply in a 

Facebook conversation would notify the very person whom his/ her turn has been clicked 

‘reply’. In this instance, Leong Chen Onn would get the notification once Faiz Zeo replies 

to him. Subsequently, Leong Chen Onn responds in line 88 by saying ‘ah fatt not my 

roommate pun.haha’ (“ah fatt is not even my roommate”). This response by Leong Chen 

Onn illustrates that he understood as well as acknowledged the NFNR that Faiz Zeo used 
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in line 87 is referring to him as well as ah fatt.  

However, it should be noted here that the reason Leong Chen Onn received the notification 

is because Faiz Zeo created a direct reply below Leong Chen Onn conversation. Both 

NFNRs that Faiz Zeo used in the conversation (line 87) did not generate any link extension 

to Leong Chen Onn or ah fatt’s Facebook account. It also means that, ah fatt as a third 

person reference, may not realize that his name has been mentioned in the conversation 

between Leong Chen Onn and Faiz Zeo. In this instance, the conversation is similar with 

other text- in- interactions in the sense that the conversation is technology- mediated but it 

does not have the ability to connect the referred person as a Facebook- name- reference 

able to do. In this conversation, ah fatt situation is similar to Laura (the third person 

reference taken from Schegloff, 1996, used in the discussion on the third person reference 

section) since there is no means for him to know that his name has been mentioned in the 

conversation, unless he has been told by Leong Chen Onn and/ or Faiz Zeo in person, or he 

personally comes to the conversation and read the conversation between them. 

 

Discussion 

This analysis investigates the practice of name reference use in Facebook interaction and 

argues that referring to others is a fundamental interactional action on Facebook. It was 

performed mainly through what this study has called a ‘Facebook-name-reference’, which 

is the name registered and used by Facebook users. Facebook-name-references are 

performed when a user tags a Facebook friend’s name which then generates a notification 

on the friend’s Facebook account. Additionally, through this Facebook function, a range of 

actions are performed such as selecting the next speaker and coordinating one action.  

Previous studies on openings on mediated-communication have emphasized the 

importance of summons abilities in initiating a conversation (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006; 

Rintel et al., 2001; Schegloff, 1979). Unlike a telephone ring or machine announcement in 

IRC, the analysis in this study shows that a Facebook notification acts as a 

‘comprehensive’ summons in the sense that it includes identification and recognition in the 

form of a user’s Facebook name. Hence, the identification and recognition sequences that 

often follow phone summons are not necessary on Facebook. Following the received 
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notification, users can immediately join the ongoing interaction since Facebook-name-

references are embedded in and used to draw attention to the ongoing interaction. In a way, 

a Facebook notification opening is similar to a mobile phone opening which allows the 

interactants to jump straight to the ongoing event because they involve explicit 

identification (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006). The identity information provided by the 

machine allows the medium of interaction to be embedded in the ongoing event.  

Additionally, the analysis shows that the significance of the Facebook-name-reference lies 

in how it has been exploited in/for the interaction. The ability to turn the user’s names into 

a technological object improves the users’ connectivity with each other. As illustrated in 

the analysis above, a simple name on Facebook can do more than just referring. It 

increases the identifiability of the referent by linking the name to the person. Hence, as 

discussed in the previous two chapters, the use of the Facebook-name-reference is also a 

form of recipient design, in the sense that it solves the problem of the participant finding 

the right expression that will identify a specific individual. Consequently, it also illustrates 

the affordances of Facebook in assisting and supporting interactional social actions.  

Discovered in the above analysis is the capability of a Facebook-name-reference to 

disseminate information to a wider set of Facebook users. Additionally, by using a multiple 

friend-name-reference, a participant attracts and draws in a larger audience to the 

conversation, although it is not necessary for them to join the interaction. Previous research 

on SNS has also highlighted the significant role of tagging features in disseminating 

information news to other users (Boyd, Golder, & Lotan, 2010; Lomicka & Lord, 2012; 

Oeldorf-Hirsch & Sundar, 2015). Essentially, tagging someone will push the information 

directly to the person and thereby draw their attention and increase the likelihood that they 

will read the post to see why they have been tagged. As for the tagger, the action of tagging 

may not only to notify and attract others to the interaction but may also give them a new 

role, as a moderator that is to disseminate information to others. As such, we can see in the 

analysis in this chapter, there a few situations where the users illustrate the role of a 

moderator (such as in figure 6.9 and 6.11) where they summons several of their friends to 

the interaction for a particular set of reasons.  

There are also limitations discovered in the practice of person reference in Facebook. 

While Facebook- name- reference could perform several functions through simple 
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recognitional name, it is restricted in term of reference forms. As discussed in non- friend- 

name- reference section, Facebook software only associated with the registered Facebook 

name. In the occasion where the Facebook users did not use the Facebook registered name 

in referring to another, the referred person will not be notified by the Facebook, even if the 

person is the referrer’s friend. Eventually, this would lead to a missing conversation in the 

sense that the referred person did not realize that he or she has been addressed in the 

interaction.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



190 

 

Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion 

 

 
In this concluding chapter, it will present first the summary of the main findings, before 

discussing of the implications of the study for both Conversation Analysis and broader 

sociological understanding of identity on online interactions. It ends with an assessment of 

the limitations of study and recommendations for future research. 

 

The Findings 

The first analytical chapter (Chapter 4) focused on the initial element of interactions in the 

FCPs which is the initial message. The findings of this chapter provided an overview of the 

basic organization of FCPs initial message which is the foundation for the identity works in 

the subsequent chapter. In this chapter, it identified two primary forms of messages, (1) 

those that inform and (2) those that inquire. The informing messages are doing a ‘telling’ 

whether it is about someone or something. This includes various ‘telling’ actions such as 

confessing, ranting, and other related actions. The inquiry message is doing ‘asking’, hence 

it includes actions such as seeking information, requesting something, and other inquiry 

actions. With each category of message, the analysis looks further at how authors of the 

initial message strategically design the message to suit their intended recipient/s and 

audiences. In particular, the analysis looks at the formulation of reference to other, 

including the referent, the recipient/ s and the author him/ herself, in order to convey the 

individual (referent) to the recipients (including the audiences) of the message.  

As it found, the reference terms reflect the different epistemic levels that the authors have 

with the referent. Non- recognitional reference terms are used to a known referent 

particularly for the informing messages. In line with Schegloff (1996), this practice 

suggests that there are other actions that the authors want to achieve other than just 

referring. Given that FCPs allows the authors to strip away the name and send the message 

‘anonymously’, the use of recognitional reference form could self- identify the authors due 
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to the relationship they have with the referent or recipient. Therefore, non- recognitional 

reference terms become a device for the authors to conceal their ‘real’ identity. In contrast, 

recognitional descriptions are found to be used to an unknown referent or recipient in both 

categories of messages. Recognitional descriptions narrow down the identity of the referent 

by including information that implicates a certain level of knowledge and membership. 

This information is particularly ‘useful’ for further identity and identification works as 

demonstrated in Chapter 5. Further, there is one initial message found that uses a name as 

reference term in the inquiring category. This particular message, however, was directed 

more to the audience in the sense that the author is searching for that particular referent in 

order to become a ‘friend’ with him on Facebook. So, it is only possible for the author to 

use the name to the referent. Overall, Chapter 4 showed how the initial message was 

‘anonymously’ designed for a particular recipient/s and audiences, so that it provides the 

opportunity for identity and identification works in the subsequent response messages. The 

fact that the initial message provided identity information means that they are calling for 

recognitional works from those who have the knowledge. 

Following the initial message, the subsequent response messages are analysed in Chapter 

5. In this chapter, the aim is to see how the identity information provided in the initial 

message will be unpacked by the commenters. The focus then is on the interactions among 

the commenters. The finding reveals how commenters strategically draw upon identity 

information in the initial message to identify the person of interest in relation to the initial 

message. Using Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA) and epistemics, identity and 

identification works were shown to be locally constructed via categories invokes by 

commenters based on the information provided in the initial message. These categories 

include knowing the demography of a particular area, being present at an event, known to 

be a friend of someone, etc. These categories were then used in the identity works as 

commenters display their knowledge concerning the person of interest of the initial 

message that is the referent, the recipient or the author.  

The analysis of this chapter also finds that certain interactional elements such as particles 

and formal- informal term which previously deem insignificant in written- interaction are 

highly relevant in FCPs interactions. For example, the study finds that particles used in 

Malaysia spoken language such as ‘la’ and ‘lor’ could changes the meaning of the 

statement. This, in turn, can affect the epistemic level of the speaker (commenter). Overall, 
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the findings challenge the notions of the invisibility of identity in digital contexts as they 

demonstrate the ways in which individuals manage and overcome the non- visual and non- 

aural properties of the medium to accomplish the identity work. Additionally, the finding 

from these two chapters demonstrates the advantage of using semi-anonymous CMC such 

as FCPs in understanding the identity constructions and identification in interaction. This is 

because FCPs provides both perspectives, from the anonymous author and identifiable 

responders, in understanding the issues of identity.  

In Chapter 6, the study explores another element of interaction in FCPs particularly in 

relation to name reference. The study revealed that a particular functionality of Facebook 

which this study called ‘Facebook- name- reference’ was evident in the interaction in a 

number of ways. Commenters designed their actions using this functionality and 

demonstrate the impact it has in assisting the coherent of the interaction on Facebook. Its 

ability to be exploited in the interaction increases the identifiability of the referent by 

linking the username directly to the person which ultimately solves the speaker’s problem 

in finding a right expression to identify the right referent. Further, the way ‘Facebook- 

name- reference’ was integrated and embedded into the interaction shown to be useful in 

disseminating information to a wider Facebook user. Eventually, it illustrates the 

phenomena of ‘viral’ in the online environment. There were also situations where 

commenters did not use Facebook- name- reference which then resembles the conventional 

spoken and written interaction, but was perceived differently in the respective context. 

Non- Facebook- name- reference (NFNR) found to be used mostly under response - to- 

response message within a longer interaction. In this situation, although the name reference 

appeared normal which is not a Facebook-name-reference, the action of reference lies on 

the ‘creation of a new interaction’ within the larger interaction. The one who initiated the 

‘new’ interaction, as well as those, joined the interaction will be informed whenever there 

is change or addition in that particular interaction. This, in turn, assists the act of 

referencing without the use of Facebook- name- reference. In a way, it also reflects the 

sequence of interaction in Facebook interaction.  

Overall the findings of this study show that online identity, especially in social networking 

sites such as Facebook, is beyond one’s online profile. Despite the interaction is took place 

online, without audio-visual cues available, identification could still occur in interaction 

just like a typical offline interaction. Shown in this study, one’s identity persists through 
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the interaction even when no clear identification is attached to the person. Such identity 

was invoked and attached to the person through continuous interpretations and evaluations 

against the background of normative expectations and social practices by participants in 

the course of interaction. Therefore, identity is seen as a relational work and the product of 

interactions, rather than as something that is already established for an individual. This 

study is not the first attempt that the issue of identity is explored, especially on CMC but it 

is the first attempt on FCPs using Conversation analysis. Therefore, the findings of this 

study could add up, complement and extend the available literature on the issue of identity, 

especially in CMC, by showing how identity is constructed and locally accomplished 

through interactional and relational work. Particularly for FCPs, the findings would be 

valuable since they will add to the few literatures available.  

Generally, the findings of this study concur with Lamerichs and te Molder’s (2003) earlier 

work on identities in web- based interactions on depression. They state that categorical 

identities are only relevant when they are oriented to by the participants. Identity 

construction then is taking placed through the social norms of behaviour that are relevant 

in particular social practices and events as perceived by others. As in this study, 

commenters do the identification work by displaying their knowledge based on the identity 

information cues provided in the initial message. The use of particular terms to referent/s, 

somehow, initiated the casting of the person into a category with associated characteristics 

or features that fits the descriptions (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998a; Schegloff, 2007b). In 

other words, commenters are actively searching for relevant identity against their 

relationship with larger social constructs. The identity itself can be broadly divided into 

categorical and situational identities. For instance, in the analysis of this study, the use of 

particular English phrases and words by responders illustrate that they are categorically 

Malaysian, hence differentiated them from other English- speaking people. Similarly, 

particular criteria attached to others for identification such as ‘the lady in red dress’ or ‘the 

user of north gate’ illustrates situational identities which come into play in a particular 

social situation (Stommel, 2008). Eventually, this study suggests that, identity is situated 

and emerges in- situ in the course of interaction. As such, it agrees with Locher (2008) 

when he claims that identity is closely related to relational work that is “the ways in which 

the construction of identity is achieved in interaction, while identity refers to the ‘product’ 

of these linguistic and non- linguistic processes” (Locher, 2008, p. 511).  
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Further, this study identified several descriptive devices, which could be argued, worked to 

conceal the identity of the person of interest in the initial message, thus making the 

message itself appeared anonymous. This includes using non- recognitional terms, 

descriptions, and indexical term to address and refer to other persons in the initial message. 

These devices mainly used by the authors of the initial message to a known referent, so 

that they do not have to use explicit identity such as name, which in turn could hide their 

identity. These devices, however, can be put into categorical identity in the sense that they 

can be ascribed to a certain property such as gender. As a result, they can be identified. As 

observed in this study, commenters display their epistemic stance in relation to the 

descriptive category to accomplish the identity work. The descriptive identity prompt 

further interactional action in the subsequent response messages as commenters search for 

the potential candidate of the person of interest in relation to the initial message. Still, 

FCPs initial message is not all about concealing identity. As found in Chapter 4, especially 

in inquiring messages, descriptions are used instead of a name is because the authors do 

not know is the referent or the recipient. Therefore, descriptions are used to achieve 

recognition. In fact, in one inquiring message, the author used name to refer to the referent 

that she know offline but is not within her Facebook friend list. This reflects that FCPs is 

not necessarily about hiding one’s identity, but it provides an option for those who wanted 

to.  

From the observation, this study finds that there is a preference for person name reference 

occurs during identification work. This could be contributed to the affordance of Facebook 

which allows name reference to act as a ‘call-out’ or summons, hence manage to draw 

more audiences and responders to the conversation. Eventually, this also means that more 

knowledge concerning the identification cues was shared and negotiated in the course of 

interaction. As Greenfield and Subrahmanyam (2003) suggest, online participants are 

adapting to the online chat environment by using available cues and creating new strategies 

to recognize others and to continue the conversation. In fact, referring to other by name is a 

typical strategy to attract one’s attention to someone or something (Stivers et al., 2007; 

Werry, 1996) even in face- to- face conversation. In FCPs, the username was incorporated 

into the written- text to which links directly to the owner. Ultimately, it increases the 

identifiability of the referent.  

This study also finds that there are systematic differences between face- to- face and online 
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interaction. Although this issue is not the main interest of this study, it is still relevant since 

it is part and parcel of the analytical method that this study adopts. From the observation 

on this study, it shows the interactional practices on FCPs oriented to the technological 

affordances. This is in accordance to many studies on CMC that claim the medium of 

interaction and its affordances do impact the interaction in certain particular ways 

(Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Meredith, 2017; Panyametheekul & Herring, 2003). 

For example, the gap between turns and the possibilities for overlap could disrupt turn 

adjacency, yet it did not cause difficulty to commenters. The persistent of written- text 

assists commenters to monitor previous turns including those that they might miss. As 

found in this study, the gap between the first pair part and the second pair part could be a 

day long or more. Additionally, the tag function on the Facebook name could inform 

Facebook users whenever their name is referred or summoned. This functionality helps 

users to find the right conversation that involves their name. In turn, it could minimize the 

possibility for the first pair part being ignored, especially if the conversation involves a 

long series of interaction or gap. Therefore, in Facebook, interactional differences such as 

the disrupt turn adjacency, mutual addressing or summoning are not perceived as 

problematic, rather they are tolerable since  the differences somehow are expected, 

especially among expert users. It is relevant to claim that the differences are conventional 

for interaction in Facebook, and generally in CMC, since everyone is doing as such. These 

differences, however, do not entirely separate the interactional practices of Facebook from 

the spoken face- to- face interaction. On the basis of interaction, it still displays similarities 

with spoken interaction, albeit the interaction may heavily influence by the medium of 

interaction and its affordances.  

 

Implications of the Study 

 

Implications to the Methodological Approaches  

At a general level, the contribution of this study has been the collection of a new data set of 

online interaction. Conversation Analysis is not new to online interaction for sure. It has 

been applied to many studies, particularly in Computer-Mediated–Communication (CMC). 

Even, Facebook has been subject to the study many times. However, as far as I know, it 
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has not been used on Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) –like data which is semi- 

anonymous. In many studies that use anonymous online data, it was taken from forum or 

blog. Facebook, after all, is not an anonymous online platform. But FCPs is exceptional in 

a sense that it allows ‘unidentified’ message to be posted on its timeline and identified 

users to respond. In that sense, it provides sources for analysing social interaction from two 

perspectives: from the ‘un- identified’ author, and from the identified Facebook users. This 

is important because as in this study, it demonstrates ways that identity is performed and 

accomplished in everyday lives of persons. In a way, it differs from other ‘anonymous’ 

data where often all participants are anonymous. This does not mean that they no longer 

work on identity as identity is always present. But having two perspectives on something 

may provide a better understanding on the subject study.  

Other implication of this study to the methodology lies on the consideration of several 

related conversation analysis approaches Conversation analysis (CA), Membership 

Categorical Analysis (MCA), epistemics, and person reference. Though CA and MCA 

derive from a similar source, the lectures of Harvey Sacks (1992), and thus can be seen as 

part of the same analytical enterprise, there has been a trend to isolating sequential and 

categorical phenomena from each other, focusing on each as a separate aspect. Epistemics 

study is helpful in understanding the relationship between speaker, referent and recipient. 

In many studies, epistemics has been incorporated with person reference and membership 

categorization. This study made an attempt to draw all these approaches to analysing the 

data. This is important because each approach provides insight on how the element being 

discussed works within the interaction. In the data of this study, for example, we see that 

non- recognitional terms used by the authors indicate that the intended social action is not 

just referring (or addressing). In such a case, they want to obscure the identity of the 

referent in order to tell their story. It is important that had they use real identity to the 

referent, their identity may also be known to other people due to the relationship they have 

with the referent. For example, when the author makes an address ‘my course mate’, the 

generic non-recognitional term together with the use of a pronoun index oneself, indicates 

that the author knows the referent (recipient), yet he formulated the address as such so that 

his course mate’s real identity which linked to his identity is not exposed to the general 

audiences. This led us to consider the intersection between membership categorization, 

person reference and epistemics.  
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Overall, this work supports previous studies that illustrated the possibility of combining 

several approaches of CA. This research reiterates the ability of CA and MCA to examine 

how members attend to categorical and sequential phenomena as conversational resources, 

also to emphasize the crucial relationship between epistemics and person reference in 

social action. Additionally, this study supports CA and its related methodological 

approaches as useful approaches to the study of social interaction in text-based 

conversational interaction.  

 

Disrupted Turn Adjacency  

Although I have discussed the implication of Conversation analysis above, I think it still 

relevant to discuss it further here, especially concerning the disrupted turn adjacency which 

is unique to CMC interaction. Conversation in quasi-synchronous CMC is quite different 

from spoken conversation. It follows that applying approaches to spoken discourse analysis 

directly to quasi-synchronous CMC discourse is not profitable. One significant difference 

between traditional CA data and quasi-synchronous CMC that has been pointed out by 

many studies deals with the sequencing of turns. In CA, researchers examine features of 

the interaction, including how turns are managed and allocated, in order to explain how 

such interactional elements and patterns open up particular ways for others to continue the 

interaction, as well as perform particular types of interactional work (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 

2008; ten Have, 2007a). However, in quasi-synchronous CMC interaction, the interactional 

patterns such as turn-taking may appear different than in the typical face-to-face 

interaction. For example, the turn adjacency pair that is the first pair part of interaction 

followed by the second pair part may not appear adjacent to one another. This is not to say 

that they are not existing or irrelevant to quasi-synchronous CMC interaction, rather they 

appear differently due to the affordances of the medium. For that, researchers on CMC 

tend to use a term such as ‘disrupted turn adjacency’ to illustrated and differentiate the turn 

taking features in CMC interaction. Consequently, the formulation of this term is not only 

to differentiate the interactional patterns of CMC interactions, but also indicates the 

relevance of such interactional features in online interaction just like in face-to-face 

interactions. 
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Earlier research on CMC has suggested that disrupted turn adjacency may result in 

miscommunication between parties (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). However, it may well be that, 

in this earlier study, CMC is not as advanced as today or the participants may not be 

familiar with the medium. In such a situation, it is expected for any miscommunication 

occurred due to the incompetent rather than the interactional context itself. With the 

advancement in CMC that spread out to almost every aspect of human relationships, 

interacting via CMC has become a common practice. As illustrated in many recent studies 

as well as in this study, disrupted turn adjacency is no longer present difficulties to 

participants in understanding the relationship between turns. They manage to overcome the 

situation as a result of their familiarity with the medium of interactions. The understanding 

is also extended to the readers or the audiences of the interaction as demonstrated in this 

study.  

Therefore, disrupted turn adjacency should not be seen or treated as problematic in online 

interaction. Considering how people can understand and embraced it in the interaction, we 

should acknowledge it as a part of CMC turn taking features, rather than make a constant 

comparison to spoken turn taking features. Yet, the term ‘disrupted turn adjacency’ may 

want to be maintained so that to differentiate the different settings that the practice takes 

place. It does not, in any way, to reflect the difficulties of the participant in understanding 

the relationship between turns. As such, this observation on disrupted turn adjacency tends 

to support the view that applying models of turn-taking in spoken conversation directly to 

CMC discourse is not profitable (Meredith & Potter, 2014; Simpson, 2005). Having said 

this does not mean that the model of spoken turn-taking is not relevant to quasi-

synchronous CMC. Each setting has its own condition that may influence the conversation, 

yet the conversation is still occurring on the same principles. Therefore, spoken discourse 

is useful in providing guidance to a newly emerging practice on quasi-synchronous CMC 

conversation. Yet, it is also important to be aware of the different features that both 

conversational settings have such as the disrupted turn adjacency, so that they both can be 

understood and study appropriately.  

 

Implications to the Identity Study 

Research on identities now tends to view social identity as discursively constructed (e.g. 
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(Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Giles, 2006; Raymond & Heritage, 2006; Sierra & Botti, 2014; 

Young, 2017). It is not a merely pre- given characteristic that inherently exists within 

individuals, but rather it emerges through interaction. Recently, the role of epistemics and 

epistemic rights that is what we know and how we establish our rights to that knowledge, 

have been highlighted in the study of interactional identity construction (e.g. Raymond & 

Heritage, 2006). This study adds up to this growing body of work on identity and 

epistemics, particularly in the social positioning of self and others. In this study, it looks at 

how participants make a reference to persons in relation to the context and the referent, and 

how it depends on the participants’ negotiation of epistemic rights. In so doing, it also 

shows how the broad sociological categories most commonly associated with the concept 

(such as race and gender) are put to use in the interaction. For example, in this study, race 

is used as a social category to narrow down the identity of the potential person of interest 

in relation to the initial message. The race, however, is defined not necessarily through its 

explicit category, but through exclusive term belong to the particular race such title ‘ge’ 

(means older brother in Chinese) or ‘adik’ (means younger relative in Malay). So the 

identity is achieved through the epistemic access of the race’s social and cultural conduct. 

In this case, then, participants’ race only becomes relevant when it is invoked during the 

interaction in relation to the context of the interaction. Consequently, in this study, identity 

is seen as the product of interaction rather than as a static characteristic of an individual.  

 

Limitations and Future Direction 

Analysing the data and writing this thesis have highlighted the fact that things can change 

quickly particularly on the internet. In the time it has taken to finish writing this, a lot of 

things have taken place in Facebook Confession Pages. The data that I gathered earlier 

may appear differently now with all the update in the user interfaces done by Facebook. It 

could then easily been argued the validity of this study, and its applicability in today’s 

situation. The response to this is that though Facebook updated regularly, it does not 

change its main features or even changed the interaction. With each new update, users 

basically keep doing relatively similar actions on Facebook while integrating the updates in 

their interaction for a better experience. Additionally, for Facebook Confession Pages, 

changes could also occur in term of the community. As FCPs is college affiliated site, it 
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expected that the community is the students, so their commitment and involvement with 

the page are depending on the time period they spent in the college. However, that will also 

ensure the continuity of FCPs as new community members will keep working on the page. 

In fact, based on my own observation, few FCPs have been upgraded and received 

recognition and assistance from the university authority as a place for students to express 

their opinion and issues in relation to the university.  

There are also possible limitations regarding data collection. As explained in Chapter 3, 

this study collecting the data retrospectively means the interactions had completed when 

they were collected. For this study, this would mean two things, the study could not see 

how participants managed their interactions at the time, and there might be changes since 

the data was created. The data were collected through a screen-shot technique which 

displays the participants’ interactions as they unfolded. However, they do not provide 

participants’ embodied conduct, so could not see how they managed their interaction. 

Possibly, if the study follows and collects current interactions, it can get more involvement 

from participants in the sense that participants can be approached personally. The 

information from participants can be integrated into the interaction which then would 

improve the data collection. But that might also change the methodological approach of 

this study.  

Further, the screen capture data displays interactions which could have been completed a 

year before the data is collected. This indirectly affects the data in the sense that they might 

have changed from the time the data was created. For instance, username might have been 

changed or the participant might have been quit Facebook. Moreover, the internet and 

more specifically social networking sites are updated regularly. So, it would be expected 

that at the time the data was collected, there were changes in the networking sites which 

could also cause the changes in the older interaction. However, that is not an issue for this 

study since the main focus is on the interaction rather than the affordances of the site. 

Although it could be argued that online interactions are closely dependent on the 

affordances of the medium. Still, the basic functionalities for the interaction often will be 

remained the same. The changes will not make internet sites obsolete or totally altered the 

interaction. In fact, often, the update includes the previous events, for example, the tagging 

function still involves the user’s Facebook profile even though the user might change the 

username. Conversation on the phone relatively remained the same although there are a lot 
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of development and changes with the telephone device. Similarly, the retrospective data 

was sufficient to provide understanding on the account of the online interactional practices. 

In fact, particularly for this study, the retrospective data is really useful because it provides 

a comprehensive process and progress of the topic of the study. Although having updated 

interactions as data may allow for further analysis on a wider issue related to online 

interaction.  

Another possible limitation of this study is related to the source of reference particularly in 

the local context. While there are many studies use Conversation analysis, there are 

concentrated mostly on the Western countries. Though we can say that there are no 

differences since all interactions, in principle, involve a basic interaction like turn-taking, 

action formation and sequential organization, there is still a certain thing that requires 

local- context understanding, i.e. norm and culture. While doing this study, I found very 

few published works on the use of Conversation analysis in Malaysia. The few published 

works mainly concentrated on the field of education and linguistic, and almost none found 

in the sociological field (except few papers published in Singapore that includes Malaysian 

society such as Gupta, 1992; Gupta, 2006). In fact, I myself was introduced to the 

Conversation analysis at the beginning of this study. As I continue to examine the data for 

this study, I find that these methodological approaches (CA, MCA, epistemics, and person 

reference) allowed me to look at my own so-called culture in a new perspective. 

Particularly with Person Reference and Epistemic, their approaches explain social and 

moral conducts that we practice in daily life. For example, in this study, there are many 

instances shows that participants’ actions are influenced by cultural norms although the 

interaction is taken place in an online environment. The use of the pronoun, for instance, 

illustrates participants’ consideration of each other. In Malaysian society, there are several 

selections of pronouns can be used; each constitutes power relation between the 

interlocutors. Technically, the selection of a pronounce reflects the epistemic levels of the 

interlocutors. This element, however, is not presented much in this study mainly due to my 

own limitation in analyzing it from the CA perspective. It will be interesting then to return 

to this issue later in the future.  

Additionally, with social networking tools such as Twitter, Instagram and Facebook, as 

well as cross-platform messaging applications like WhatsApp and Line, increasing the 

possibilities for connection with others, a growing body of research has begun to explore 
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the ways in which people utilized and exploit the online environments in their daily life. 

Despite the growing interest in online communities and internet communication research, 

the means by which online users orient to issues of identity still need further study, 

particularly among non- western society. The study presented here has begun to address 

this gap, and will add and serve for future research in the field.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Ethics Application 

 
 
 

ELMPS Ethics Committee 

SUBMISSION FORM 

(Version of 30 May 2015) 

 
This form is intended to enable you and the Committee to ensure that your proposed 
research is compliant with the relevant codes of practice and ethical guidelines.    The 
University recognises its obligation to the wider research community and to society as a 
whole to uphold the integrity of academic research. The University also has a 
responsibility to ensure that the funds it receives are spent in accordance with the 
legitimate expectations of the funding providers and the law and in the public interest.  
The University formally endorses the UUK Concordat to Support Research Integrity 
(2012).  
 
Please ensure that you are familiar with the University’s Code of Practice on Research 
Integrity and the University Data Management Policy as well as any relevant professional 
guidelines for your discipline (e.g. the Statement of Ethical Practice for the British 
Sociological Association) or funding organisation (e.g. ESRC Framework for Research 
Ethics).  Useful links include: 
https://www.york.ac.uk/staff/research/governance/policies/ethics-code/ 
https://www.york.ac.uk/staff/research/governance/policies/research-code/ 
http://www.esrc.ac.uk/about-esrc/information/framework-for-research-ethics/ 
http://www.britsoc.co.uk/about/equality/statement-of-ethical-practice.aspx 
http://www.york.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/dpa/) 
http://www.york.ac.uk/about/departments/support-and-admin/information-
directorate/information-policy/index/research-data-management-policy/ 

Internet research may involve new and unfamiliar ethics questions and dilemmas.  A 
good place to start is with the Association of Internet Researchers 2002 Guidelines and the 
BPS ‘Conducting Research on the Internet: Guidelines for ethics practice in psychological 
research online (2007)’. 

http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2012/TheConcordatToSupportResearchIntegrity.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2012/TheConcordatToSupportResearchIntegrity.pdf
https://www.york.ac.uk/staff/research/governance/policies/ethics-code/
https://www.york.ac.uk/staff/research/governance/policies/research-code/
http://www.britsoc.co.uk/about/equality/statement-of-ethical-practice.aspx
http://www.york.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/dpa/


204 

 

Note: If you are collecting data from NHS patients or staff, or Social Service users or staff, 
you will need to apply for approval through the Integrated Research Application System 
(IRAS) at https://www.myresearchproject.org.uk/Signin.aspx  If you are a staff member 
please fill in the IRAS form NOT this one and send your completed IRAS form to ELMPS.  
Student applications for approval through IRAS should normally be pre-reviewed by 
department ethics committees or ELMPS.  

Completed forms should be submitted by the advertised deadline as follows: 

one signed hard copy (to Debbie Haverstock, Research Centre for the Social Sciences, 
University of York, 6 Innovation Close, York YO10 5ZF), and  

one electronic copy (including attachments) combined into ONE pdf file (email to: elmps-
ethics-group@york.ac.uk ).   

Initial decisions will normally be made and communicated within two weeks of the 
Committee meeting.   

SECTION 1  ABOUT YOU 

1a. Please provide the following details about the principal investigator at YORK 

Name of Applicant: Nurul Firdauz Abd Rahman 

e-mail address: Nfaf501@york.ac.uk 

Telephone: 07478464568 

Staff/Student Status: PhD Student 

Dept/Centre or Unit: Sociology 

Head of Department: Ellen Annandale 

HoD e-mail address: ellen.annandale@york.ac.uk 

Head of Research: 

(If applicable) 

 

HoR e-mail address: 

(If applicable) 

 

If you are a student, 
please provide details 
about your supervisor(s)  

Supervisor(s) Name: Dr Darren Reed 

e-mail address(es): darren.reed@york.ac.uk 

https://www.myresearchproject.org.uk/Signin.aspx
mailto:elmps-ethics-group@york.ac.uk
mailto:elmps-ethics-group@york.ac.uk
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1b.  Any other applicants (for collaborative research projects) Expand as necessary 
 

Name of Applicant:  

e-mail address:  

Telephone:  

Staff/Student Status:  

Dept/Centre or Unit:  

Head of Department:  

HoD e-mail address:  

Head of Research: 

(if applicable) 

 

HoR e-mail address: 

(if applicable) 

 

 

SECTION 2  ABOUT THE PROJECT 

2.1  Details of Project  

Title of Project: Conversation Analysis on Facebook Confession Pages 

Date of Submission to 
ELMPS: 

July 2016 

Project Start Date: October 2014 

Duration: 3 years 

Funded Yes/No: No 

Funding Source:  

External Ethics Board 
Jurisdictions (if any): 

 

 

2.2 Aims and objectives of the research 
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Please outline the aims of your project and key research questions.  Show briefly 
how existing research has informed the research proposal and explain what your 
research adds and how it addresses an area of importance. 

The main objective of the research is to deal with the phenomenon of so-called 
anonymous online confessions and from that point explore the notion of identity 
around the anonymous confessions. The research is included in the discussion 
about the reality of identity and the ways in which identity is ubiquitous which 
does not confine to certain elements such as name or gender. Also, in this context, 
the research tries to detail the ways that the elements of identity may be identified 
and recognized in the online anonymous confessions, centred in the subsequent 
interactions following the online anonymous confessions. Hence, the objective is 
set to explore the elements of identity as they are discussed in the online 
interactions with regards to the online anonymous confessions.  

By looking at the online interactions and the way they discuss and view the 
elements of identity in the anonymous confessions, it could be possible to develop 
a better understanding about the concept of privacy, especially in the online 
environment.  

As such, this study seeks to ask questions like; 

How the readers of the anonymous confessions view the anonymous confessions. 

How the readers respond towards the identity information revealed in the 
anonymous confessions. 

How readers use the identity cues in identifying a person 

How the element of identity is disclosed or revealed in the interactions. 

 

2.3 Methods of Data Collection 

Provide a brief summary of the method(s) of the research making clear what it 
will involve for participants (e.g. interviews, observation, questionnaires). If you 
(or your research assistants) are meeting face-to-face with research participants, 
specify where you will be meeting them (and you will need to address how any 
risks associated with this will be managed in Section 2.10) 
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The main method will be online observation. The observation is conducted by 
keeping track of the online behaviours and activities without interacting with the 
participants (i.e. Lurking). This method is preferred so as not alter the online 
community under study. Therefore, the interactions will remain genuine without 
any outside force that may alter the direction of the interactions.  

The observation will be used to investigate the online interactions, familiarized 
with the context, and gain knowledge of the nature of anonymous confessions 
and interactions in the Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). These online pages are 
Facebook community-based pages, and they are public which means that 
everybody could access them. In line with the research objective, the research will 
also explore the elements of identity that are attached to the anonymous 
confession posts in the FCPs, in which latter, they are utilized and revealed in the 
subsequent interactions.  

In addition to the observation, the research will also downloading relevant 
messages and images posted in FCPs. This practice comes to action in order to 
keep the data for analysis process. As the contents of social media tend to 
continuously change from time to time, it is necessary for the data to be 
maintained in its original state as the time the data was accessed. Hence, the 
research will take an initiative to screen- shotthe interactions. Through this 
process, the genuine of the interactions can be maintained since the whole 
interactions together with their context are captured in an image-form.  

 

2.4 Sampling and Recruitment of participants 

How many participants will take part in the research? How will they be identified 
– describe your sampling method.  How will they be invited to take part in the 
study – describe your recruitment method.  If research participants are to receive 
any payments, reimbursement of expenses or any other incentives or benefits for 
taking part in the research please give details, indicating what and how much 
they will receive and the basis on which this was decided. 

Data will be collected from Facebook community pages known as Facebook 
Confession Pages (FCPs). The data which consisted of FCPs messages and 
interactions are gathered using Facebook’s Graph API, which gives developers 
access to publicly visible Facebook content. Through this process, a range of FCPs 
regardless of their geographical locations or language uses, can be acquired, as 
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long as they use a keyword ‘confession’. However, as this research intended to 
focus on Malaysia context, it restricts the search process to the Malaysia higher 
institution only. Therefore, prior to the collection of data from the FCPs, a list of 
Malaysia universities will be acquired from the Malaysian Qualification Register 
website (http://www.mqa.gov.my/mqr/english/eakrbyipta.cfm). Specifically, the 
research only acquired the list of Malaysia public universities, excluded other 
higher educational institutions like private, polytechnic or community college. 
The acquired list, then, is used as a guide during the search process in which a 
keywords ‘confession’ is used together with the name of the universities provided 
by the list. Further, the research will be limited to the  Facebook page with the 
most active and the most followers.  

After identifying the FCPs, the research will proceed with selecting the sample 
interactions. Only those ‘confession message posts’ that had garnered more than 
15 subsequent interactions will be selected. These selected messages will then be 
scrutinized whether they fit the objective of the research or not; whether the 
elements of identity exist in the interactions. Those messages that do not fit the 
objective of the research will be eliminated.  

 

2.5  ‘Vulnerable’ Participants 

Please indicate whether any research participants will be from the following groups; if so, 
please explain the justification for their inclusion.  In most cases, researchers working with 
vulnerable people will need to be registered with ISA (www.isa.homeoffice.gov.uk) 
which has links with the CRB. The CRB offers organisations a means to check the 
background of researchers to ensure that they do not have a history that would make 
them unsuitable for work involving children and vulnerable adults.  

NB: If you are collecting data from NHS patients or staff, or Social Service users or staff, you will 
need to apply for approval through the Integrated Research Application System (IRAS). 

Children under 18 No 

Those with learning disability No 

Those who are severely ill or have a terminal illness No 

http://www.mqa.gov.my/mqr/english/eakrbyipta.cfm
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Those in emergency situations No 

Those with mental illness (particularly if detained 
under Mental Health Legislation) 

No 

People with dementia No 

Prisoners No 

Young offenders No 

Adults who are unable to consent for themselves No 

Those who could be considered to have a 
particularly dependent relationship with the 
investigator or gatekeeper, e.g. those in care homes 

No 

Other vulnerable groups (please specify) – discuss 
the issues this raises 

No 

 

If yes to any of the above, do you have Criminal Records Bureau Clearance? 

Yes/No 

Describe the procedures you are using to gain (a) consent and/or  (b) proxy consent if 
applicable 

 

2.6.  ‘Sensitive’ topics 

During your study, will anyone discuss sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. 
sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action 
(e.g. criminal activity)?  If so, please give details of the procedures in place to deal with 
these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to 
participants.  Consider, too, the risks this may pose to the researcher.  Note that where 
applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or 
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actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the 
proper authorities. 

The research deal with online anonymous confessions in the Facebook confession 
pages (FCPs). Some of the confessions could be considered as a sensitive issue. 
However, the FCPs are usually linked to a particular community such as a 
university, although they are not officially associated with their respective 
community. Due to that, FCPs are usually monitored by the respective 
community, and whenever there is a need for further action to be taken, the 
respective community will immediately know. Additionally, the confessions are 
anonymous with no clear personal identification of the writers. Hence, as far as 
the writers’ concern, there is no harm that could inflict them.  

However, if the research encounters such a situation where it needs further action 
to be taken, the respective community will be informed.   

 

2.7  Covert research  

 If the research involves covert data gathering or deception of any kind, please explain 
and justify the deception.  Specify what procedures (if any) will be used to debrief 
participants after the data have been collected. 

There is no covert research involved in this research. 

 

2.8  Informed Consent 

Please attach (1) the project information sheet to be given to all participants and 
(2) the informed consent form.  (It is recognised that in some cases these may be 
combined into a single document).  (It is recognised that in some cases these may 
be combined into a single document).  In line with the University’s Code of 
Practice on Research Integrity, participants and/or their representatives should be 
provided with details of a first point of contact through which any concerns can 
be raised: this should be your Head of Department (or if you are a Head then the 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research). 
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i.  If you are not seeking informed consent… 

If you do NOT intend to seek informed consent, please explain carefully why you 
believe this is not necessary for your project.  You should explain this with 
reference to the research ethics guidelines for your discipline and cite  other recent 
published research using your methodological approach or ethics discussions 
about this to support your case. 

 

The research does not intend to seek informed consent because it involves 
observation of public behaviours in a public space. Based on the British 
Psychological Society’s Code of Ethics and Conduct (2006), observation of public 
behaviour can be conducted in a place where people would expect to be observed 
by strangers. In this case, the research will use Facebook confession pages (FCPs) 
which are a community-based Facebook pages. Like any other community-based 
Facebook pages, FCPs are public where it can be accessed by everybody. 
Moreover, FCPs present a unique configuration in which the user can post 
messages anonymously. It happens by integrating a third-party application into 
the pages that allows people to post anonymously. Hence, there is no clear 
identification attached to the message posts. However, response to these posts is 
via ordinary, identifiable Facebook comments and likes. On this matter, the 
research will refer to Facebook’s terms of agreement regarding the publish 
content or information using the Public setting in which it considers the situation 
as public where everyone, including people off of Facebook, can access and use 
that information.  

Based on the above, it's not necessary for the research to seek informed consent. 
However, even when data are publicly visible, according to Zimmer, M. (2010), it 
is critical for researchers to consider user privacy and the possibility of 
inadvertent identification out of context. For this reason, the research will not 
include any personal identifiable details such as individual or university 
identifiers which are not relevant in the research outcome. 

ii.  Please confirm you have included the project information sheet to be given to 
all participants with your submission to ELMPS. If these have not been attached, 
please explain why this is the case. 
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iii.  Please confirm you have included all the relevant, informed consent forms.  If 
these have not been attached, please explain why this is the case. 

 

iv. Are the results to be given as feedback or disseminated to your participants (if 
yes, please specify when, in what form, and by what means).  If no, why not? 

The result of this research will not be disseminated to the participants since the 
research are not engaging with them during the research process. Moreover, the 
research result will not contain their personal data information.  

 

2.9 Anonymity 

In most instances the Committee expects that anonymity will be offered to 
research participants. Please set out how you intend to ensure anonymity. If 
anonymity is not being offered, please explain why this is the case.  Note that if 
anonymity is not offered (or cannot be guaranteed) this has implications you must 
address in relation to the Data Protection Act (see Section 3 below).  Note:  if you 
are using a transcriber or translator you must have a signed confidentiality 
agreement with them. 

The research already deals mainly with anonymous data. As for the data with 
identifiable information, the research will ensure their anonymity mainly by 
dissociating any personal identifiable information that could lead to their 
identification in the outcome, such as individual or university identifiers.  

The offline data will be kept in the researcher’s personal computer and cloud with 
a password protected known only to the researcher.  

 

2.10 Anticipated Risks or Ethical Problems 

Please outline any anticipated risks or ethical problems that may adversely affect 
any of the participants, the researchers and/or the university, and the steps that 
will be taken to address them. (Note: all research involving human participants 
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can have adverse effects.) Please also refer to the University’s Health, Safety and 
Welfare Policy Statement and associated Management Procedures, as well as to 
any ethical guidelines you have consulted.   Where relevant, risk assessments 
should be carried out not only in relation to the researchers themselves, but also 
for those participating in the project or affected by its conduct, and in relation to 
any impact on the environment. Researchers should ensure that appropriate 
insurance is in place, liaising with the University’s Insurance Officer as necessary 
(via standard departmental procedures where these exist). 
 

Risks to participants (e.g. emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, 
transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information…) 

The research does not involve direct human participants. 

Risks to researchers (e.g. personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk 
of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest…) 

Any risk to the researcher is expected, but it is expected to be minimized since the 
research does not require the researcher to be in a dangerous place or meet a 
stranger face-to-face. The research will be conducted mainly in front of the 
computer equipped with internet access. 

University/institutional risks (e.g. adverse publicity, financial loss, data 
protection…)  

The research does not foresee any risk to the university. 

Financial conflicts of interest (e.g. perceived or actual with respect to direct 
payments, research funding, indirect sponsorship, board or organisational 
memberships, past associations, future potential benefits, other…) 

The research does not foresee any financial conflicts of interest.  

 

 

http://www.york.ac.uk/admin/hsas/safetynet/atoz.htm
http://www.york.ac.uk/admin/hsas/safetynet/atoz.htm
http://www.york.ac.uk/admin/hsas/safetynet/Risk%20Assessment/risk_assessment.htm
http://www.york.ac.uk/admin/hsas/safetynet/Insurance/insurance_home.htm
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2.11 Research outside the UK 

If you are planning research overseas, you should also take account of the ethical 
standards and processes of the country/countries in question as well as those of 
the University.  If the research is being conducted outside the UK please specify 
any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned 
societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations 
beyond those usual in the UK. Also specify whether there are any specific ethical 
issues raised by the local context in which you are conducting research, for 
example, particular cultural sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.   

The research uses mainly the data extracted from the Facebook. Therefore, most of 
the time, the research will be conducted in front of the computer equipped with 
internet access, and the researcher will be in the university during the research 
process. However, geographically, the data collected are originated from 
Malaysia. On this matter, the research may be subject to the country’s rules and 
regulations regarding the use of personal data. In Malaysia, such matter usually 
comes under The Personal Data Protection Act 2010 (PDPA). However, in that 
document it states that the law only applies to the processing of personal data by 
persons established in Malaysia. With regards to the universal digital data, such 
as the data uses in this research, the applicability of PDPA is blurred. 
Alternatively, the research could refer to the Facebook’s terms of agreement 
regarding the users’ publish contents. It states that when the users publish content 
or information using the Public setting, it means that they are allowing everyone, 
including people off of Facebook, to access and use that information. However, 
the research will be secured by fulfilling all the requirement of the university’s 
Code of Practice on Research Integrity and the University Data Management 
Policy.  

 

SECTION 3:  DATA PROTECTION 

Please ensure you have read the information on data protection at: 
http://www.york.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/dpa/   before you complete this section 

3.1 Does your project involve personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act): 
Yes/No. If yes, please provide a description of the data and explain why you need to 
collect this data. 

 

http://www.york.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/dpa/
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Yes. The research involves personal data in a form of users’ profile on Facebook such as 
name and profile pictures. Such data are collected as they are the interactions’ identifier, 
and the research needs them to identify and organize the flow of interactions. However, 
this personal data tend to be temporary in which they will be changed from time to time. 
It expected that at the time the research completed, these personal identifiers are no 
longer used. However, if the study find the need to change them, they will be omitted in 
the research outcome and will replace with a pseudonym whenever necessary.  

 

3.2 Does it involve sensitive personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act) : 
Yes/No.  If yes, please provide a description of the data: 

No 

3.3. If the research will involve any of the following activities, please indicate so and 
provide further details.  Explain how this will be conducted in accordance with the Data 
Protection Act (and/or any international equivalent) 

Electronic transfer of data in any form  The data will be kept mainly 
in the researcher’s computer. 
However, the data will also 
be kept in the researcher’s 
personal digital cloud for 
back-up purposes. These two 
devices will be password 
protected known only to the 
researcher. 

Sharing of data with others at University of York The researcher is the only 
person who has the access to 
the data. 

Sharing of data with other organisations No 

Export of data outside the European Union or 
importing of data from outside the UK 

N/A 

Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails 
or telephone numbers 

No 

Publication of data that might allow identification of 
individuals 

No 
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Use of audio/visual recording devices The data gathered will be in 
a form of images. The 
research will use screen-shot, 
and the data will be kept in 
the same computer.  

Use of data management system (e.g. nvivo, 
ATLAS.ti) 

No 

Data archiving The data will be kept on the 
researcher’s personal 
computer with password 
protected known only to the 
researcher. 

 

3.4. If the research will involve storing personal data on any one of the following, please 
indicate so and provide further details. 

Manual files (i.e. in paper form) No 

University computers The researcher uses mainly 
her personal computer. 
However, from time to 
time, the researcher may 
use the university’s 
computer. 

Password 
protected - Yes 

Encrypted - Yes 

Private company computers N/A Password 
protected Y/N 

Encrypted Y/N 

Home or other personal 
computers 

The information will be 
stored and managed in the 
researcher’s personal 
computer.  

Password 
protected - Yes 

Encrypted - Yes 

Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable 
disk-drives/ memory sticks 

N/A Password 
protected Y/N 

Encrypted Y/N 

Websites N/A Password 
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protected Y/N 

Encrypted Y/N 

Other For backup purposes, the 
researcher will use her 
personal digital cloud with 
password protected known 
only to the researcher to 
store the data. 

Password 
protected - Yes 

Encrypted - Yes 

 

3.5  Please explain the measures in place to ensure data confidentiality, including details 
of encryption and anonymisation. 

The data collected may include personal data such as users’ profile name and 
pictures. However, these personal data will be omitted in the research outcome and 
whenever necessary, pseudonym will be used.  

3.6  Please detail all who will have access to the data generated by the study. 

The researcher is the only person who has access to the data collected.  

 

3.7  Please detail who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by 
the study. 

The data will be kept in the researcher’s personal computer.  

 

3.8  Please give details of data storage arrangements, including where data will be stored, 
how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  
Note the university policy that “Where possible, relevant elements of research data must 
be deposited in an appropriate national or international subject-based repository, 
according to their policies. Data should be kept by the researcher in an appropriate 
manner when suitable subject repositories are not available.” 
http://www.york.ac.uk/about/departments/support-and-admin/information-
directorate/information-policy/index/research-data-management-policy/#tab-1 
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The data will be stored on the researcher’s personal computer with password 
protected. This personal computer is used solely by the researcher and the 
password is known only to the researcher. For backup purposes, the data will also 
be kept on the researcher’s personal cloud with password protected known only to 
the researcher. The raw data will be in a form of an image and the analysis data will 
be in a form of document. The data will be kept until the end of the research, and 
they will be deleted once the research is completed.  

 

SECTION 4  SIGNED UNDERTAKING  

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above 
named research project will meet the University’s Code of Practice on Research Integrity 
https://www.york.ac.uk/staff/research/governance/policies/research-code/. 

……………………………………….. (Signed Lead Researcher/Principal Investigator) 

 

……………………………………….. (Date) 

 

……………………………………….. (Signed Supervisor (where relevant)) 

 

……………………………………….. (Date)  

 

Submission Checklist for Applicants 

Send one signed hard copy  to Debbie Haverstock, Research Centre for the Social 
Sciences, University of York, 6 Innovation Close, York YO10 5ZF), and one electronic 
copy (including attachments) in one pdf file to: elmps-ethics-group@york.ac.uk 

 
 ELMPS Application form 

 
 Consent form for participants 

 
 Information Sheet for participants 

 
 ELMPS Compliance form 

mailto:elmps-ethics-group@york.ac.uk
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Appendix B: Facebook Confession Page #794 

 



220 

 

 



221 

 

 



222 

 

Appendix C: Facebook Confession Page #860 
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Appendix D: Facebook Confession Page #868 
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Appendix E: Facebook Confession Page #879 
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Appendix F: Facebook Confession Page #956 
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Appendix G: Facebook Confession Page #996 
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Appendix H: Facebook Confession Page #1072 
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Appendix I: Facebook Confession Page #1086 
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Appendix J: Facebook Confession Page #1098 
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Appendix K: Facebook Confession Page #1103 
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Appendix L: Facebook Confession Page #1106 
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Appendix M: Facebook Confession Page #1128 
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Appendix N: Facebook Confession Page #1187 
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Appendix O: Facebook Confession Page #1191 
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Appendix P: Facebook Confession Page #1633 
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Appendix Q: Facebook Confession Page #1686 
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Appendix R: Facebook Confession Page #1707 
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Appendix S: Facebook Confession Page #1773 
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Appendix T: Facebook Confession Page #5242 
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	Abstract
	How individuals identify each other through digital media and display their claims of knowledge is at the core of this study. This work contributes new insights into how participants accomplished identity work by looking at the conversational resources they use in addressing matters of identity in their interaction. The study draws on Conversation Analysis (CA), particularly conceptual work on membership categorization analysis (MCA) and epistemics for analysis. The findings based on two interrelated aspects of the data taken from Facebook Confession Pages interaction. The first concerns the features of the initial (confessional) message, and the second relates to subsequent responses on the initial message. Close examination of the initial message shows ways that identity work is initiated as it would implicate in that subsequent response messages. Two primary forms of messages were then identified on the basis of person reference: those that inform and those that inquire. In each category, the analysis demonstrates that person reference is used as interactional resource in making an epistemic claim of the referent. The person reference is contextual in that they are locally based and understood within the specific contexts of the message. Thus, it is shown that the employment of person reference in the initial message illustrates the epistemic level that author has with the referent. Accordingly, analysis of the subsequent response messages demonstrated ways in which the identity, as presented in the initial message, is identified. The analysis of the subsequent response messages offers insight into how identity works is accomplished through a collaborative commenter’s epistemic stance. Additionally, the study also examines the technological element of FCPs that assist participants in their identity work that is Facebook name. It indicates that this Facebook functionality performed various interactional works including identification work as it provides a link to the right identified referent. Overall, the finding shows that as the identity work is performed, epistemic stance is a requisite component of the interactions. It then may challenge the notions of the invisibility of identity in digital contexts.
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	Chapter 1: An Introduction to the Study
	Having been introduced to Facebook Confession Page a few years ago by my college friends, I was thankful at first because it provides a place for me and my friends to reminisce about our college life after leaving the college and live separately. The initial message on Facebook Confession Page which appears anonymous often provides scenarios of our college environment and lifestyle which makes our conversation fun and interesting. It was until I was directed to a particular message and asked whether I can recognize the author of the message based on its content that I realize Facebook Confession Page is not just about confessing, sharing a story or, like me and my friends, reminiscing our memories. People do a lot more there, and trying to identify the ‘unidentified’ author or referents are a part of it. This phenomenon eventually caught my interest. 
	Overtime, I become intrigued by how people display and share their ideas regarding one’s identity and negotiate them through the interaction. Though at times, the ideas may seem trivial or downright silly, they are doing identification. It is interesting to see how the locally contextual information is transformed into a resource of information and used to display claim of knowledge over someone or something. Accordingly, my interest in identity and identification developed.
	Research Focus

	The topic of empirical and conceptual inquiry of this study is the online interactional practices through which individuals assemble and display their knowledge concerning identity. That is how locally contextual information is utilized in the interaction with regard to identity. In particular, this study investigates how identity is presented and achieved through online interactional practices and what role the interactional context plays in the identity and identification work. 
	People may not always make explicit reference to referents in their talk, but they perform various interactional work. This interactional work linguistically identifies themselves and others. Prior research has established that certain reference terms used by speakers display their level of knowledge regarding the identity of the referents (in talk) in relation to the recipients (of talk) (Enfield & Stivers, 2007; Schegloff, 1996; Stivers, 2007). Recognitional reference terms convey an understanding that the ‘referred-to’ person is known by the recipient. Alternatively, a non- recognitional reference (non- recognition reference term) conveys that the referred-to persons are unknown. These actions of conveying known and unknown referents can be done through a range of interactional resources including referencing and describing, as well as categorization and affiliation devices. For example, an individual can be referred to not by her name but by a description such as ‘that woman who looks like a girl’. In this case, such categories like ‘gender’ (woman and girl) and ‘age’ (woman vs. girl) become relevant resources in the interaction in identifying the individual. 
	Accordingly, this study focuses on these interactional resources that online participants used in displaying their level of knowledge concerning the identity of other persons. With the help of Conversation Analysis (CA), and particularly conceptual work on membership categorization analysis (MCA) and epistemics, it explores how participants in Facebook Confession Pages claim access to particular kinds of knowledge to accomplish identity work. This would make this study the first to use these methods on Facebook Confession Pages to study the issues of identity. Therefore, it can be argued that the outcomes will be valuable in adding knowledge to the study of online interactions.
	(Defining) Identity and Identification

	In this study, identity is view as something that emerges from interactions and not a static feature of an individual. This means identity is recognized through an individual’s actions and interactions with others in a given context (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006). It is something that participants enact at a ‘micro’ level as they engage in positioning themselves and others. So, it involves “active processes of identification and self- understanding, seeking or eschewing commonality, connectedness and groupness” (Leppänen, Kytölä, Jousmäki, Peuronen, & Westinen, 2014, p. 112). As such, one’s identity depends on how he/ she defines him/ herself as well as how other people recognize him/ her in such situations. It is only because of this recognition as a certain kind of person, in a given context, that one’s particular traits, such as being a student, are recognized and identified. 
	Identity then is referring to specific identifications of persons in a particular context in the interaction. Accordingly, identification refers to the practices of identifying the relevant aspect of persons in that particular context in the interaction. As such, the practices of identification are always context- dependent. People identify other persons in a variety of ways (through name or descriptions), on different occasions (i.e., among friends, with stranger), and with different purposes at hand (i.e., to inform, to request). In other words, identity is not merely an ‘individual attribute or role but an “emergent feature” of social interactions’ (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006, p. 50). Identity and identification then constituted the practical actions of everyday life which are produced in relation to what is known and understood within the interactional context. For that reason, this study is oriented to the practical actions of everyday lives in which identity and identification are seen as something that participants enact at a micro level as they interact with each other. This may involve, for example, making relevant something that can be weakly linked, rather than bound, to a particular category such as membership of certain category (e.g. the faculty of language) being ‘good in writing’. The concept of identity and identification is given detailed consideration in identity work in Chapters 4 and 5.
	Facebook Confession Pages

	The popular online ‘confessions’ sites on Facebook are the subject of the present study. Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) are Facebook community pages, often unofficially linked to certain colleges and universities. A distinctive feature of these confession pages is that students openly confess about anything or reveal secrets to their respective communities in a sort of ‘de-identified’ manner. FCPs present a unique configuration in which they are managed by an administrator who sets up an external web form (e.g., SurveyMonkey and Google form) via which anybody may submit content without providing any personal information such as a name. The administrator then decides which confessions to post on the page where others in the community can view them and respond.  The responses are via identifiable Facebook comments and likes – messages that include the writer’s name - thus it makes FCPs semi-anonymous Facebook pages. Additionally, Facebook functions such as name-tagging and notification play a significant role in FCPs as they require user’s online usernames. It is through these functions that messages on FCPs are spread and gain attention from other Facebook users, so that they can respond to the messages. Consequently, these identifying functions of Facebook are significant for further interaction on FCPs, eventhough the earlier (initial) messages on FCPs are anonymous. This is what sets FCPs apart from other Facebook pages.
	It should be remembered, however, that although most FCPs are linked to a particular college or university, they are not officially associated with their respective colleges or universities. A page can be started by anyone as long as they are willing to act as a page administrator. While there are assumptions that the administrator comes from the respective college’s community, for most FCPs this has never been confirmed. The administrator remains anonymous. In some FCPs, administrators even ‘playfully’ dissociate themselves from the college or university while using the respective college or university logo or acronym. For instance, an FCP is known as ‘UKM confession’ is associated with the Malaysia National University (in Malay called Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia) due to the acronym that is used as well as its community members. However, instead of directly identify itself with the university, the administrator defines it as U- Know- Me which can be translated as ‘you know me’ (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ pg/ ukmconfess/about/?ref=page_internal). 
	As FCPs often target a local community, such as a university, this makes it more personal. As Morris et al. (2010) claim, people, even in anonymous situations, are likely to express their feeling to their social networks, instead of the wider public because they believe their network is reputable and more accepting of their expressions. At the same time, they seek personalized or contextualized knowledge, which their networks are likely to provide due to the common background they share. A similar situation has been observed in the data set of this current study. Participant’s actions (confessing, responding, identifying etc.) are concerned with, and bound to, their offline social networks. FCPs become a ‘local’ place to vocalize certain opinions or topics. Consequently, FCPs are used not only to confess but also for other actions such as complaining, ranting, informing, recruiting help to locate someone or something, and many more. The actions are targeted to the local audiences who share common background knowledge.  Additionally, due to the ‘anonymous’ nature of the message, FCPs can be a perfect place to express all of the opinions that users otherwise might not share. 
	Accordingly, sometimes, the messages on FCPs could cause quite a stir due to the raunchy nature of the ‘confessions’ (Houlihan & Houlihan, 2014). For instance, a message by HELP University student saying that he had ‘contaminated’ the sauce at Chee Cheong fun stall and this had an unexpected outcome (Leong, 2013). As outlandish as the claim was, the after effect caused the Chee Cheong fun stall near the college to be empty for a couple of months. Although the message did not mention the name of the stall or explain how the person contaminated the sauce, the readers made their own deductions based on the bits of information available in the message. Clearly, FCPs is a place where the students are likely to turn to express their feelings, share their experiences or just gossip. Therefore, it would be advantageous to this study to use Facebook Confession Pages as a starting point to think about the details of identity and identification in online interaction. Furthermore, there is no other study that has used FCPs to study identity work. As we will see later on in the literature review in chapter two, few studies have used FCPs and they were more concerned with opinion mining and sentiment analysis (Barari, 2015; Birnholtz, Merola, & Paul, 2015; Yeo & Chu, 2017b). They examine the patterns of language use in the pages to determine the users’ opinions and feelings. This study then will be the first one that uses FCPs to study identity and identification in online interaction. Therefore, it would be expected that the outcomes will bring more knowledge on a range of issues in the study of online interaction particularly in relation to online identity work.
	Research Methodology

	The research methodology for this study draws on Conversation Analysis (CA), and the related methodological approaches of membership categorization analysis (MCA) and epistemics (Heritage, 2011; Heritage, 2012b; Heritage, 2012c). The rationale to use these approaches is because their utility for studying the process of interaction have been well demonstrated (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). While both CA and MCA derive from the lectures of Harvey Sacks (1992) and can thus be seen as part of the same analytical enterprise, the two approaches are concerned with different phenomena (Stokoe, 2012). MCA’s primary interest is in how participants orient to identity in a talk (Stokoe, 2012), while the primary analytic focus of CA is on sequentiality (Schegloff, 2007c). CA was originally developed to study talk- in-interaction, but it has been profitably applied to various aspects of computer-mediated communication (CMC) (Antaki, Ardevol, Nunez, & Vayreda, 2006; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Herring, 1999; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013; Reed, 2001). These studies provide perspectives on people’s use of the basic interactional tools such as turn- taking, and the sequential placement of messages in CMC as people construct their activities. As the goal of CA is to discover the common-sense understandings and procedures people use to shape their conduct in particular interactional settings (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999), it is relevant for this study to utilize it to examine the sequential unfolding of Facebook Confession Pages interaction. 
	Also, CA is utilized because it supports the analysis of data collected from naturally-  occurring situations such as everyday conversations or telephone calls, rather than experiments or surveys (ten Have, 2007b). In this study, the data are naturally-generated data collected from Facebook Confession Pages. FCPs do not require ‘login in’ in order to view the interactions, instead the pages are open to anyone whether they have a Facebook account or not. However, they need a Facebook account to be a follower of the page and to respond to the messages. Since I am already a Facebook user, I became a follower of the FCPs chosen for the study. This gave me more benefits such as receiving notifications when there was a new message in the pages, though, it was not necessary for me to receive notifications because I searched for the ‘complete’ interactions where the identity work had been completed. The interactions were ‘screen-shot’ (visually recorded), which includes every element of the interaction without any changes. 
	The CA approach is beneficial to this study as it is concerned with the sequential organization of interaction, which details how interactions on FCPs can be understood. Often online conversations are categorised into either asynchronous or synchronous (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999); (Gibson, 2009). In asynchronous conversations, interaction takes place at different times.  For instance, email messages are an asynchronous conversation that is, there is a delay between sending the message and receiving a response. Synchronous conversations, on the other hand, take place in real time. In online chatting, for example, users join the chat room and participate in an ongoing interaction. However, there are claims that synchronous conversation cannot really take place in online interaction because the process of message transmission is not synchronous with message production (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). This happens as, during the online interactions, the actual message production process is available only to the person composing the message. It is only the posted (completed) messages that are available synchronously to all online participants. So rather than synchronous, some scholars considered these interactions ‘quasi-synchronous’ conversations (Castro, 2007; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Giles, Stommel, Paulus, Lester, & Reed, 2015; Reed & Ashmore, 2000). It is also due to this that the sequencing of utterances in online conversation differs from typical interactions (face-to-face interactions), hence the online interactions may appear disorganized (disrupted turn adjacency) due to the technical arrangements of the messages (Herring, 1999). Yet, interaction in social networking such as FCPs could be the combination of synchronous (or quasi-synchronous) and asynchronous conversation. The initial message (anonymous) may be asynchronous, in the sense that it was composed earlier before posted on FCPs by the administrator. As for the response messages, they could be (quasi-) synchronous if users interact in a real-time, and they can also be asynchronous if they occurred in delayed-time, especially if the user used the Facebook name-tagging function to notify another user. The tagged person may take some time to respond to the message. As the synchronous interaction continues, the participant’s choice about when and where to take turns affects the placement of messages and hence their sequential position and context.  However, in certain situations, Facebook software allows users to decide where to take a turn which then makes the interaction appear synchronous even though in reality, it is asynchronous. This sequential context is critical for the interpretation of messages in FCPs. Fortunately, in CA, sentences and utterances are viewed not merely as social interactions between people. They are understood as actions situated in a specific context and designed with specific attention to the context. This, in turn, provides insight for this study in understanding the interactions in FCPs and from here, to analyse the interactions. 
	Related to this, MCA and epistemics allowed this study to approach what people understand. While MCA centre on how people orient to identity, epistemics refer to a stance that people display in relation to other concerning some particular information such as the identity, and where they stand in relation to the right to the information. Together, they help to explain how the interactional practices performed by participants carry out certain actions such as identification (through guessing for example). Given that CA’s “analytic purpose is not to explain why people act as they do, but rather to explicate how they do it”  (ten Have, 2007a, p. 9), it is well suited for the purpose of this study that is to see how identity work is accomplished in online interaction and specifically in FCPs. 
	Further, it is important to note that in studying the issue of identity, this study focuses on the interaction itself, rather than giving the most attention to the medium. It would be controversial however for this study to claim that the medium of interaction did not impact the action produced. As a medium of interaction, Facebook Confession Pages allow such interactions like an online confession to take placed and help disseminate it to a wider audience. So, the medium is indirectly influencing the interaction. But, the analysis of this study focuses on the way participants interaction works towards identification, that is how they make claims and display knowledge concerning identity information. This knowledge access, in a way, is not influenced or determined by the medium of interaction. The analysis of the various conversational devices (membership category, person reference) that participants used in this study demonstrate their local knowledge based on their personal relationship with each other. So, although the medium provides an ‘overt’ identity (e.g., in a form of name profile, pictures, etc.), that is not the concern of this study. Though in certain situations, participants’ interaction is assisted by the medium in performing certain actions such as the use of Facebook usernames. As in later analysis in Chapters five and six, the use of the Facebook username is prominent, however, the focus of the analyses is on the detailed description of the actual procedures that participants use in their talk rather than on the affordance of the medium. This lends the analysis relevance far beyond the online context.
	Overview of Chapters

	The structure of the thesis is as follows. This first chapter introduces the study. This includes the research focus and the rationale for the research methodology. This chapter also introduces Facebook Confession Pages and their related information.
	Chapter 2 consists of two parts. In the first, it provides a review of existing literature regarding computer- mediated communication and indicates the area of enquiry that has received considerable attention in the study that is identity. It discusses studies where the focus has been on online interaction. A special section discusses studies of Facebook using Conversation Analysis. This is to show how this study differs from earlier work in the way that it focuses on the participants’ actions in the interactions themselves. Then, another section discusses studies that have already been done on Facebook Confession Pages which not necessarily used Conversation Analysis. This is to show the gap in the literature which this study intends to fill. To understand the way that this study adapted conversation analysis and the related approaches to the study of Facebook Confessions pages, it is necessary to provide methodological literature. This is included in the literature review, and then the specifics of its adaptation – premised upon the technical features of FCPs – given in the methodological chapter.  
	Chapter 3 offers a more detailed description of the methodological considerations of the thesis. It introduces Facebook and Facebook Confession Pages so that to understand the differences between these two as Facebook Confession Pages is data set used in this study. The chapter describes specific details of the technical features of Facebook. Also, it explains how data were collected and managed, and how ethical issues were managed. 
	Chapter 4 is the first of three data analysis chapters that use CA and MCA to analyse Facebook Confession Pages interaction, with each chapter addressing a different element of the interaction.  The analysis in Chapter 4 specifically looks at the initial messages without the response messages which are later analysed in Chapter 5. The reason for this chapter to focus only on the initial messages is to provide an understanding of how the initial message frames the topic of subsequent interactions should they occur later. So, this chapter demonstrates how writers of the initial (anonymous) messages strategically display their knowledge in relation to the identity of the referent(s) of their messages. Analysis of selected initial messages shows how interactional devices such as person reference reflect participants’ levels of knowledge in relation to the referent(s). Essentially, this chapter looks at the coherence of the initial messages and how they were constructed. This analysis helps situate the later analysis of the response messages in Chapter 5.
	Continuing from the analysis in Chapter 4, Chapter 5 explores another element of the Facebook Confession Pages interaction that is the response messages. This chapter will show how the audience took up the identity work set off in the initial messages. Accordingly, the analysis in this chapter demonstrates ways in which the referent, as presented in the initial message, is ‘identified’. It also shows how identity work is accomplished through a collaborative commenter’s epistemic work.
	The final data analysis chapter, Chapter 6, looks at a particular element in the Facebook Confession Pages interaction which is the ‘Facebook name’.  It explores the use of this element in the interaction and how participants exploit it in their identity work. 
	The final chapter summarizes the findings from the previous chapters. This chapter also discusses the findings in relation to their implications for the methodologies of conversation analysis, membership categorization analysis and epistemics.
	Chapter 2: Literature Review
	Introduction

	This chapter reviews the literature that sets the context for and has informed this study. It begins with a brief exploration of the relationship between the Computer- mediated Communication and language, focusing particularly on the kinds of language use in online interactional practices. As a means of managing and forming impressions online, studies of CMC language lay the groundwork for this later study on identity and identification. 
	In face- to- face communication, people read visual as well as audible cues about one another, and based on these they form judgments about the social identity of their interlocutor. Communication and interaction nowadays, however, have gone beyond the usual face- to- face communication. Social media is a relatively new way of communicating. Since the first development of a social media site (SixDegrees.com) 20 years ago, various social media platforms have emerged, and they have quickly come to be central to our culture. People meet and get to know each other online without necessarily meeting and knowing each other offline. But without the cues on which we always used to rely - body language, the tone of voice, eye contact etc, how can how can one be identified through this sort of interaction? Specifically, how does social identity emerge in an interaction between people in one particular form of CMC such as Facebook?  
	Many studies on CMC have explored this issue and often language becomes the main focus to analyse identity online. It is through language, or specifically conversation, that people reveal who they are; through their style of communication, the make claims to a certain identity, etc. I will look at some of these studies later in understanding this general issue. Some of these studies on online identity have also used the Conversation Analysis (CA), an approach to studying the social organization of everyday conduct (ten Have, 2007b). CA is concerned with how individuals engage through speech and language to make sense of their surroundings. In that sense, language is a tool of interaction to be used to engage in social action (Stivers, Enfield, & Levinson, 2007), hence CA’s suitability for this study of online identity. Therefore, I propose to study how identity emerges in non- subject specific interaction on CMC, particularly on Facebook, using CA. The remainder of this chapter will be arranged as stated below.
	The chapter has two main sections. In the first, I will review the literature on computer- mediated- communication and related topics, such as social identity. This will include studies that have used CA in their approach. The second section will focus on CA as a methodological approach, exploring several CA- related approaches necessary for this study. 
	The first section, then, begins with a brief review of the literature on Computer- Mediated Communication (CMC) studies in general, with particular attention given to studies of language and the internet, exploring various trajectories and showing how these studies have attempted to address and manipulate some of the limitations claimed to exist in CMC. After this, the issue of identity on the internet is examined. This has a direct relationship with the objectives of this thesis since it looks at how identity and identification occur in online interactions. Reviewing selected literature on this issue will help to highlight what is and what is not known about the issue, in relation to this study. The chapter also looks at a CA approach to identity, and selected literature on social identity categories will be reviewed and discussed, prior to an overview of CA studies of CMC in general, which will give a better idea of how CA (which originally developed as the study of face- to- face interaction) is used in studies of other communication media, and particularly online interaction. Finally, this section briefly reviews studies of Facebook that have used CA, which establishes the legitimacy of Facebook as a conversational medium, like other Computer-  mediated-  communication (CMC) and justifies this study’s focus on Facebook. 
	The second part of the chapter reviews the methodological literatures used by this study. Although, as mentioned above, CA is the primary method used here, there are several other approaches that originated in CA, such as Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA), person reference and epistemics, and these provide a more comprehensive and powerful analytic toolkit with which relationships between people can be understood (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998b; Hester & Eglin, 1997; Sacks, 1992; Schegloff, 2007a). Together, they will be utilized in this study along with CA per se. Consequently, they merit further discussion here, with particular reference to how they may inform and address the objective of this study. 
	Studies of Computer- Mediated- Communication

	This section provides a general overview of studies of Computer- Mediated- communication (CMC), a general term used to describe any form of communication via the medium of a computer. So for example, Thurlow et al. (2004, p. 83) define it as “communication that takes place between human beings via the instrumentality of computers”. A comprehensive definition was given by December (1996, p. 1), 
	“Internet- based, computer- mediated communication involves information exchange that takes place on the global, cooperative collection of networks using the TCP/ IP protocol suite and the client-  server model for data communication. Messages may undergo a range of time and distribution manipulations and encode a variety of media types. The resulting information content exchanged can involve a wide range of symbols people use for communication.”
	Important aspects of this more technical description include the idea that CMC involves ‘time and distribution manipulations'. It is also important to note that such communication involves various media types, from sound to video, to text. Finally, the ‘range of symbols’ include forms of symbolic language not seen in more mundane forms of communication. This includes pseudo- identity conventions, such as usernames, which are different from the ‘given names' of the people undertaking the communication. 
	CMC refers to communication produced and displayed through networked computer. Other terms used to describe communication via computer include ‘Computer-  mediated discourse’ (Herring & Androutsopoulos, 2015, p. 127) and ‘electronic discourse’ (Meredith & Potter, 2014). The nature of CMC varies depending on the technical properties of the CMC system used. Originally, most CMC are text-  based (Thurlow et al., 2004) such as e-  mail, chat/ instant messaging, text messaging. However, with the development of more advanced CMC technology, textual CMC has been supplemented by graphical, audio and video communication (Haimson & Tang, 2017). Therefore, the variety of terms used to refer to this similar type of communication is to show a concern with understanding ‘communication' as ‘discourse'. They also distinguish ‘the language and language use' in conversation in computer networked environment (Herring 2015 p.127). The claim that text-  based CMC could be viewed analytically as a conversation was controversial since it is not produced orally or received auditorily like speech (Herring, 2011). However, as the uses and study of CMC have grown, this view has become more accepted.
	A dominant theme within this range of concerns is the manner in which we might talk about ‘conversation’ on CMC. Researchers have explored whether, and in what ways, CMC interaction differs from face-  to-  face interaction (Baron, 2004; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Walther, 2012). For example, spoken discourse is considered synchronous in the sense in which the communication occurs in real time. The process of communication begins with a speaker composing a message and a recipient hearing the message at the same time. However, in CMC, communication can occur synchronously or asynchronously (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003), in the sense that this ‘real time’ recipiency is lost. Chatroom conversations, for example, have been considered a synchronous form of communication because participants communicate with others by writing and reading their own and others’ messages in real time. In this way text ‘chat’ seems similar to spoken discourse, since the communication potentially happens in real time (Giles et al., 2015). But other scholars (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003) suggest that although chatroom conversations occur in real time, they are less synchronous compared to spoken discourse. This is because the message takes time to be composed before it can be sent. A message is posted sequentially along with other messages sent by other participants in the chatroom. The order in which the messages are posted is governed by hardware constraints and server speed, although participants might type and send them at the same time. Consequently, there is a short delay between composition, input, and appearance on the screen (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003). For that reason, analysts of CMC have recently begun to refer to this communication condition as ‘quasi-  synchronous’ (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Gibson, 2013; Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014; Vandergriff, 2013) because the nature of CMC communication is different from spoken discourse in that construction and transmission are done separately, and cannot be monitored, nor can there be immediate synchronous feedback as in spoken interaction (Meredith, 2017). 
	Conversely, asynchronous communication refers to conversations that take place across time delays, such as e- mail and bulletin boards (Crystal, 2006). Unlike synchronous communication, this type of communication does not require a recipient to be present during message sending by the sender. Thus, messages are sent sequentially and may remain unread for hours, days, or months. This is similar to a conventional ‘letter’ sent through the post where there is a delay between sending the message and receiving a response. 
	Another element of conversation on CMC that concern analysts are in terms of language use. They explain the nature of language use in CMC, as either more like spoken or written discourse. Early studies on this matter considered the language used in CMC is unsuitable for interactional studies because the combination of written and oral styles of communication make it appears to be complex and distant from conventional spoken or written discourse (Herring, 1999). This assumption, however, is rejected as there are many studies showing that CMC interaction is productive despite its complexity (Baym, 1996; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003). Some researchers treat it as a new form of language which is unique, rather than comparing it with spoken or written discourse. Crystal (2006, p. 238), for example, characterizes CMC as neither spoken-  writing nor written-  speech. Unlike traditional writing, he argues, CMC has certain distinguishing characteristics, like emoticons and abbreviations. He claims that the main ways it is different from face- to- face interaction are the lack of such features as simultaneous feedback and overlaps, and the lack of prosodic, paralinguistic and kinetic features. Some researchers even coined a new term such as ‘netspeak’ (Crystal, 2006), ‘text-  speak’ (Carrington, 2004) and ‘digitalk’ (Turner, 2010) to distinguish CMC language from spoken and written discourse. Netspeak and textspeak refer to a combination and manipulation of written and conversational languages produce in different digital technology settings. Netspeak refers to the use of language in the internet communication such as Internet Relay Chat (IRC) or blogs, and textspeak refers text- language use in the cell phone for Short Messaging Services (SMS) for instance. What the terms netspeak and textspeak share conceptually is an attention to the written nature of the language used in these settings. Whereas digitalk views ‘talking’ as the driving force behind the communication and it encompasses the wide variety of digital technologies (phone, Internet, computer, PDA) that allow for this exchange. Regardless of the variety in the terminology, however, all these terms pointed to ‘the language and language use’ in talking or interaction via CMC. Accordingly, it shows that such language is the best form of communication for communicating via CMC in the sense in which the language is produced on CMC, although it may not in accordance to conventional spoken or written discourse.  
	This tendency to treat CMC as distinct from spoken and written discourse, however, has been condemned by some other researchers (Androutsopoulos, 2006; Benwell & Stokoe, 2010). Studies suggest that the formation of new words, structures, and styles of expression on CMC is to overcome the communicative limitations of CMC (Hassan, Hashim, & Phillip, 2012; Rafi, 2014; Riva & Galimberti, 1998). In referring to this type of language, some authors have described how interactional moves such as ‘emoticons’ or smileys (e.g., ☺, ^_^) are used to convey an emotional state and attitudinal intention of the writer to compensate for the lack of expressive features like those used in face-  to-  face interaction, in CMC (Crystal, 2006; Markman & Oshima, 2007; Tan, 2009; Werry, 1996). Additionally, Markman and Oshima’s (2007) examination of cultural variation in the use of a smiley emoticon, found that the Japanese form, Kaomoji, had a much wider range of uses than smiley. These findings suggest that rather than creating ‘a new language’, CMC users have found ways of adapting to its lack of physical and contextual cues.  
	Closely related, researchers have been concerned with how the technological features or affordances of CMC may shape discourse and interaction (Herring, 2007; Herring, 2011; Hutchby, 2001b; Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014). The concept of affordances suggests that the way a person interacts with an object is not only related to its physical properties but also to social norms and rules. Affordance, therefore, basically refers to properties or relationships that emerge through the interaction between people and a particular object (Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014). Indeed, CMC is not the first technological medium of interaction that has been studied. Earlier research (Schegloff, 1979) has looked at communication through the telephone and how the device affects the interaction. For example, Schegloff's (1979) description of the telephone ring as the first pair part of a summons- answer adjacency pair offers a crucial insight that demonstrates how the communication device is incorporated into the interactional work. In a more recent study of mobile phone users, Arminen and Leinonen (2006) observed that the availability of caller ID allows recipients to tailor their answers accordingly, depending on whether or how well they know the caller and whether the caller ID is blocked. These studies are of course not directly related to CMC, but they do offer an indication of the adaptability of discourse and interaction into different technological formats and devices.
	According to Walther (2012), the main concern in studies of CMC is how communicators adapt language to electronic text, how the reintroduction of certain visual cues in mediated communication helps ground collaborations and alters the language. Researchers want to see how CMC users are able to adapt everyday conversational rules as needed and apply new ones that better fit the medium (Anderson, Beard, & Walther, 2010). For instance, based on dyadic conversations typed into Instant Messenger (IM), Baron (2004) explores users’ conversation management strategies and how these become conventions among users. Her analysis shows that IM users incorporate the typical features of spoken conversation such as turn- taking, without nonverbal accompaniments or simultaneous interactions by breaking up a turn into segments. These segments are sent in temporal proximity but not simultaneously, so that receivers recognize that the turn has not yet ended. An example from (Baron, 2004, pp. 410–411) is as below:
	1. Gale: hey I gotta run
	2. Sally: Okay.
	3. Sally: I’ll ttyl?
	4. Gale: gotta do errands.
	5. Gale: yep!!
	6. Sally: Okay.
	In this conversational closing, instead of composing one longer turn, both interlocutors breaks their turn into segments. Note that Gale does not respond to Sally's question in line 3 until after she has finished constructing another turn which is related to her previous turn in line 4. This, however, does not affect Sally's understanding as we can see she responds appropriately to Gale in line 6 after gale gave her answer.  
	A relevant thing to note in this example is the use of some sort of shorthand ‘ttyl' (talk to you later) by Sally (line 3). This type of ‘language' is another common feature adapt by communicators to electronic text. This language is not discussed specifically by Baron in her study, but a number of studies have explored its emergence in the text-  communication (Carrington, 2004; Nishimura, 2003; Turner, 2010).  This type of language involves a manipulation of standard spellings, shortens text to the minimum syllable length, usually with the removal of vowels (for example, ‘thanks’ becomes THX). Articles and conjunctions such as ‘the’ and ‘and’ are often dropped and common phrases become acronyms (ROFL is ‘rolling on the floor laughing’). Other features include the substitution of numbers for graphemic units such as ‘4’ substitutes for ‘for’. According to Carrington (2004), it is inappropriate to dismiss this ‘language’ as simply a shorthand and inferior form of ‘real’ text in the sense that it reflects quite different functions and conditions of use than those involved in interactions around real textual forms. Originally, this language emerges to accommodate the character limitation set by the technological devices such as Short Messaging Service (SMS) that leads to brevity. In order to convey meaning, brevity requires some degree of directness, hence the shortened text and the use of emoticons is a way to extend meaning in a constrained context. Therefore, this economy of language usage is not random instead it a language format with a strong social function. As such, users introduce yet more conventions, abbreviations, and phrases which are rather necessary adaptations (Rafi, 2014).
	A main interest of CMC is when people interact through online multi-  party contexts, such as in chat rooms or forums (Herring, 1999; van Gass, 2008). In these multi-  party interaction environments, participants may not know each other in the offline world prior to joining the interaction (Hutchby, 2001b), and  researchers are interested in how people manage this sort of  interaction, often  focussing on how speech-  exchange systems in such interactions differ from spoken conversation (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999); how people have adapted face- to- face conversation practices to interact effectively online (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Rintel, Mulholland, & Pittam, 2001); and how sequential and interactional coherence is maintained across multiparty interactions (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Herring, 1999). Terms like addressivity have been introduced by Werry (1996) to denote the act of addressing employed by Internet Relay Chat (IRC) users to catch an addressee’s attention when new utterances are initiated. Rutter and Smith (1998) highlight a similar action in newsgroup interactions. They found that not only were those who posted and read the messages highly aware of the implications of addressing persons within a posting, but they also employed a range of addressivity techniques to make their messages inferentially rich. Another study noted that not only does addressivity ease interactional coherence, but also that in a multiparty interaction where visual cues are absent, its usage becomes more prominent (Halbe, (2012).
	Recently, there is an upsurge of a new type of CMC known as live streaming which combined a live video and audiences’ participation. Essentially, live streaming is an upgrade version of the older CMC such as IRC and video sharing. Many social networking sites upgrade their platform to allow live streaming and participation such as Facebook Live, Snapchat, Periscope, Youtube and Twitch. There are at least four reasons why this latest CMC is gaining popularity that is engagement, immediacy, interactive, and sociality (Haimson & Tang, 2017; Hamilton, Garretson, & Kerne, 2014; Lu, Xia, Heo, & Wigdor, 2018). According to Haimson and Tang (2017), these four elements of live streaming make interaction in CMC more engaging. The ability to respond to the video, get an immediate response from the streamer and interact with other audiences give users full experience of the ongoing an event. One thing worth to be highlighted is that interaction in CMC goes beyond language. It can be an action such as ‘like’ (Haimson & Tang, 2017; Kashian, Jang, Shin, Dai, & Walther, 2017), ‘heart’ (Aisyah & Yun Jin, 2017; Haimson & Tang, 2017) or ‘gift’ (Lu et al., 2018). These actions which are done through specific features provided by the mediated-platform claimed to be useful in filling the social gap caused by the language barrier (Aisyah & Yun Jin, 2017). In a study of Korea artist live streaming, Aisyah and Yun Jin (2017) find such actions like ‘heart’ and ‘like’ counting could give the fans from the various background a better viewing experience. Particularly among international fans who do not understand the language used by the streamer, the ‘actions’ compensated the language barrier and allow them to participate in the live streaming. 
	So far, then, I have shown the concern towards CMC conversation, whether it can be considered as discourse or not. CMC scholars have shown the adaptability of language and social action to accommodate the lack of physical and contextual cues of CMC mediums. Instead of emphasizing too much on technology, they acknowledge the social factors which might impact people’s use of language. Studies have also shown that CMC users are able to adapt everyday interactionl rules as needed and apply new ones that better fit the medium. As such, research on CMC has explored online discourse as designedly interactional, which has resulted in a number of studies which examine the outcomes of online interactional practices. 
	Studies of Social Identity in Computer- Mediated- Communication

	Identity is another key area in CMC research. Earlier internet scholars tended to highlight instances in which online spaces provided unique opportunities for identity exploration through the representation of multiple identities  (Boyd & Heer, 2006; Turkle, 1996; Turkle, 1999). This sort of research shows how both anonymous and less anonymous environments, such as Multi-  User Dungeons (MUDs), Chat Rooms, Bulletin Boards, and Internet dating sites allow individuals to create and play with identities (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; Gibbs, Ellison, & Heino, 2006; Yurchisin, Watchravesringkan, & Mccabe, 2005). Often, people used a nickname to represent their identity, reinventing themselves by selectively hiding their real identities while revealing the desired personal identity cues (Danet, Ruedenberg-Wright, & Rosenbaum-Tamari, 1997). ten Have (2000) examined the significance of nicknames in finding a chat partner online, explaining that nicknames could give identity information to a potential chat partner in initiating a conversation. This is because, often, nicknames illustrate one’s background such as gender and ethnic group. 
	Studies of online identities in CMC have had mixed results. A study by Collins‐Jarvis (1997) suggested that users are not necessarily interested in exploiting or creating a new identity online as they believe that using their real name lends more accountability, meaning that their message will be taken more seriously. However, another study suggested that although they are not necessarily disconnected from people’s offline lives and contexts, new identities are created online (Baym, 2005). It happens as online selves are constructed depending on the norms and contexts within which they are constructed. So that though the online identities are real, they are not fully represented users' offline selves. Compared to face- to- face communication, text- only CMC reveals less personal information, and this gives an opportunity to some people for identity play, deception and other behaviours divorced from social context. The removal of physical and social cues giving an opportunity for some people to construct their desired identities (Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002). 
	 Relatedly, the absence of physical cues in CMC would make us simply assume that the medium is gender- neutral since social traits such as gender, race, ethnicity, age, or other features such as height or tone of voice, are invisible. But research on online interaction shows differently as many studies have shown that there are differences between men and women online (Herring, 2000). Research on identity and gender communication on CMC for example, suggests that there are differences in participation patterns and discourse styles of males and females online (Dresner & Herring, 2010; Herring, 2000; Herring & Martinson, 2004; Herring & Stoerger, 2014; Kapidzic & Herring, 2011; Panyametheekul & Herring, 2003; Supun, Ciampaglia, Su, & Ahn, 2017). The linguistic features that signal gender in CMC interaction are found to be more or less similar to those used in face to face interaction, in which some behaviours correlate more with female users and others with males. Herring (2000) and Smith et al. (1997) found that politeness is one common means through which gender can be seen in CMC. Compared to men, women are more likely to thank, appreciate and apologize, and to be upset by violations of politeness. In term of discourse style, female users are found to be more expressive and supportive than male users (Fox, Bukatko, Hallahan, & Crawford, 2007; Herring, 2000; Kapidzic & Herring, 2011). 
	A number of studies have also found that male and female users use language differently online. Abusive language and sarcasm among male users occur frequently, while female users tend to be more affectionate, especially with the use of first-  person pronouns and showing personal feelings during interaction (Herring & Martinson, 2004; Herring & Stoerger, 2014; Savicki, Kelley, & Lingenfelter, 1996). Baron (2010) also found that the way a single turn in a message was broken up into small segments is different between male and female users of Instant Messenger (IM). Grammatically, male users' patterns resemble breaks in spoken language with a tendency to begin the next subsequent turn with a conjunction, and female break patterns were more similar to breaks in written language in which the next subsequent turn begins with the independent clause.   
	Another study by Herring and Martinson (2004) looked at how users perform a different gender online. Using synchronous text chat logs for public identity- games, they examined the language that participants invoke to display gender online, and the behavioural cues to which co- participants attend in assessing others’ real- life gender. Given that participants cannot see or hear each other in the game, participants have to portray their ‘assigned’ gender textually. In turn, co- participants make gender identity assumptions based on the how someone’s gender is portrayed. The results showed some interesting findings concerning gender- linked language where contestants produce stereotypical content when attempting to pass as the opposite gender, as well as persisting in giving off stylistic cues to their real- life gender at the level of words and sentences. The study revealed that men did slightly better at reflecting female microlinguistics in their portrayal of women by using as many female language forms as they did male language. Women, on the other hand, were found to have slight difficulty pretending to be males, even though they discussed male- stereotypical topics. 
	This finding was duplicated in Palomares and Lee (2010) study of individuals’ gendered chat avatars. The study concerned whether men and women would linguistically assimilate a virtual gender identity that was randomly assigned to them. Similar to the Herring and Martinson  study, this study found that women have slight difficulty in using male-  typical language and also showed that gender-  matched avatars increase the likelihood of the use of gender-  typical language. This shows that although it is possible to construct a different gender identity online, the unconscious use of gendered discourse styles can reveal someone’s actual gender even when they are performing a different gender and trying not to give off any gender cues. 
	Recently, another study is conducted on how gender is associated with the nature of conversation in CMC. Using a social game-streaming platform, Supun et al. (2017) analyze the live chat messages log quantitatively using language exploratory analysis. They find female streamers receive significantly more objectifying comments such as their physicality, while male streamers receive more game- related comments. Further, they also show that the audiences’ choice of channels is also strongly gendered that is they choose to watch and comment on the channels based on their gender. Overall, the study suggests that gendered conversation and objectification is prevalent in social game-streaming platform, and most users produce strongly gendered messages.
	A related area in the study of identity has been that of shifting and multiple identities that are indexed in the act of speaking different linguistic varieties (Hassan & Hashim, 2009), whether they are code- switching languages or style- shifting language. In the area of code-  switching, Myers-Scotton (1993) states that a change in code might signal a different identity in which the switch indexes a different set of social rights and obligations that the speaker proposes to apply in that particular interaction. Studies of code- switching in CMC support this claim. For instance, Hassan and Hashim (2009) found a variety of code-  switching occurred among Malaysian internet users, as they moved between English and Malay, Chinese, Tamil and the indigenous languages of Malaysia in interaction. This switching not only overcomes contextual constraints such as lack of words or expressions but also affirms their membership of a particular group, shows their allegiances and conveys a common identity. Similarly, Tsiplakou (2009) argued that language switching in online interaction forms part of participants' performativity, allowing individuals to generate group solidarity.  
	In another study, Montes-Alcalá (2007) claimed that code-  switching is often performed by those who are bilingual. Her exploration of this phenomena on Spanish-  English weblogs found that despite the social stigma of mixing both languages in oral production, such stigma does not seem to obtain in informal written interaction such as weblogs (Tsiplakou, 2009). In fact, Montes-Alcalá found that code-  switching is perceived as a valid strategy for bloggers to show off their superior expressiveness with languages. At the same time, this indicates sufficient cultural knowledge in each language for them to be able to manipulate both stylistic and communicative effect. Halim and Maros (2014) concur with this finding through their examination of status updates posted by bilingual users on Facebook. They argue that for users to able to switch languages, they need to be fully competent not only in the languages they use but also in their cultural context. Only then can users manipulate the language to serve both their communicative and stylistic objectives. These studies, therefore, claim to show that code- switching is a way to show cultural identity as much as language.  
	Additionally, code- switching and style- shifting languages play a part in enabling a multiplicity of representations of identity online. A number of studies find that the ability to switch and shift languages whenever necessary allows online users to create different identities based on the language they use. For instance, Themistocleous’ (2013) investigation of digital code-  switching between Cypriot and Standard Greek among Greek IRC chatters reveals that code-  switching provides chatters with an opportunity to play with their identity, even performing imaginary roles. This is due to the fact that linguistic patterns usually reflect a particular community or a group of people. So, switches not only enable the chatters to change their roles and identities in the conversation but also transfer these linguistic patterns into their online interactions. This study, then, highlights the possibility of identity play in an online environment.    
	Considering Social Identity Studies in This Study 

	Research into identity in CMC have shown that language often becomes the primary means of managing and forming impression online, whether our own or others' selves. This section continues looking at the language use but in different ways in which the concept of identity has been defined. Benwell and Stokoe’s (2006) definition of identity resonates Gee, who writes identity means ‘being recognized as a certain “kind of person”, in a given context’ (Gee, 2000, p. 99), while Bucholtz and Hall (2005, p. 586) define identity as “the social positioning of self and other”. These definitions maintain that identity does not exist in a vacuum, but is interactionally emergent. It is as ‘other people treat, talk about, and interact’ with a particular individual that his/ her particular traits (such as being a good leader, for example) are recognized (Gee, 2000, p. 103). In other words, social identity is discursively constructed. It is not a pre- given characteristic that inherently exists within individuals, but rather emerges through interaction (Benwell & Stokoe, 2006). This is the relevant and important feature of identity that this study wants to highlight, that is identity emerges from the specific conditions of linguistic interaction. Having said this, this study particularly agrees with Bucholtz and Hall (2005) that ‘identity is best viewed as the emergent product rather than the pre- existing source of linguistic and other semiotic practices and therefore as fundamentally a social and cultural phenomenon’ (P.588). This perspective has also become a base for many approaches to social identity including a Conversation Analytic (CA) approach.
	Antaki and Widdicombe (1998a; 1998b) explain that the analysis of social identity has been central to research in the CA tradition since Sacks’ early lectures in the mid-  1960s and early 1970s. In his work on a group of 1960’s teenagers, Sacks (1992) was concerned with how social identity categories are used in a conversation. He noted how speakers use particular descriptive categories as a way of defining group identity, that is who is included and who is not included in the group. This study became the main reference for later CA approaches on social identity categories (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998b; Cashman, 2005; Edwards, 1998; Jacknick & Avni, 2017). Fitzgerald et al. (2009) argue that people attend to ‘who- we- are- and- what- we- are- doing’ (Fitzgerald et al., 2009, p. 46) in the course of a particular interaction through displays of knowledge and understandings relevant to their identities. Thus, identities, which are interactional in nature, are invoked, deployed, negotiated and made relevant by speakers during a conversation.  
	Along similar lines, Rafi (2014) claims that Internet users are habitually and increasingly customizing language to capture their experiences and to express their e- identity through various linguistic strategies. A number of studies have explored this online interactional practice using CA and discursive psychology (DP). DP treats all language as action, which is designed for a particular recipient (Potter & Hepburn, 2008), and this applies to both online written language and spoken talk. The studies identified several identities made relevant by the participants of the conversations such as ‘vegan’ (Sneijder & te Molder, 2009) and ‘ana’ (Stommel & Koole, 2010). These social identities, however, are rarely explicitly stated in the discourse, but they are encoded in participants’ use of various linguistic strategies, such as making a claim to knowledge (Jacknick & Avni, 2017) or employing specialist vocabularies (Kitzinger & Mandelbaum, 2013). Jacknick and Avni (2017), whose study was of how participants identify themselves and others in an anonymous asynchronous discussion forum, found that identities are relative and categorical. Approaching the study through membership categorization analysis (MCA) and Epistemics, they demonstrated that identities are constructed in part through participants’ claims to knowledge associated with a particular topic. These identities can be challenged by co- participants claiming greater knowledge and legitimacy, which may lead to participants defending themselves against such challenges with claims or displays of understanding. Jacknick and Avni (2017) argue that it is through this interactional process that various identity categories are invoked, suggesting that both self-  and other- identities are relational, which means that they are relative to the position one has in relation to other participants, which in turn is brought out during an interaction.
	A couple of studies by Sneijder and te Molder (2006; 2009) explore the topic of identity in consumers’ everyday lives. With a particular focus on social identity issues relating to food choice lifestyles, they show how identities develop through the discursive construction of independent access to, knowledge of, and experience with food items. In their 2006 study of members of an online forum on food pleasure, Sneijder and te Molder looked at how the participants work up and establish their identities as ‘gourmets'. They demonstrated how participants entitle themselves to know what good food is all about, by actively negotiating their relative socio- epistemic rights to assess taste. Consequently, participants claim expertise or membership of the ‘gourmet’ category by portraying better knowledge, rather than by merely displaying subjective taste preferences. Their 2009 study explored the relation between ideologically based food choice and identity in an online forum on veganism. They found that while participants do not deny their vegan identity, they draw on the alternative identity of an ordinary person to counter negative implications and inferences, such as extremist, that are imposed on them. In orienting to and constructing their identity, participants position themselves and their food- related choice as accountable. In this sense, their claimed ordinariness underlines the relevance and importance of their vegan- ness. Both studies illustrate how identities always carry with them inferences and implications, and are thus an achievement in interaction rather than fixed categories.  
	Additionally, social identity could also refer to identification with certain social groups. For example, Stommel and Koole (2010) used a case study approach to analyse interaction with a new member of an online support group for those suffering from eating disorders. Using MCA, they noted that becoming a member involved subscribing to the normative requirements of the forum, including not displaying a pro- anorexia stance or that an eating disorder is an illness that needs to be cured, not celebrated. The new member was confronted with this demand by the established members via various strategies, and thus was not granted full acceptance as long as the group’s normative requirements in relation to the illness were not lived up to. Stommel and Koole (2010) argued that in this interaction, orientation to the online support group was as a community of practice to which membership is granted on the condition that newcomers align to the norms and practices that are constitutive of that community. Similarly,  Lamerichs and te Molder (2003) studied how the users of a forum for people suffering depression discursively manage their identities. They noted that participants were challenged to present themselves appropriately and accountably as ‘depressed' through their posts. Their deployment of descriptions of emotions in their messages invoked various categories related to depression. These emotion descriptions and categories played a significant role in the interaction in identifying a rightful member.  
	Other studies have also explored the development of a community around video game streaming and viewing (Hamilton et al., 2014; Tang, Venolia, & Inkpen, 2016). While they found that the main motivation for starting to view the streams was to learn more about a specific game, it usually developed into an interest in social interaction and forming community (Tang et al., 2016). Hamilton et al. (2014) claimed such streaming platform could act as a virtual third place that is an informal public space where people engage in sociability to form and maintain communities. Over time, stream communities form around shared identities drawn from streams’ contents and participants’ shared experiences. Often, the shared identity reflects the streamer’s attitude and values such as friendly, silly or aggressive. 
	To sum, the studies suggest that identity is not just pre- determined characteristics but it is emerged from the specific conditions such as linguistic interaction. Language has been used strategically to convey one’s identity so that the desired identity can be achieved. Therefore, these studies of the way that social identity is achieved through interaction are an important consideration for this study. Additionally, these studies suggest that it is possible to use CA to analyse online interaction though it may not exactly utilize as it was developed for face- to- face interaction. The next section reviews the literature on the adaptation of a conversational Analytic methodological approach as it has been adapted to technology- mediated communication or CMC.  
	Conversation Analysis of Computer- Mediated- Communication

	There is an increasing interest in the use of conversation analysis (CA) in the study of online interaction in recent years (Paulus, Warren, & Lester, 2016). This is not limited to widening the range of online interaction topics studied, but also covers the potential of methodological approaches to explore online talk (Baym, 1996; Bou-Franch, Lorenzo-Dus, & Blitvich, 2012; Lipinski-Harten & Tafarodi, 2012; Shokouhi, H., & Hamidi, N., 2010). Often, these studies use CA features as the foundation for information. For example, Lipinski-Harten and Tafarodi (2012) used CA features such as topic, reference, and turn- taking in their coding scheme; and Shokouhi, H., & Hamidi, N. (2010) listed the features of opening speech functions and continuing speech functions to be used in quantitative analysis of online chat among Iranian youth. These studies, while they can be considered to use a conversation analytic method, are primarily quantitative in nature. Their results are restricted to the categorization of CA features that occurs in interaction with limited explanation of the nature of the interaction.  
	A notable trend in research in the field of online interaction which uses CA is to make a comparison between face- to- face interaction and online talk. This is not surprising considering that CA was originally used to analyse spoken interaction. Features of CA, like turn- taking and sequential coherence, are examined in order to establish how action is organized through the conversation (Schegloff, 2007c). Accordingly, they become the standard guidelines for researchers who wish to study and explain online interaction. Garcia and Jacobs (1999), for instance, used the turn- taking system of spoken conversation to explain and understand the turn- taking system of chat interaction. They noted that adjacency pairs are organized differently in chat interaction compared to spoken conversation. Question–answer pairs that appear in the chat window, for example, are not necessarily adjacency pairs. This may be a coincidental by- product of the chat technology that makes the posting turns to look like adjacency pairs when they are not. A similar observation was also recorded by Negretti in her 1999 study of the English chat sessions of non- native speakers. According to her, although the same basic structure of interaction and sequence organization are present in the chat session, they are handled quite differently from the oral or face- to- face interaction. For instance, a response in a chat session could be delayed, and an opening could be explicit as participants visibly introduce themselves to others. Consequently, online participants often experience difficulties in interpreting the relationship between utterances, and thus their meaning and interactional status. 
	Conversely, Greenfield and Subrahmanyam’s (2003) study of an online chat room found that conversational coherence was unproblematic. Chat users were found to adapt well to the chat environment despite the unconventional nature of the conversation. In achieving conversational coherence in the chat room, users use available cues which are similar to those of face- to- face conversation, such as repetition and addressing, as well as creating new strategies specific to the chat room, such as chat codes and nicknames. This study also highlighted the significance of the visual nature of the online interactional medium in facilitating the coherence of the conversation, in the sense that it helps users to identify the relevant conversation to respond to. 
	Later studies are in agreement with Greenfield and Subrahmanyam’s study (Berglund, 2009; Bou-Franch et al., 2012; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Gibson, 2009; Reed, 2001). While there might be difficulties in establishing coherence, online users did not orient to it as problematic. Meredith (2017) finds that while the inability to mutually co- ordinate turns in quasi- synchronous interaction does impact upon turn adjacency, it does not disturb participants’ understanding. A feasibly one longer message could even ‘break up’ into a number of shorter turns, leading to disrupted turn adjacency. She contributes this affordance to the persistence of text on- screen that allows participants to deduce which turns ‘fit’ together by examining the interaction as it appears on screen. Nilsen and Makitalo (2010) also found, in their work on online training courses, that participants seemed to know which postings were meant for whom, and to what threads they were related, although, in the earlier stage, they seemed to have minor difficulties in coordinating their interaction online. These difficulties were overcome by developing specific strategies such as using names to address postings to a specific participant, and reformulating and recycling parts of others' postings. Nilsen and Makitalo (2010) argue that in online interaction, these strategies could function as instructions for how postings were to be read. These findings update earlier findings that claimed that disrupted adjacency, as well as overlapping exchanges, could frustrate users. For example, Herring (1999) claimed that although CMC is enjoyed and accepted by many people, it is naturally incoherent in various ways and the inaccurate position of turns often led to misunderstandings. Likewise, (Marcoccia, 2004) claimed that the sequential organization of asynchronous interactions cannot be adequately modelled (Marcoccia, 2004). 
	However, CMC, as its name suggests, is a technologically mediated communication. Therefore its study is closely related to the affordance of the medium of interaction. Often, CA studies of online interaction have examined the way that participants orient to its technological and interactional features. For example, Gibson’s (2013) observation of the nature of sequential ordering in online educational environments that utilize audio and text- based communications found that one of the key differences between written and spoken discourse exchanges is that talk turns unfold in real time whereas written turns are made available as completed turns. Because of this, there is comparative disorder in the sequential organization of this mixed discourse because written turns are not visible until they are produced, and in the meantime, other spoken and written interaction is occurring. Despite this disorderly sequential organization, the study reveals participants do not have a problem establishing sequential relevance across the discourse modes. One way they achieve this is by closely tying and latching their talk to speech and completed text turns. The technological affordances of the medium that can indicate the point at which various forms of action, like typing or using the microphone, assist participants in planning the production of their feedback. A similar finding was also reported by Anderson et al. (2010) in their experiment with online groups undertaking a problem- solving task. Using a particular system of CMC that allowed every interactional element, such as who was typing, who was not, and how long a participant spent typing a particular utterance to be detected and recorded, they found that participants routinely constructed message units from complete sentences, rather than from phrases or fragments. Although this led to overlapping turns, the ability to monitor each other's utterances- in- progress minimized the interrupted overlapping utterances. Interestingly, these findings support Garcia and Jacobs (1999) assumption that although online sequential organization continues to be disorganized, confusion is decreased as users become more familiar with the system. Eventually, the disorganization of the system will become part of the background knowledge of conversing by CMC.  
	CA has also been used to look at the phenomenon of ‘repair’ in online interaction. Here, research suggests that that repairs in written interaction are oriented to the same basic repair mechanisms that are available in spoken interaction but shaped by the medium of interaction. For example, a work by Meredith and Stokoe (2013) identified two types of repair, visible repairs and message construction repair, designed to accomplish repair online. Of these types, message construction repair is particular to online interaction due to the technological affordance of the medium which allows the repair to occur before the turn is posted. This type of repair was also reported by Garcia and Jacobs (1999) in their exploration of CMC turn construction components. They found that in addition to the three locations for self- repair in oral conversation described by Sacks et al. (1978), self- repair in CMC, although occurring within the turn of the current speaker, could happen without the knowledge of co- participants. This happens because participants can edit and revise a message- in- progress to response to messages that may be posted while they are constructing their turn (Schönfeldt & Golato, 2003). 
	Even though many studies of online interaction tend to focus on the structure of the interaction such as its coherence by comparison with face- to- face interaction, there are also a number of studies that use CA to understand how participants accomplish social actions in asynchronous environments (Stommel & Koole, 2010). Paulus et al. (2016) note that some of these use discursive psychology, but also draw upon CA in order to understand broader social practices in online interaction. Stommel and Koole (2010), for instance, took a case study approach to analysing the interaction between the established members and a new member of an online support group on eating disorders. They showed how categorization is used in negotiating and confronting the normative requirements of the forum to which the newcomer should be oriented. Stommel and Koole’s study utilized both frameworks of CA, sequence analysis and Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA), to understand the underlying social practices, and how identity categories work in online discourse. It suggested that messages or posts can be analysed as sequentially related since participants treat their contributions as such. The finding shows a similarity with previous studies to the extent that becoming a member involved subscribing to the normative requirement of the forum, such as displaying themselves as having a certain condition (Antaki et al., 2006; Vayreda & Antaki, 2009). CA helps in these studies by explaining the action that each message enacts through their sequential placement in the interaction.  
	Analysts of digital CA have reminded us that in applying CA to online interaction, it is important to not assume that findings will be similar to those obtained from the study of spoken interaction (Giles et al., 2015; Meredith & Potter, 2014). Due to the differences between these media of interaction, particularly in their affordances, certain features of spoken interaction are not present in a similar way in online interactions, such as pauses and turn- taking (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Guise, Widdicombe, & McKinlay, 2007). Therefore, it is not necessary for digital CA to exactly follow CA approaches to spoken discourse (Simpson, 2005) which has led some researchers (Giles et al., 2015; Meredith, 2017) to suggest that rather than comparing online talk to spoken interaction, a researcher should use CA to study online interaction on its own. 
	Conversation Analytic Studies of Facebook

	A number of studies have utilized Conversation Analysis (CA) to study Facebook. These few that used CA extend the issue that has been studied in another medium of online interaction, on Facebook. The prominent issue of study includes Facebook's affordance (Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013), and the interactional features of Facebook (Ab Rashid, 2016; Farina, 2015; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013). 
	Much of Meredith’s work focuses on Facebook’s instant messaging service (Facebook chat).  There, interaction is characterized by real- time one- to- one quasi- synchronous interactions, where both participants have to be online at the same time in order to interact. She finds that the separation of message construction and sending which allows participants to write messages at the same time impacts upon turn adjacency, which can lead to disrupted turn adjacency (Meredith, 2017). Interestingly, she finds that this situation does not seem to bother the participants. Often, they create further disrupted turn adjacency through the production of multiple turns in the form of short messages. She also finds that identification and recognition sequences rarely occur in Facebook chat as they deem to be unnecessary because the names of the participants are visible in the chat window. This affords the possibility of knowing the identity of both interlocutors. This finding differentiates Facebook chat specifically, and other similar Facebook- like chats such as Twitter from Schegloff’s earlier study of identification and recognition in a telephone conversation (Schegloff, 1979), where he noted that since recognition cannot be accomplished visually, identification and recognition sequences usually take place earlier in the first utterances and turns at talk before proceeding to the real conversation.  
	Meredith (2017) notes that Facebook chat requires that a summons is produced through constructing and sending a message, which not only functions as the first turn of the interaction but also leads to the recipient receiving a notification. In a way, it is quite different to other online chat such as IRC where there is an automatic notification which informs already- present users that someone else is joining the chatroom (Rintel et al., 2001). Meredith's (2017) study also finds a lack of availability check that is the ability to check if the recipient is available and ready to start the interaction. The study argues that this could imply that although the medium affords the possibility of instant interaction, participants do not necessarily treat a summons as requiring an instant response. Because of this Meredith suggests that the idea of synchronicity as a fixed state may need to be re- thought, and instead, it should be considered as a participation concern. This is because although an interactional medium such as Facebook chat can be defined as quasi- synchronous, its synchronicity is not a fixed feature but is something that participants negotiate through the course of the interaction. 
	In another work using a similar corpus of quasi- synchronous instant messaging chats, Meredith and Stokoe (2013) explored the phenomenon of repair and how it might function in these new contexts. By repair, they understood the processes by which speakers dealt with troubles in speaking, hearing or understanding which arose during the interaction. In doing this, they considered the similarities and differences between the forms and types of repair (Schegloff, 2007c) found in spoken and online conversation. The study shows that, as in spoken interaction, repair happens in Facebook text- based interaction. The study further clarifies two types of repair that occur in Facebook interaction (Meredith & Stokoe, 2013). One is ‘visible repair’ (p.181) which can be seen and oriented to by both participants in the interaction. This type of repair occurs in the same sequential position as in spoken conversation and is most commonly targeted at a trouble- source such as a spelling or typing error particular to written online interaction. Another type of repair is ‘message construction’ (p.181) repairs which are available only to the message’s writer and occurs during message construction. This type of repair is not visible to the recipient as the trouble- source is corrected before the writer sends out the message to the recipient. According to Meredith and Stokoe (2013), this type of repair is unique to text- based interaction due to the technological affordances of online interaction where there is a separation of message production and transmission. This affordance allows the chat’s authors not only to repair their messages but also to repair the action or sequential implications of their turn. Consequently, they argue that in online interactions, the development of action in a turn could happen unaccountably or might be unavailable to recipients, as they state (p. 202):
	The separation of message production and ‘transmission' meant that, for example, the development of action in a turn, and the way action may be restarted, reformulated, and so on, was unavailable to recipients. This is a key affordance because it means that, unlike in spoken interaction, online interlocutors are unaccountable for some interactional matters. 
	Meredith’s later work (Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Potter, 2014) demonstrates how Conversation Analysis (CA) can be used to analyse electronic interactions. Using CA and the concept of affordances, Meredith (2017) argues that analysis should not only focus on online interactions, but also on the technological contexts of that interaction. Meredith and Potter (2014) propose to fully utilize the technological elements of the conversational medium in collecting and analysing the data. For instance, screen shot tools can capture not only the conversation logs but also show how users actually conduct online interactions. However, they noted the difficulties in analysing such rich and complicated data. Therefore, they suggest first analysing the data using standard CA (Meredith & Potter, 2014), and noted any interesting interactional features of the participants' conduct. Then, it follows to see if this interactional conduct is oriented to any particular affordance. By following these steps of analysis, analysts can avoid overwhelmingly focussing only on one aspect of analysis, such as the presumption that technology plays a particular role or that findings from spoken interaction will be relevant.   
	Other studies that use CA on Facebook focus on initial Facebook posts, or status updates (Ab Rashid, 2016; Farina, 2015). These studies argue that Facebook status updates are not merely interactions, but that they are “telling”: making announcements and narrating stories. Ab Rashid (2016) for example, in exploring how teachers construct their identity, finds that status updates written by teachers show characteristics of storytelling (Schegloff, 2007c) although they may not fully fit into the storytelling genre. Certain styles of communication used by teachers in presenting and justifying their views and opinions, such as exaggeration and constructed dialog do fit the criteria of storytelling. This finding is consistent with Farina’s (2015) study, which found that Facebook status updates normally consist of “telling”. Evidence for this is seen when responders' respond to status updates which include second tellings, evaluations, and requests for clarification. This orientation suggests the way they interpret the updates as “telling”. Initially, status updates share features of both spoken announcements and storytellings. They consist of multiple units that resemble telling within a short or single post which may also appear like an announcement. Therefore, a status update is also a narration of an individual’s story.  
	Ab Rashid (2016) took the study of Facebook status updates further by explaining how a topic introduced in a status update is negotiated with/ by respondents through the comment function. Using 20 Facebook chat interactions of Malaysian secondary school English language teachers, he showed how a particular topic is negotiated through conversation. Often, respondents would employ certain strategies such as repetition and ask a question whenever a response from the topic introducer is delayed. Through these strategies, respondents attempted to continue the topic. 
	While these few studies show that Facebook has been studied using CA, it must be noted that there are many aspects need to be considered as CA was developed for spoken interaction or face- to- face interaction. Although some researchers (Meredith, 2017; Meredith & Stokoe, 2013) suggest that digital CA should be studied on its own rather than continuously comparing it with CA approaches to spoken discourse, it is undeniable that digital CA is still considered new. As such, it required guidance and assistance from the ‘conventional’ CA. The following section will provide a brief discussion on Conversational Analytic and its related approaches as necessary for this study. Before that, I will highlight several studies on Facebook Confession Pages. These studies are not necessarily used CA but it would be significant to see the studies that have been done on the sites since they will give better understanding of the sites. 
	Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs)

	Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) are not a new phenomenon. The sites are well known, especially among college students, since almost every college has its own FCPs. Nonetheless, little research has been done on them. This section will look at existing studies and how they were conducted. This will give a better understanding of FCP sites and help this study fill the gap in the literature. 
	To date, researchers have used FCPs mainly for opinion mining and sentiment analysis (Barari, 2015; Paul, Ankit, Liao, & Choudhary, 2013). They have tried to capture and understand quantitatively users’ emotions as well as their positive and negative feelings. For example, Paul et al. (2013) identify taboo and stigmatising topics by comparing the text from FCPs with the crowd-sourced Urban Dictionary. According to them, understanding this text helps us to understand the classification of self-disclosure texts. Since FCPs are often limited to a particular college community, this finding can assist college services in a comprehensive monitoring of students’ mental health, and can be extended to other psychological facilities. Similarly, Barari (2015) has analysed the natural language characteristics of a college community on an FCP using a natural language processing tool. He looked for topic patterns, pointwise mutual information and sentiment analysis. His study identified the topics latent across the entire corpus, and found that loneliness is a dominant topic of confessions. These findings to some extent support previous sociological research, contextualising student loneliness in the age of social networks (Ellison, Gray, Vitak, Lampe, & Fiore, 2013)
	FCPs are often utilised in exploring the usefulness of SNS in facilitating supportive communication among young people (Birnholtz et al., 2015; Hayman, Smith, & Storrs, 2018; Yeo & Chu, 2017a; Yeo & Chu, 2017b). For instance, a study by Birnholtz et al. (2015) examined how FCPs provided a medium of interaction for users to explore identity and taboo topics within their local community. Using computer analytical processing, they coded the collected data into three categories: question type, taboo, and stigmatized identity. The results showed evidence of users asking questions and engaging with taboo topics such as sex, prejudice and drug use, and revealing potentially stigmatised identities with others locally. There was little evidence of negativity in people’s responses, however; the researchers found that most were potentially useful or relevant to the questions asked. The study attributed these phenomena to the nature of FCPs that allow users to ask questions anonymously in their local community, in circumstances where the responder can be identifed. The combination of anonymity and identifiability allows discussion of taboo topics to reach the known audience while avoiding negative disinhibition. Similar findings have been revealed in other studies on the use of FCPs for peer advice and social support among young people on sexual health and intimate relations (Yeo & Chu, 2017a; 2017b). The findings provide evidence to demonstrate that Facebook Confession Pages may facilitate youth participation and dialogue about sensitive personal concerns in a constructive manner. They further suggest that social media channels that facilitate de-identified sharing of experiences within a network of peers may accommodate both young people’s desire for peer opinion and validation regarding intimate concerns and their fear of social repercussions from self-disclosure. Additionally, Hayman et al. (2018) reported a similar positive finding in their study concerning the usefulness of FCPs among undergraduate students. Their study demonstrates that students use FCPs to inform their undergraduate learning legitimately and support their academic experience.
	However, a different situation is demonstrated by Rachoene and Oyedemi’s (2015) study. Using five Facebook sites popular among youth in South Africa, including FCPs, they reveal a culture of cyberbullying that exists on these online sites. The study showed that attacks on intelligence and physical appearance, sexting and outing, insults and threats are common bullying types found on the sites. A key observation of the study highlighted the fact that victims of cyberbullying attacks did not usually respond or defend themselves and remained silent when being bullied in the presence of a mass audience. The study considered certain types of bullying, like sexting and outing with the use of sexually explicit pictures, to be common practice within the population.
	This describes the little research that has been done on FCPs. Almost all the studies have focused on young people, particularly undergraduate students. It is therefore logical for them to be using FCPs, since these are college-affiliated sites. All the studies were quantitative. While there are studies that look at the issue of identity, they explore an explicit identity characteristic such as gender. All this suggests the need for more studies of FCPs. In particular they suggest the need for a qualitative study of identity construction. By adapting the qualitative approach to Conversation Analysis, therefore this study will be able to fill the gap in the literature on FCP as well as on identity and CA.
	Conversation Analysis

	To ground the study, it is important to look in more detail at the development of Conversation Analysis (CA) and its primary focus – sequential organisation. In addition this section will detail the related approach of memberships categorisation analysis. The connecting issue of person reference will be detailed. Finally, the area of epistemics will be discussed. 
	Conversation analysis (CA) developed as a field of study most notably through the ethnomethodology of Harvey Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (ten Have, 2007a). Ethnomethodology is a method that focuses primarily on talk- in- interaction, and was developed precisely to explicate how people bring off social actions through their talk  (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; ten Have, 1999). Using naturally occurring interaction for its data, CA is interested in uncovering and describing the ways that actions, events and the like are locally produced and recognized by interactants. As Sacks (1984) states, “it is possible that detailed study of small phenomena may give an enormous understanding of the way humans do things and the kinds of objects they use to construct and order their affairs” (Sacks, 1984, p. 25). In doing this, CA looks at the ways in which people organise their talk and analyse each other’s conversations in the construction and negotiation of social actions including the interactional elements such as sequencing, which is the structured order of interaction parts, turn- taking, turn design and construction, to provide useful insights into a person’s relationship to society (ten Have, 2007a). 
	Basically, the proponents of CA undertook a shift in the perspective of social scientific inquiry, where instead of treating social interaction as a social product, they were more interested in studying the very structures of interaction itself (Gibson, 2009). CA thus seeks to describe, analyse, and understand interaction as a basic and a constitutive feature of human social life. As Psathas (1995, p. 1) says, CA represents a "methodological approach to the study of mundane social action" due to its preference for naturally occurring data and its approach to the data for what it actually contains, rather than predetermined data that corresponds to existing theoretical categories or concepts. So, instead of viewing talk as a mere social interaction between people, CA understands sentences and utterances as forms of action situated in specific contexts and designed with specific attention according to the contexts. Therefore, authentic conversation and its organization are crucial in CA since they are the starting point for further investigation.   
	This study draws its analytic framework from CA, and its parallel methodological approaches: membership categorization analysis (MCA), person references and epistemics. Whilst all of these approaches come under the same banner as CA, due to their historical and analytical enterprise, they are concerned with different phenomena. CA and MCA are both rooted in Sacks’s (1992) Lectures on Conversation but develop differently, with CA being concerned mainly with sequentiality (that is, ‘the normative structuring and particular courses of social action and their organization into systems through which participants manage turn- taking, repair, and other systemic dimensions of interaction’s organization (Heritage, 2005, p. 104)), while MCA focuses on ‘members’ methodical practices in describing the world, and displaying their understanding of the world and of the common- sense routine workings of society’ (Fitzgerald et al., 2009, p. 47). Meanwhile, person reference refers to a practice for referring to another person (Schegloff, 2007b). This interactional practice is mostly associated with membership categorization devices (MCD) though there is a claim that they should be differentiated and dealt with accordingly (Lerner & Kitzinger, 2007; Schegloff, 2007a). As for epistemics, though it has diverse lineage across a range of disciplines, it has generated a lively and productive engagement within CA, particularly through a series of works by Heritage (1984; 1998; 2011; 2012b; 2012c; 2013; Raymond & Heritage, 2006). These works deal in a systematic way with the construction and transformation of meaning over the course of interaction mostly through sequential analysis. All these approaches are primarily concerned with the basic feature of social life, talk- in- interaction. This study draws on these analytic frameworks to examine the sequential unfolding of online interaction, looking at how participants identify themselves and others as they display their epistemic stance. 
	Sequential Organisation 

	A key concern of CA has been that the conversational process is organized through sequences of turn- utterances in which the participants in a conversation take turns at speaking (Gibson, 2009). There is a question, however, about how participants know when to take a turn and how they manage the exchange of turns. In his lectures, Sacks (cited in (Silverman, 1998) proposed a number of maxims that can be seen to operate as general procedures for talk. Three of the most basic of these are: (1) that one person speaks at a time; (2) that conversational turns do not overlap; (3) that people take turns at producing turns (Silverman, 1998, p. 101). Sacks points out that in almost all conversational settings there is a preference that only one speaker talks at any given time, and it is an alteration of turns. He further emphasized that the enactment of such alteration requires considerable skill and negotiation over aspects such as the start and end points of utterances, the length of the utterances, the appropriate content of turns or the relation between utterances (Sacks, 1992). 
	The alteration of turns is also one among various interaction organizational phenomena that are the focus of the sequential organization. Alteration of turns or turn- taking refers to the way in which speakers alternate in conversation in an orderly, recognizable fashion. For instance, if only one person ever talks, it may not be considered a conversation. But it may appear like a monologue or lecture of some kind. So an interest in turn- taking involves examining the sequentially organized way of ordering conversation through changes of speaker. There are basic rules for turn- taking, in which the current speaker selects the next speaker, and only if this is not done is it open to any speaker to self- select (Schegloff, 2007c). There are also other element to take into consideration in turn- taking such as an imbalance of knowledge between interlocutors (Lerner, 2003), but this element is the interest of another branch of CA (epistemics). The focus of turn- taking, therefore, is on the organized way of ordering conversation which in turn shows that conversation does not happen at random, but follows a certain system (Sacks et al., 1978). 
	Closely related with turn- taking is the notion of adjacency pairs, which is another key concern in CA. Technically, an adjacency pair is a sequence of conversational turns that are tied to each other in which the former calls forth the latter (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008, p. 42). In CA, adjacency pairs involve an examination of how turns in conversations can be hearable, linked as two- part sequences such as question- answer, and greeting- greeting. The main rule implies that a current action or a ‘first pair part' such as a greeting or a question, requires the production of a reciprocal action or ‘second pair part' at the first possible opportunity after the completion of the first (Goodwin & Heritage, 1990). Schegloff and Sacks in (Stivers, 2013, p. 192) list the features of adjacency pairs as: 
	 Composed of two turns
	 Produced by different speakers
	 Adjacently placed (one after the other)
	 Relatively ordered such as first- pair parts precede second- pair parts
	 Pair- type related such that particular first- pair part are paired with particular second- pair parts.
	This is the basis of conversation, in which, most of all, for a talk to be considered a conversation, it must have at least two speakers, who produce at least a turn each. For instance, when a first person produces a ‘question', a second person would respond with an ‘answer'. It is unreasonable for the first person to make a response to the ‘question', or the second person to provide an answer before the first person's ‘question'.  Similarly, a pair of speech utterances will not be considered an adjacency pair if the interlocutor responds differently from the appropriate pair- type part (for example by answering a ‘greeting' with a ‘question'). Therefore, the adjacency pair is a basic sequence of conversation which may be expanded in various ways (Stivers, 2013). For example an adjacency pair can also be an analytic device for researchers to investigate the ordering of a conversation. Particularly in a situation in which a subsequent pair part does not follow the first pair part, it may seem as if some form of repair work is needed. Thus, repair initiation (which is the way in which speakers react to instances of ‘trouble' -  and whether to try to repair the situation in a sequentially organized way), may be considered. Likewise, adjacency pairs can also indicate how the next speaker is selected, which is a key interest of turn construction and turn design (Schegloff, 2007c). 
	In CA, these interactional phenomena like turn- taking, adjacency pairs and repair, including mundane and minute occurrences such as how much gap or silence is present in the conversation, are looked at with a view to explicating how such interactional elements open up particular ways for others to continue the interaction, as well as to perform particular types of interactional work (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; ten Have, 1999). What an utterance accomplishes in a series of talks, is dependent upon its sequential position within the interaction. As ten Have (1999) states: “what a doing, such as an utterance, means practically, the action it actually performs, depends on its sequential position” (ten Have, 1999, p. 6). So, in order to see what action is produced in the interaction, it needs to be analysed sequentially. 
	In a context in which conversational participants do not ‘speak’ such as in online chatting, one might wonder about the relevance of this sequential organization. Online conversations are normally asynchronous, distributed across time, and do not occur at a given temporal point. Messages could be sent successively but can also remain unread for a long period of time (Meredith, 2017). So, aspects such as gaps and silences may be analytically useless. In a multiple- party online discourse such as in forum or blog, the sequential turns may appear disorganized in the sense that there could be more than one person speaking at a time which consequently violates a basic rule of turn- taking. Also, it is difficult to determine which turn is the next turn (Herring, 1999; Herring, 2011). So, the basic maxims of offline conversation seem odd and inappropriate for characterizing online discourse. However, as shown in the earlier discussion, CA has been used to study CMC and other online interaction (Baym, 1996; Benwell & Stokoe, 2010; Bou-Franch et al., 2012; Gibson, 2009; 2013). This suggests that online interactions including CMC, qualify as ‘conversation' and that CA may still be an appropriate method for analysing them.  
	One challenge with online asynchronous conversation, however, is to uncover the logical sequence of the posts (Gibson, 2009). Participants do not always take turns at the relevant time and place, but whenever they can, such as when they log on to the computer. Consequently, the sequential turn has often appeared haphazard in comparison to the order of turns in face- to- face conversation (Herring, 1999). However, Gibson (2009) claims that participants nonetheless do display their accountability and demonstrate through the organization of their posts how they relate functionally to other contributions. This means that despite the appearance of disorganized turns, there is still a systematic way of organizing the sequence. As Benwell and Stokoe (2010) have noted, participants in online conversation do not create entirely new ways of communicating, but rather recreate and adapt features of face- to- face communication. 
	Membership Categorization Analysis

	Membership categorization analysis (MCA), developed initially in the work of Harvey Sacks in the 1960s (1992). Basically, it is concerned with the practical oriented, common- sensical, and cultural reasoning of people as they go about their social lives and make sense of their activities (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; Schegloff, 2007a). It focuses on the recognizability of people as certain sorts of people or, more specifically, people as certain sorts of members of society, and how this recognizability is a resource for members in their dealings with each other. For Sacks (1992), categories and the process of categorization are a key feature of conversation because they are inference- rich, and can invoke a cultural understanding of expected characteristics, and thus bring organization to an interaction (Housley & Fitzgerald, 2016; Silverman, 1998). A famous example to illustrate this principle can be seen in Sacks’s analysis of a story told by a child, “The baby cried. The mommy picked it up” (1992). Someone who is reading it will perceive that the activity of crying is natural to the baby, the mommy is the mother of that baby, and that the mommy is tied to the baby as a caregiver. Yet, through these two sentences, Sacks illustrates how complex layers of social knowledge and social action are built into common sense knowledge of who was involved, what happened, and why. 
	An important aspect of MCA, however, is that the categories must be generated by members and demonstrate locally by the participants in talk- in- interaction (Hester & Eglin, 1997; Housley & Fitzgerald, 2016; Sacks, 1992) rather than pre- imposed categories. This is because the categories constitute common sense knowledge to people in society (Schegloff, 2007b). So, if one wants to make a claim about a certain category such as gender or kid, it must be shown to be relevant to the members. In other words, the category is defined by examining its surrounding network, which gives insight into how the members define the category. Thus, analytically, all MCA is doing is simply bringing to light members’ own analyses. This also means that MCA, unlike sequential organization analysis, takes cultural resources into consideration,  including the language usage that is brought into play in the conversation (Bilmes, 2011). In a way, MCA is useful for analysing the cultural elements in a talk, which are an undeniably major factor in communication. However, MCA should not be thought of as a theory of social categorization that is applied to some empirical materials to test its predictability, but rather as an approach to explicating social categorization as a display of, and the accomplishment of people’s (or ‘members’) local reasoning practices, or what might be called ‘culture- in- action’ (Fitzgerald, 2015, p. 1).
	The focus then is on how participants ‘do' category and how they go about making the word choices they do (Schegloff, 2007a). Fitzgerald (2015) states that this can be understood through the basic concepts of MCA, including ‘membership categorization devices,’ ‘membership categories,’ ‘category- bound activities,’ ‘rules of economy and consistency,’ and ‘viewers and hearers maxims’.  Previously, in a Discourse Studies Special Issue on Categories and Social Interaction, Stokoe (2012) lists ten key concepts of membership categorization derived from both Sacks and later MCA work on how to approach MCA (Stokoe, 2012, p. 281):
	1. “Membership categorization device (MCD): This refers to the apparatus through which categories are understood to ‘belong’ to a collective category (e.g. the categories ‘mommy’ and ‘baby’ are heard to belong to the MCD ‘family’). 
	2. Category- bound activities: Activities that are, in situ, linked to categories, such as ‘Why are men (category) so reluctant to go to the doctors (activity)?’.
	3. Category- tied predicates: A category’s characteristics, such as ‘this mother (category) cares (predicate) tremendously for her baby’.
	4. Standardized relational pairs: Pairs of categories that carry duties and moral obligations in relation to the other, such as ‘parent- child’.
	5. Duplicative organization: Categories that work as a unit or in a ‘teamlike’ way, having specific obligations to each other, such as ‘centre- forward’, ‘goalkeeper’ and ‘defender’ in a ‘football team’.
	6. Positioned categories: Some collections of categories occupy a hierarchical relationship, such that an ‘adult’ can be accused of behaving like a ‘teenager’, and so on.
	7. Category- activity ‘puzzles’: People do particular actions by putting together (un)expected combinations such as ‘Killer Nuns!’; jokes are often built this way (e.g. ‘women drivers’).
	8. The economy rule: A single category may be sufficient to describe a person.
	9. The consistency rule: If two or more categories are used next to each other, like ‘father’ and ‘daughter’ in ‘Father and Daughter in Snow Ordeal’, and both belong to a standard collection or MCD (e.g. family), then people hear those referred to as members of the same family.
	10. Categorization ‘maxims’: Sacks (1992: 221, 259) derived the hearer’s maxim for duplicatively organized categories (‘if two or more categories are used to categorize two or more members of some population, and those categories can be heard as categories from the same collection, then: hear them that way’) and the viewer’s maxim for category- bound activities (‘if a Member sees a category- bound activity being done, then, if one sees it being done by a member of a category to which the activity is bound, see it that way’).”
	In the process of categorization in talk, membership categories are the ‘classifications or social types that might be used to describe persons' (Hester & Eglin, 1997, p. 3). They can be grouped together into collections of related categories, such as the categories of ‘mommy' and ‘baby' comprising the collection or Membership Categorization Device (MCD) of ‘family'. However, which MCD that categories comprise of, must be explicitly stated in the talk, or inferred from the context because certain categories could belong to more than one device such as ‘baby' can belong also to the MCDs ‘stage of life'. Category- bound activities and predicates, then, are resources for actions which tell the kinds of things that members of a certain membership category do.  Thus, categories, activities, and predicates must ‘go together' in a contextualized way in any given stretch of discourse. That means the way the categories are selected, used, and configured by members are in orientation to the topic at hand, and that their use in any particular situation is purposeful or practical for that topic, as Fitzgerald (2015, p. 4) explains:
	“The associated actions of social categories comprise a kind of stock of knowledge- in- action or culture- in- action, which involves common- sense knowledge about the world and how social categories are expected or assumed to act in general and in particular situations. That is, while there is any number of ways in which categories, devices, and their associated actions can be configured prior to their use it is only through their use in any particular situation that they become operative for the participants.” 
	Further, Sacks (cited in (Silverman, 1998) observes that there are a couple of rules that provide further insights into how these social categorization practices are used. The first rule is known as the economy rule (Silverman, 1998, p. 77), that is it is sufficient to describe people using one membership category at a time, without further need of elaboration such as ‘mommy’ and ‘baby’. This does not mean that more than one category cannot be used but there is often a category that is the most relevant to be used to describe a person under a certain circumstance. Another rule is the ‘consistency rule’ (Silverman, 1998, p. 77) that is if a member has been categorized as within a particular device then other members of that population can be categorized in terms of the same collection. So, if one were to see a baby being held by a female, in categorizing the ‘baby' as belonging to the collection ‘family', the woman holding the baby can be categorized from categories available within that device, such as mother, grandmother, or sister. Sacks then derived a corollary known as the ‘hearer's maxim,' which posits "if there are two categories which can be heard as from the same collection, hear them as from the same collection" ( (Silverman, 1998, p. 78). This means that particular categories can be seen as belonging to a collection by applying the hearer's maxim. For instance, categories mommy and baby can be heard as belonging to the collection of ‘family' because they are seen as related to one another, also known as standardized relational pairings. As Sacks (1992, p. 327) suggests, the use of this ‘pairing' device can also help to identify a person: 
	“Take the person you have to categorize; treat them as the second person of a pair for which the first is known; find a first. If you can find a first—and in principle, you can find a first—you've got a solution”.  
	These rules of application and corollary, therefore, reinforce the observed or described actions that draw upon common- sense understandings for their practical sense making within occasioned organizational devices. 
	According to Fitzgerald (2015), it is through understanding these basic concepts of MCA that a common- sense understanding of the story can be made analytically interesting. Again, referring to the example that Sacks gave in his early lectures ‘The baby cried, the mommy picked it up', we can hear that ‘baby' and ‘mommy' as belonging to the same collection or device of ‘family' since they are common standardized relational pairings. Then, ‘the baby cried' and ‘the mommy picked it up' shows the common and expected actions attributed to both categories: mothers pick their babies up when they are crying to comfort them. These ‘category- bound activities' constitute the actions that are expected from each category.  
	Since this study focuses on identity, approaching the research from an MCA perspective serves to address the primary interest in participants’ use of membership categories and how such use serves to maintain and negotiate their social identity. Although this study may use a different platform (that is, online interaction), yet the principle approach of MCA as listed by Stokoe (2012) is still relevant in text- based conversations. This is because the assumptions that underpin MCA are closely aligned with those informing the research undertaken here, such as that the categories are not predetermined but emerge through interaction; the use of categories in participant identification; and the locally produced and situated nature of the interaction. Additionally, MCA is closely related to the practice of person reference, which is discussed below.  
	Person Reference in Practice

	Person reference is an action that is grounded in a speech situation between the speaker, the recipient, and the referent. In this situation, at least three social relationships should be taken into account in relation to person reference: the relationship between speaker and recipient, recipient and referent, and speaker and referent (Stivers et al., 2007). We should bear in mind, however, each of the interlocutors may understand themselves to have a different position in the relationship. For example, a speaker may understand that the recipient has a casual relationship with the referent, whereas the recipient may understand the relationship differently. Therefore, it is crucial to set parameters for the appropriate use of person reference.  
	Sacks and Schegloff (2007) suggest that there are two preferences to persons that are used in a conversation, which are the preference for ‘minimization' (p. 24) and the preference for ‘recipient design' (p. 24). They frame minimization as follows: "On occasions when reference is to be done, it should preferably be done with a single reference form" (p. 24). By this, they mean that the practice of referring to a person in conversation is usually accomplished by the use of a single reference form as in the use of the name or pronoun. Even if a person may possess a name with two or more components, it is unlikely that the entire name will actually be used other than for occasional official documents or ceremonies. It is not necessary, however, to use an additional referential information because it may not bring any new referential information (Hacohen & Schegloff, 2006) especially if the referent is recognized by the recipient. In a situation where the referent is not recognized by the recipient then the speaker can produce further elaborate descriptions (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007).  
	However, there are many available forms that can be used in making a reference to persons such as names, title, or kinship. The most preferred form, then, is the most recognizable, that is, the form of reference which the speaker thinks that the recipient would easily recognize (Hacohen & Schegloff, 2006). This preference for using a recognizable form in making a reference to a person is what Sacks and Schegloff (2007) specify as recipient design. The purpose of recipient design is to achieve recognition, in which a speaker makes use of referential forms that enable the addressee to link the referring expressions with the referent (Stivers et al., 2007). In doing so, a speaker should consider who the recipient is, and what kind of relationship he/ she has with the referent. Thus, recipient design, in this respect, is irredeemably tied to understandings of, and past experiences between, speaker and recipient (Schegloff, 2007b).
	In relation to this, Schegloff (1996) also introduced two types of reference forms that can be used to analyse references to a non- present person: recognitional and non- recognitional. Each of these helps a speaker find an appropriate referring expression, whether or not a recipient can identify to whom a speaker is referring. Recognitional reference forms are those that the recipient can easily recognize, such as a name. Using this type of form indicates the speaker's expectation that the recipient knows a particular referent to be able to identify him/ her through the name or description used (Schegloff, 1996). Non- recognitional reference forms refer to those referring expressions which not clearly recognizable and most of the time, do nothing except refer (Schegloff, 1996) such as a generic term ‘a teacher’. 
	Two common recognitional reference forms are names and descriptions (Schegloff, 1996). A name, as in a personal name, is considered as the clearest and most direct recognitional reference in a conversation that can be easily recognised as the referent. Also, a name holds a special position in the practice of person reference. It can concurrently satisfy both the preferences, minimization and recipient design, highlighted by Sacks and Schegloff (2007). Given that the name is a single reference form and therefore it is minimized, its use as a recognitional reference could also satisfy the preference for recipient design. In many societies, a person's name could also indicate family or clan membership (Griffin, 2010).  Therefore, the name identifies the person as a member of a particular family while separating him or her from another family.  
	However, according to Brennan (2000), the individuality of names may cease to be processed after persons and names become familiar. Especially in a society where a common name is used, it may end up that many people share similar names, making it difficult to recognize the referent. For instance, in Malay society, it is common for women to have their first name ‘Nurul', although it is not common as a surname. Therefore, to make a reference to ‘Nurul' in that society may require some additional referential information (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007). Nickname is another recognitional reference that is commonly used (Griffin, 2010). Across cultures, nicknames tend to be based on the individual's personality, physical characteristics, behaviours, or experiences which can easily identify the person (Aceto, 2002). However, drawing attention to personal information is either associated with acceptance and intimacy, as when nicknames are used among friends, or aggression and hostility, as when they are part of name- calling and bullying. Therefore, although nickname is a recognitional reference, it should be used carefully. 
	Alternatively, in the situation where a personal name is unidentifiable, recognitional description is commonly used (Schegloff, 1996). A recognitional description such as ‘the women who sits next to you' or ‘the person who created Facebook', has the capacity to pick out the individual in mind, as in the example below (Schegloff, 1996, p. 461).
	(17) SN- 4, 16:2- 20 
	02 Mark: So (‘r) you da:ting Keith?
	03   (1.0)
	04 Karen: ‘Sa frie:nd.
	05   (0.5)
	06 b→ Mark: What about that girl ‘e use tuh go with fer so long.
	07 c→ Karen: A:lice? I [don’t- ] they gave up.
	08 Mark:   [  (mm)  ]
	Note how Karen managed to figure out the referent (arrow ‘c’) through the recognitional description provided by Mark (arrow ‘b') by upgrading it into a name. Although the name given is in a question- intonation, which could indicate uncertainty, it still shows that the referring expression used by Mark is recognizable. The example also shows that there appears to be a preference for the use of the name over a recognitional description (Schegloff, 1996). 
	In addition to recognitional and non- recognitional reference forms, there are other alternatives for analysing reference to a non- present person. In fact, forms of reference may vary even within a single conversation. It is common to use names the first time one mentions a referent and use a pronoun in subsequent references. Schegloff (1996) referred to this as ‘locally initial and locally subsequent reference' (p. 450) in which, in the spate of talk, there is a common form of reference used the first time to refer to a person, and other forms of reference for subsequent mentions. For example, a full noun phrase could be used as an initial reference form, which subsequently becomes a pronoun. The following conversation taken from an online interaction between several people illustrates this situation. The conversation begins following a girl’s announcement concerning her ‘unnamed' secret admirer, whose identity is under discussion.  
	1. Chloe: My first thought is...Kin Chun..
	2. Janice: Obviously, a little dark skin.....
	3. Chloe: Guess he is going to be so famous starting from tonight
	The referent, Kin Chun, is mentioned for the first time by Chloe in line 1 using the initial noun phrase that is his name. Chloe mentioned Kin Chun again in line 3 but this time through the appropriate locally subsequent form ‘he', which is warranted by Janice’s recognition of the referent in her response, acknowledging and confirming Chloe's opinion. This practice of using a pronoun for a locally subsequent reference form is prevalent in the English- speaking society, where pronouns take a clear form (Schegloff, 1996). In some other societies, however, this practice is less apparent. For instance, Oh (2007) states that in the Korean language, there is no clear distinction between full noun phrases and pronouns. The so- called third- person pronouns are a composite of both, pronoun and noun. Hence, the locally subsequent reference is done with zero anaphora. As this example shows, the practice of referring is highly influenced by the language and the culture of a society.  
	Epistemics 

	Epistemics is the study of the social organization of knowledge in interaction (Drew, 2018a; Heritage, 2013).  In CA, epistemics focuses on the attribution of knowledge and the representation and use of knowledge claims by interactants in sequences of interaction (Heritage, 2013). It is concerned with how speakers display their knowledge to one another rather than with examining whether speakers may or may not actually know. Epistemics are manifested through interaction. 
	According to Heritage (2013), the role of epistemics in interaction can be analysed by making a distinction between epistemic status and epistemic stance. Epistemic status concerns the relative position of interactants in relation to knowledge distribution and access. This means that the territory of knowledge of each interactant regarding certain knowledge could be on a different level,  positioned along a continuum from relatively knowing (K+) to relatively unknowing (K- ) (Heritage, 2012b). Using an example from Terasaki (2004: 176) the statement "I forgot to tell you the two best things that happened to me today" displays that the speaker has a different level of knowledge in relation to the hearer, where the speaker is projecting possession of knowledge about something, and the hearer is projected as not knowing. The level of knowledge among interactants can also be equal, and in such circumstances the speaker may invoke equality of access to the recipient’s situation (Heritage, 2013).  As to how individuals come into possession of particular knowledge, this can be obtained through their own experience regarding the matter (Heritage, 2011; Kamio, 1994). This is because aspects like thoughts, feelings, experiences, and expectations are generally treated as personal information, to which the experiencing person has the right of knowing and describing (Raymond & Heritage, 2006). Consequently, particular information can be within a person's territory of knowledge. In sum, epistemic status is not just about the actual possession of information but also concerns the rights to possess particular knowledge and to articulate it (Raymond & Heritage, 2006). 
	Meanwhile, the idea of epistemic stance concerns the moment- by- moment expression of the K+ and K-  relationship, as managed through the design of turn- at- talk (Heritage, 2013). It refers to the expression adopted by the interlocutors in displaying their knowledge. For instance, a speaker can present a question by saying either “you are married?” or “you’re are married, aren’t you?” (Heritage, 2013). Both questions display a similar purpose (that is, to inquire about the recipient’s marital status (K- )), in which the recipient is the one with the knowledge, since it is within the recipient's domain of knowledge (K+). However epistemically, the formulation of each question illustrates the speaker's different level of knowledge regarding the matter. In the first question "you are married?", the speaker is shown to have no knowledge regarding the recipient's status, while in the second question "you're are married, aren't you?" it is obvious that the speaker already has some information and is seeking confirmation (Heritage, 2012b; Heritage, 2013). In this situation,  according to Heritage (Heritage, 2012b), the relationship between K+ and K-  can be represented by epistemic gradients; that is, for the first question, the relationship is indexed by a sloping epistemic gradient where at one point the speaker has no knowledge and at  the other point the recipient has the knowledge. In the second question, the relationship between K+ and K- could be indexed by a shallow epistemic gradient due to the increase in information possessed by the speaker. The subsequent conversation develops depending on which stance a speaker takes. An unknowing stance (as in the first question), may invite further elaboration, and a more knowing stance like the second question, may invite confirmation (Heritage, 2012b). Therefore, while epistemic status is concerned with knowledge territory such as who knows who and what, the epistemic stance is concern with the flow of interaction; that is, how the knowledge displayed may bolster or terminate the conversation. As such, epistemics in interaction can be observed and analysed sequentially.  
	In his paper ‘Epistemic Engine’, Heritage (2012c) claims that knowledge displayed or expressions of epistemic imbalance could be one of the principles that informs sequence organization. This happens as the imbalance of information between speaker and hearer will often be pursued until the imbalance is acknowledged. This is sufficient to warrant a development of a sequence of interaction. The following sequence, in which Lesley asks her mother about a herbal medication that she has apparently recommended, illustrates this situation (Heritage, 2012c, p. 34).
	(3) [Field 1:1:89–94] 
	1 Les:  Uh didyuh get yer garlic tablets.
	2 Mum:   Yes I’ve got them,
	3 Les:  Have yuh t-  started tak[ing th’m 
	4 Mum:                  [I started taking th’m t’da:y
	5 Les:     - >  Oh well do:n[e
	6 Mum:             [Garlic’n parsley.
	7 Les:  ↑THAT’S RI:ght. [BY hhoh- u- Whole Food? 
	8 Mum:          [(          )
	9   (0.3)
	10  Mum:  Whole Foo:ds ye[s,
	11  Les:       [YES well done,
	 Lesley’s questions in line 1 and 3 are responded to appropriately by her mother in line 2 and 4, with confirmations. Lesley then closes the sequence at line 5 with an ‘oh’ that registers the information and ‘well do:ne’ that treats the information as sufficiently complete. In this sequence, we can see that a request for information positions Lesley as occupying an unknowing (K−) epistemic status and her mother as occupying a knowing (K+) one. The use of ‘oh’ indexes a change- of- state (Heritage, 1984) in Lesley's epistemic status, which shifts from unknowing to knowing. This in turn indexes not only that the question was asked in search of information, but also that the information sought is in fact provided. Ultimately, this notion of epistemic imbalance adds to the understanding of sequence organization other than those sequences centred on the notion of adjacency pairs (Heritage, 2012c), particularly in tracing through post- expansions to adjacency pairs in sequential terms. For this, the attribution of epistemic imbalances becomes a resource that underlies the progression of sequences and makes such progression accountable (Drew, 2018b).
	This has been contradicted by the claim that epistemics does not attend to the details of sequential organization and thus epistemic analyses cannot be considered as true conversation analysis (CA) (Lindwall, Lymer, & Ivarsson, 2016). However, as proven by a group of epistemic analysts in a series of papers (Drew, 2018b; Heritage, 2018; Raymond, 2018), epistemic considerations play a crucial role in sequence organization as well as in understanding the actions that participants implement within sequences. Moreover, there are certain actions that can only be understood through sequential analysis like ‘oh- preface' to indicate new observations or a change of state following information provided. Such observation can only happen in relation to what occurred before (in the previous sequence). Therefore, the relevance of epistemic stance in interactions operates in parallel with sequence organization. On the one hand, the interaction proceeds through the sequential system such as turn- taking and adjacency pairs, and on the other, the interaction also develops through the imbalance of knowledge between interactants. 
	Conclusion

	This chapter reviews related literature on CMC and CA. It had shown how CMC is a broad and varied discipline. There has been a gradual move towards viewing online language as designedly interactional, and CA studies of online interaction are becoming more common. It has revealed that there are differences in turn- taking and sequential organizational practices in online interaction and face- to- face interaction. However, people have found ways to compensate for the lack of interactional features of online interaction. Similarly, research on social identity has developed further with more researchers adopt CA related approach of MCA in their studies of discursive identity. Yet, there are still less conversation analytic studies on identity particularly in social media such as Facebook. Much of the studies concerns on asynchronous online interaction such as blog and forum. Thus, the present study works to fill this gap as it considers not only the categorizations used by participants to make identification possible but also the way in which participants work with language to construct particular identities and categories relating to the identification work. 
	Also reviewed in this chapter is the methodological literatures used in this thesis. There are four distinct yet related approaches originated from Conversational Analytic highlighted in this chapter. These approaches are considered relevant in this study in informing how the data can be approached and analysed. Further elaboration on their application in this study will be discussed in the Methodological chapter. 
	Chapter 3: Methodology
	Introduction

	This chapter provides the detail of the method for the present study. Because every research environment is different and every project has specific requirements, what follows is a tailored account of how this study is conducted. This chapter will begin with discussing the medium of interaction that this study utilises that is Facebook. This is to provide general information regarding the background and structure of the medium, as well as how the interactions occur on the medium. This information is important to be explained earlier before focusing on the specific Facebook page that is Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). Details of the corpus then will be discussed in the following section. This chapter will also discuss ethical issues around data collection. Further, it explains the data collection procedures as well as its organisation before describing the analytic process. 
	Facebook

	Facebook is a popular social networking site with over 1.4 billion daily active users on average (Facebook). Launched in 2004, it started as space for university students to gather on the web before expanding it to general public users. In describing Facebook’s purpose, values and social mission, its creator, Zuckerberg (2012, p. 1) outlines some important core business of Facebook, which includes ‘giving people the power to share’ and ‘to strengthen how people relate to each other’. 
	Technically, Facebook is similar to Internet Relay Chat (IRC) in a way that users communicate through texts in a specific channel, and more than IRC in a way that the communication is not necessarily happening in real-time. It is also like a blog and broadcast where users can write whatever they want on their personal web space and disperse it to a broader audience if they want. It is a free site, and anyone over the age of 13 with a valid email address can register to be a user (Facebook). Facebook is a social networking website and service where users can do many activities including post comments, share photographs and news, play games, chat live, and even stream live video. All these are done through Facebook’s particular structures and elements that differentiate it from other social networks. Subsequent section will briefly elaborate the structures and elements of the Facebook site and their functions. 
	User Profile and Timeline

	Each registered user of Facebook has a ‘page’ that consists of a personal profile that shows their posts and content on a ‘Timeline’. The Timeline will display user’s name together with the profile picture which represents user identity on Facebook. Facebook requires and encourages users to use real names on Facebook (Facebook), but practically, not all users use their real name on Facebook (Boyd & Heer, 2006). 
	The Timeline also displays a feed of a user's stories, including status updates, photos and videos, and events which ordered according to the time in which they were uploaded or created (Facebook). To add the stories, users write or upload photo or video on an empty status box available at the top of the timeline. Additionally, there are interactive features on Timeline such as ‘Like’ button on all status update, option for comment and read, location tag, etc. Another interesting element on Timeline is the ability to incorporate third- party applications which consequently expand the affordance of Facebook. It is through this affordance that Facebook Confession Pages manage their posts. In FCPs, the message post on the Timeline was written in other third-party application incorporated to the FCPs in order to avoid using a real Facebook username. 
	There is also a brief background summary of a user on Timeline, such as gender, birthday, hometown, etc. Users can manage this information and select which information they want to display on their Timeline. Facebook profiles also have advanced their privacy features to restrict content to specific users, such as non- friends or persons on a specific list. To do this, users can change the default privacy setting according to their preference. Other Facebook interactive applications such as notification, friend request, like and follow, photo album, etc. are also available on the profile page. Technically, the Timeline is a centre, where user manages his/ her Facebook identity. Figure 3.1 below shows an example of Facebook Timeline.
	/
	3.1: Facebook Page Timeline
	Friends and Followers

	Contacts on Facebook are called ‘Friends’. A ‘friending’ request must be sent and accepted before users become friends on Facebook. Users can find potential friends by searching for them using ‘search bar’ at the top of the page, or using the ‘People’ option where Facebook will provide a list of recommended friends. Once they become a friend on Facebook, they may see each other’s profile and received news feed. In case the friending request is declined by the other user, the two users will not consider a friend on Facebook which may then affect their activities on the network such as they may not be able to see each other activities on Facebook, or receive each other news feed.   
	Facebook also allows users to ‘Follow’ others without Friend them. To merely ‘follow’ others, it does not need an invitation and approval. Users can choose to follow a person, and they will receive that person's status updates automatically through their news feed. Originally, the following function is devised for public figures like celebrities, journalists, politicians, etc. where they can broadcast their news to broad audiences. Facebook public pages also utilise the function; hence FCPs can also be followed for users to get updates on the pages. 
	Tagging and Notification

	The concept of tagging on Facebook refers to the action of putting the name of a user, a brand, an event or a group in such a way that linked to the wall of the Facebook page being tagged, and made the post appear in news feeds for that page, as well as those of selected friends. It is done by typing a part of the user's name and selecting the name from the drop- down menu. The tagged name then will appear in blue- coloured word indicating that the name was tagged and the tagged person notified. Figure 3.2 below shows an example of the process. As we can see, the drop- down menu lists a friends’ name according to the name written, and users can select the name without necessarily written the whole name. Once the name selected, it will appear light- blue like Bryan Chai Kang Weng’s name.
	/
	3.2: The tagging process
	The tagging feature is not limited to friends’ name but can be used in everywhere in Facebook, photo, status update, post- comment, etc. However, it restricted among friends which means that if a user tags a non- friend’s name, it will not generate an active link to that non- friend’s Facebook page. Later in chapter 5, I will show how friends’ name play a crucial role not only as an identity but also in locating the person as well as ‘gathering’ people for interactional purposes. 
	Consequently, the tag will generate a notification. Facebook notification is a kind like an alert system where it will tell users whenever something occurred that relates to their profile. So, in case their name was tagged, Facebook will notify the users and provide a link to the ‘tagged’ event. These Facebook features are also the focus of analysis in Chapter 6 where it explores the roles of these functions in Facebook turn-taking interaction. Indeed, Facebook tagging system and notification are significant in preserving the coherence of the interaction. In fact, Facebook notification occurs to every event that involved the user's profile; a message shared on the user's wall, or a comment on a status update or on another post that the user has previously commented on, someone has ‘liked’ user’s Status Update, etc. The notification is a personal update system that Facebook provides so that users will not miss updates from their networks.  
	The Corpus

	This section will outline the basic demographics of the corpus of online interactions that this study used. The data collected from several Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). So, the following discussion will highlight the significance of the data collected from these FCPs to this study as compared to other typical Facebook data. It will also discuss the characteristic of these FCPs so that the data can be understood better.
	The Material

	The data collected for this study come from the Status updates on the Facebook confession pages (FCPs) Timelines. FCPs are Facebook- based page associated with a specific organisation, where users who are usually related to the institution, have the option of "confessing" their secrets or any information that they would like to share with others. The trend of confessions pages on Facebook started with college students (Bounds, 2013) who use these pages to “confess” about a variety of issues, including their secret crushes, their past relationships and experience, their schools, their daily occurrence, to even the frivolous things such as the food in their dining courts or a picture in their school’s hallway.
	The potential effect of the FCPs heightened by the fact that they are public Facebook Page and accessible to all Facebook users. Anyone who knows the FCPs, either from the affiliated community or not, or whether they are Facebook users or not, can read the page without necessarily join the community. Facebook users can also “like” it and become the Page “fan”, so they can stay in the loop by receiving its updates in their News Feed. At this point, they can participate as a voyeur, or more actively by liking, commenting on, or sharing specific confessions. 
	It should be remembered, however, that although most FCPs are linked to a particular institution, they are not officially associated with their respective institutions. The page could have been started by anyone as long as they are willing to act as the page administrator. While there are many assumptions that the administrator must come from the respective institution (Bounds, 2013), for most FCPs, this has never confirmed. The administrator remains anonymous. In some FCPs, they even ‘playfully' dissociate themselves from the institution while using the respective institution's logo or acronym. For instance, a Facebook confessions page known as ‘UKM confession' is associated with the Malaysia National University (in Malay called Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia or known through its acronym UKM). However, the page defines the acronym (UKM) as U- Know- Me while maintaining the university’s logo as its profile picture (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ ukmconfess)
	How the FCPs Work

	FCPs can be considered ‘semi- anonymous’ pages although in general Facebook is not an anonymous website. The semi- anonymous natures of FCPs occur due to the ‘de-identify’ nature of the initial message posts on the page. Technically, all Facebook initial messages including the FCPs display a similar interface with similar features including a profile picture and a name to represent users’ identity. All these identity features are machine generated in the sense that Facebook automatically produces them. The only content composed by the user is the message itself. The message can still be attributed to the identity features of the Facebook page because the author of the message is also the owner of the Facebook page. 
	It is different, however, to the Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). The FCPs created via Facebook community page platform which does not require individual’s recognition to set up a page. Hence, the identity of the FCPs owner is concealed by being the page administrator/ s. As for the initial message, it can be from anybody whether the readers, the followers or even the administrators. Often, the FCPs integrate a third- party application such as GoogleDocs or crush- ninja where the users could write their messages without including any identifiable information about them. These anonymous messages will be received by the administrator who, then, will post them onto the FCPs without any need for the identity verification. As the message post mostly unaltered by the administrator/ s, the authors always have an option if they want to make themselves known in which they can introduce themselves in the (content) message, or not. Consequently, in the FCPs, the owner of the FCPs account and the author of the message are two different entities. The author cannot be identified through the identity features of FCPs which belong to the owner of the FCP account so that FCPs are not representing the identity of the author. In a way, FCPs disentangle the default ‘inbuilt’ identity recognition that connected the message and its author in a typical Facebook page. This distinct feature sets FCPs initial message aside from other typical Facebook initial messages.
	However, the responses to the initial message are identifiable. Since the responses such as commenting and liking come in through users’ Facebook accounts, the responders are identified. This combination of identifiable and de- identifiable makes FCPs distinct, hence significant in this study. As this study is about identity and identification, it will be interesting to explore the issues in this semi- anonymous environment, particularly between the author who want to be anonymous and the readers or the responders who want to identify the author.
	The Language

	It is important to mention here that although this study utilises a global- oriented online site Facebook, its focus is more locally oriented that is in the Malaysian context. Consequently, the FCPs that this study looks into is Malaysia- based FCPs. Further elaboration on how the FCPs are selected will be discussed in the subsequent section below. In this section, it will discuss the language of the corpus taken from the selected FCPs.
	The primary language used in the corpus is in English. However, rather than a standard English, the English used in the interactions in the corpus is better known as Manglish or colloquial Malaysia English. This type of variety English is mostly a combination of several languages of Malaysia ethnic groups with English as a primary language. Its grammar does not necessarily follow a Standard English but more likely from local ethnic groups’ dialect (Hashim & Tan, 2012). Historically, Manglish developed following the arrival of British to Malaya who brought in Chinese and Indian into the country to work for them. British then established the English- medium school for economic development especially to provide civil servants (Tan, 2009). Consequently, English becomes a medium of interaction especially for inter- group interaction at school. After independent, there are several educational policies changed which resulted in the Malay language becomes the national language while other ethnic groups’ language is respectably used at schools and daily life, together with English (Omar, 2001). With multi- languages exist and use together in the country, it becomes norms to use them interchangeably (Hashim & Tan, 2012).
	As for what constitutes Manglish, (Kuang, 2017) describes it as a form of spoken English that is distinguished by its linguistic features of ungrammatical structures and nativisation which include various features of and borrowed words and expressions from other local languages and dialects. Previously concentrated on spoken interaction (Hashim & Tan, 2012), now Manglish has been practised on online interactions, hence, the corpus of this study. As Manglish is slowly infused with items of the local languages, utterance likes ‘lazylah to edit” can also be observed in the corpus which is a direct or literal translation of Malay's “malaslah nak edit”. The intended meaning of such utterance could be ‘I do not want to do the editing on such...’ which an obvious syntax deviation. The particle ‘lah’ in this utterance does not bring any particular meaning but it is a distinct feature of Manglish which can be traced in almost every spoken interaction, not restricted to Manglish but also in other ethnic languages like Malay and Chinese (Kuang, 2017). Eventually, the corpus of this study characterised with such added particle as well as many other features that are distinct to Manglish or colloquial Malaysia- English. In the future analysis, these features will be explained and discussed further whenever additional explanation is required. 
	Data Collection and Organization

	While there are a number of articles which address collecting internet data, yet, there are no standardised procedures for doing so (Meredith, 2017). Researchers approach the data as they deem fit to their study including interviews, focus groups or surveys for data collection methods. Other studies use a mixture of approaches, including participant observation, interviews, surveys and textual analysis in order to provide a complete account of online activities (Baym, 2009; Fielding, Lee, & Blank, 2008). These methods aimed to understand the people ‘behind the screen’, rather than their online activities (Meredith, 2017). Meredith (2017) argues that if we want to understand how social interaction is organised online, then we need to examine the interaction in its actual occurring setting. 
	As discussed in the previous chapter, conversation analysis (CA) typically focuses on naturally occurring interactions. This way provides a better understanding of the way people do things and the kinds of objects they use to construct and order their daily affairs. This also applies to online interaction; to understand what people actually do online, and how they construct and order their daily affairs, we should examine the data as natural as possible. In other words, the data should not be ‘shaped’ or ‘generated’ by the researchers. Accordingly, this focus on natural online interactions carries implications for data collection, organisation and usage. In addressing these implications, this section discusses the techniques and methods that this study uses for data collection in line with the conversation analysis approach.
	Collecting the Data

	As mentioned previously, this study uses a corpus of online interactions from the Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). The data consisted of FCPs initial messages and responses are gathered using Facebook’s Graph API, which gives developers access to publicly visible Facebook content. Through this process, a range of FCPs regardless of their geographical locations or language usage can be acquired, as long as they use a keyword ‘confession’. However, as this study intended to focus on Malaysia context, it restricted the search process to the Malaysia higher institutions only. Therefore, before the collection of data from the FCPs, the study, first, checked with the Malaysian Qualification Register website (http:/ / www.mqa.gov.my/ mqr/ english/ eakrbyipta.cfm) to get a full list of Malaysia Universities. Specifically, the study only acquired the list of Malaysia universities, public and private, excluded other higher educational institutions such as polytechnic or community college. The acquired list, then, is used as a guide during the search process in which a keywords ‘confession’ is used together with the name of the universities provided by the list.
	Based on the Malaysian Qualification Register’s list, the study found 65 Malaysia universities’ FCPs from 44 universities. Further, those FCPs that were empty or inactive for at least a year were eliminated. This left 45 active FCPs from 36 universities. The reason for the higher number of FCPs compared to the number of universities is because some universities have more than one FCPs. For these FCPs, the sizes are ranging from 360 to 23777 followers. 
	Since the FCPs consist of huge interactions database, it is impossible for this study to analyse them all. Therefore, before selecting the sample messages, the study first identified the FCPs with the most interactions out of the 45 active Malaysia universities' FCPs by utilising the Facebook’s engagement- metric- function of ‘People Talking About This’ (PTAT). The reason for this is because the number of PTAT informs the level of engagement that the page had. The Facebook PTAT refers to the number of people who have created a story or had established a connection to a particular Facebook page within a seven- day range. The story includes when someone likes or/ and recommends the page, or likes, shares, comments and tags the page. All these actions resulted in a news feed story generated, hence increased the PTAT's number of the page. Directly, it also informs the amount of interaction that the page had and notifies the study of which FCPs had garnered users’ attention the most. Accordingly, the study decided to focus on six most active Malaysia universities’ FCPs at the time. After identifying the FCPs, the study proceeds with selecting the sample messages. 
	Compared to identifying the FCPs, the process of selecting sample messages is more straightforward. Since the PTAT has established the level of engagement that the FCPs had, the study conveniently selects the message posts from the identified FCPs regardless of the number of ‘likes’ or date of the post. There are a couple of characteristics, however, specified for selecting the message post: the interaction stemmed from the initial message must be more than 20 responses (response messages), and display identifying actions. Identifying actions refer to the responders’ actions in identifying the person of interest of the initial messages, whether this is the writer of the initial message or the referent(s) of the initial message. The identifying actions could tell whether the initial message encompasses significant elements of identity work that is worth studying. It happened that certain initial messages appeared to contain identity elements but they were not given any attention by the participants. That is, there were no responses. Such initial messages were useless for this study since they do not provide any subsequent identifying action (work) from the audience members (readers or responders). So, at this point, the study defines ‘identity’ as any elements in the initial message that responders used for their identifying actions. They can be as simple as ‘a guy’, or as complicated as ‘description of a situation’ in which responders would later use in the interactions. 
	Additionally, for each Status Update, the study collected every detail including the content, date, and the numbers of ‘likes’ and comments, as well as the responses along with the name of the responders. In the end, there are 30 series of interactions (post) consisting of FCPs initial messages and their responses collected for this study.
	Managing the Data

	This study deals with data of online interactions. Researchers who used this kind of data have developed a variety of methods on how to use and present the data in their study since there is no standard transcription for it (Meredith & Potter, 2014). Some of the researchers based their transcript on chat logs, and they included information such as the timing as it appears on screen (Rellstab, 2007). Others did not include such information (Berglund, 2009) and added their initiatives such as inserting a gap between turns (Raclaw, 2008). There are also researchers who use picture and screenshot to present the data (Greiffenhagen & Watson, 2009; Meredith, 2017). All these methods are useful in informing this study on how to present the data in the best possible ways that suit this study. 
	An advantage of dealing with digital data is its ability to be preserved. The online server that hosts the interaction where the data is taken will keep the interactional data in its archive. So, technically, the data can be accessed anytime. However, this type of data is also prone to change. For example, the system may be upgraded, or the user may change his/ her username which then may impact the understanding of the data and later the analysis process. For this reason, this study believes that by capturing the data in the form of an image, it may ‘freeze' not only the content of the data but also its context. Hence, the ‘authentic' and the originality of the interaction can be preserved. For that, this study uses a screen- shot image in presenting the data. 
	Additionally, the screen- shot image of the interaction provides this study with rich and comprehensive data. The image is provided not only textual data but also the relevant visual cues relating to action or sound (e.g., use of capital latter). This technique then is consistent with ‘traditional’ CA transcription that requires reporting every aspect of interaction including sound and visual cues. The figure below shows one of the initial messages and its responses that had been converted into an image. Noticeably, the image had captured every detail of the interaction, such as the date, the structure of the interaction, the use of the icons and the number of ‘likes’. Besides, it also maintained the illustration of the technological elements, particularly the role of name- tag. As we can see in the figure below, names such as Bibie Yani, Chun Kin, Kelxin Lim and many others which appear in the text- conversation are written in light- blue, while profile names are in a darker shade of blue. The colour difference is an indication of the technological element that is integrated into the interaction. The role of this technological element is significant in the analysis process in which it will guide and assist the understanding of the whole interaction. It also assists in determining which message turns are related to which message. If this study resorts to a normal transcription, this technological element may be left- out or need a special approach to record it (e.g., special symbol). However, through screen shotd image, all of this element of the interaction can be preserved in its original form, including its context and technical affordance which are important for the analysis. Essentially, this screen- shot image data is a ‘digital’ transcription in which instead of translating the data into written- language, the data is translated into a comprehensive visual image.
	/
	Figure 3.3: Conversation on Facebook
	Once the image has captured, the main task is to make the data understandable, especially in the analysis process. This is important as the interactions are disorganised in the sense that the message turns are not necessarily adjacent to each other, unlike synchronous spoken interaction. In FCPs interactions, adjacency pair can be far separated and sometimes are hard to recognise. Therefore, it would be better to establish and recognise the relationship earlier before starting the analysis process. 
	Consequently, I developed a diagram for each interaction to illustrate the relationship between the turns. The figure 3.4 below is an example of a diagram generated by one of the interactions. The diagram illustrates the exact structure of the interaction but only includes the details of the message turns excluding the text- interaction. The message at the top of the diagram refers to the initial message and the numbers below it refer to the chronological order of the response within the thread. The arrangement of the response is inverted since it was arranged based on the ‘most recent' view where the newest response appears at the top. However, the responses that branched out from the main response such as 20.1, 14.1, etc., are chronologically sorted that is the most recent reply appears at the bottom (e.g., 20.5, 14.10 etc.). On the right side of the diagram, the dotted lines indicate the connection or relationship between responses. This is the crucial information that this diagram is all about. This relationship is determined through certain criteria such as address term in the form of name- tagged. As shown in figure 3.3, name- tagged in the interaction has technological properties. The name can point to the right addressee, and so it is helpful to locate the right pair of the message turn. Additionally, time can also give way to sequence. The date and time in each box in figure 3.4 refer to the date and time that each response posted. So, observing the time stamp of each response help the understanding of the temporal relationships between message turns. This diagram gives me a broader and better view of the relationship between messages turns. So, though the message turns are far apart from each other like message turn 3 and 19, the diagram helps to indicate the relationship. Accordingly, I tend to re- refer to this diagram during the analysis.
	/
	Figure 3.4: A diagram representing the relationship between message turns
	Another aspect of the data that need to focus earlier is the nature of the language used in the interactions. As explained earlier, the language is in English, but the usage is from Malaysia context. This means the language does not follow English grammar or understanding but rather the Malaysia spoken language. Therefore, though it is easy to read it may require further explanation in term of meaning and context of the language usage. For example, as can be seen in figure 3.3, there are mixed of several languages in the interaction with English as the main language. These languages need to be translated and interpreted based on the context of the interaction. For this task, I seek help from fellow Malaysian students for the interpretation. This is because although I am a Malaysian, there are styles of language/ speech that I may not familiar. For instance, the conversation written mixed with Chinese letters such as illustrated in figure 3.3. For such conversation, although I can find its translation in order to understand its meaning within its context, I would refer to Malaysian- Chinese for a correct interpretation. So, in practice, both tasks, interpreting the data and recognising the relationship, are done together to make the data understandable. Afterwards, the data is analysed using CA.
	Data Analysis

	Conversation analysis provides a way of looking at the data, without requiring strict adherence to a singular way of doing the analysis (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008). Once data have been gathered and transcribed, the first step in developing an analysis is to identify the phenomenon that is worthy of study through ‘unmotivated looking’ that is “we sit down with a piece of data, make a bunch of observations, and see where they will go” (Sacks, 1984, p. 27).  Then, a formal description of a particular instance in the talk should be highlighted, concentrating on the sequential organisation of the interaction. As a pattern begins to emerge, the collected data should be referred to determine if other instances exhibit similar patterns. This technique addresses the two core questions of CA: "What interactional business is being mediated or accomplished through the use of a sequential pattern or device; how do participants demonstrate their active orientation to this business" (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008, p. 98). So, researchers should look closely at the conversational strategies and devices used in its production. 
	In this study, I approach the data with a particular intention, to explore the elements of identity in online interaction. However, I do not have any particular theoretical constructs or research questions in mind. Thus, rather than entirely followed the approach of "unmotivated looking", I observed the data with a particular motivation that is how identity is made relevant in the FCPs interactions. Once I noticed a possible phenomenon in my data, I made a collection of instances. I then analysed how participants built this action, and how it was accomplished in the interaction.
	Throughout the research, the concern is how participants invoke the element of identity in the interactions. Thus, categories that highlight particularly associated roles, actions and relationships are an essential consideration. As this study also uses other analytical approaches including membership categorisation analysis (MCA), epistemics and person references which are inherently linked to conversation analysis, it is appropriate to consider these approaches within a conversation analytic framework. The consideration of roles and categories, for example, speaks to the membership categorisation interest of the study as it informs how someone is understood and how they are treated in the setting. They also illustrate participants’ epistemic levels. So, the selection of certain categories within a similar device by participants in the interactions must carefully consider as they inform how the categories become relevantly oriented to the interactions. 
	Once I had identified specific practices, I refer to previous findings from spoken interaction, as well as online and offline written interaction, where relevant. This is not however to make a comparison to another context of interaction, but it is to get a better understanding of how participants organised their interaction online.
	Ethical Considerations 

	The issue of ethics has always debated within the field of social sciences, particularly in online research (Flicker, Haans, & Skinner, 2004). The primary concern usually is regarding the status of the data, whether it is public or private. Subsequently, do researchers need informed consent to obtain this type of data (Bassett & O'Riordan, 2002). Regarding these issues, there at least two things become the main concern of this study, which is the use of participants’ name or Facebook users’ name, and another one is the status of the Facebook Confession Pages that is being utilised in this study.  
	Online names may seem to be a minor aspect of communicating in the CMC environment. However, upon closer examination, it is the user’s name that gives other users their first impression of the person behind the screen such as their gender and ethnic group. User’s name becomes a part of individual identity online and often, they are incorporated aspects of an individual’s real self. ten Have (2000) even illustrates a vital role that a username plays online in determining how online users find each other and establish a connection. So, names become a particularly important means of identification online. Consequently, the name becomes the main consideration in much research.  
	Regarding this issue, the role of name is exceptionally significant in this study. As per Facebook requirement, users have to use a real name or seem to appear as a real name in Facebook. Additionally, most interactions on Facebook based on profile name or username. Since this study involves a broad and complex interaction between participants’ account and FCPs, therefore, it would be difficult to change or anonymise all names. The interaction occurs on FCPs which is not a personal Facebook page, and so participants relied on Facebook- name- tagged to establish a link to make a reference to persons and distribute the news. Further, it appears that not all participants involve in the same interaction knew each other, with a few cases, happened that the participants have a similar name, Facebook- name- tagged assisted in identifying which participant as which and whom. Most importantly, this study, in particular, involves the examination of person references in which in this data were partly done through Facebook username. Due to these situations, this study decides not to anonymise the participants’ name. Moreover, based on the analyst observation, participants tend to change their profile name after sometime. Since the time the data was collected (in 2015), many of the participants had changed their username and their profile. 
	Researcher realises that since name and nickname have essential implication in CMC, collecting data without removing identifiers has ethical implications. Although participants may be chatting in a ‘public’ website/ space that is open to anyone such as the Facebook Confession Pages, they may feel that their conversation is private. Furthermore, such Facebook Page like FCPs are usually ‘unofficial’ institution related Facebook Pages where the ‘Fans’ are usually members of the institution. However, based on the British Sociological Association’s Ethics Guidelines and Collated Resources for Digital Research (2016), observation of public behaviour can be conducted in a place where people would expect to be observed by strangers. In this case, the use of Facebook confession pages (FCPs) is acceptable because it is a community- based Facebook page where everybody can access it.
	Also, as explained before, FCPs present a unique configuration in which the status updates or the initial messages posted on the page are ‘de- identified’. Therefore, there is no unintended identification attached to the status updates. The only visible identification occurs on FCPs is through the responses to the initial message since these responses done via regular, identifiable Facebook comments and likes. For this, if we refer to Facebook’s terms of agreement regarding the publish content or information using the public settings, it states that everyone, including people off of Facebook, can access and use that information because it is considered as public (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ about/ privacy). Additionally, this study also seek permission from the University’s Ethic Committee (see appendix A for the application) and has been given permission to do the research. Still, according to Zimmer (2010), it is critical for researchers to consider user privacy and the possibility of inadvertent identification out of context even when data are publicly visible. For that, this study will take extra cautious in dealing with participants’ identity and will only display and discuss their identity- related matter whenever necessary.
	Conclusion

	This chapter has outlined the methodology that guided this study. It provided an overview of how the Facebook Confession Pages operated as different from other typical Facebook pages. It also discussed how the data from FCPs are collected and organised, so that the ‘authentic’ and the originality of the interaction that took place in the FCPs could be preserved for a longer time. It also described the technique to make the data understandable so that the analysis can be done correctly. It has also briefly described CA and considered the issues which might be relevant when applying CA to online interaction. Finally, it considers the ethical implications of using the FCPs in this study. 
	Chapter 4: Analysis of the Initial Messages in FCPs
	Introduction 

	This thesis is concerned with identity work in Facebook Confessions Pages. As we have seen in the literature review ‘identity’ is constructed through ‘identity work’, and this work can take many forms. The process of identifying a person is better seen as a sequence of actions, normally carried out by a series of actors rather than a ‘state of knowledge’ (knowing or not knowing a person). This is best seen in the canonical opening of a (landline) telephone call. Recognition and identification in face- to- face situations are often immediate, precisely because the actors can see one- another. In Facebook pages, such visual information is missing (as it is on the telephone) and hence identification and recognition become an important aspect of FCPs.
	Due to the particular features of these message boards, identity – and practices of identifying -   becomes a key issue. Identity refers primarily to the author of the first or initial messages in the conversation thread. However, given that each message is normally about a person or persons, identity work is also implicated in terms of the referents of the message that is who they are about. When the referent (object) of the message is also the person being communicated with, we can say that the referent is also the intended recipient. However, it should always be remembered that Facebook messages are public documents, and hence the ‘recipients’ of the message are the general audience of the page. Consequently, formulating the right ‘recipient(s)’ in the messages is essential in FCPs. Depending on the purpose of the message, it must be constructed or designed in ways which could display the author’s orientation to the particular other(s) whether to be identified or not, and at the same time be vigilant to the general audience of FCPs. As in typical interaction, recipient design can be manifested in many ways, for instance through salutations, grammar and lexical choice, or in address forms. Figure 4.1 below shows an example of the initial message collected in this study.
	/
	Figure 4.1: FCPs Initial Message
	It is obvious from the message that it was constructed for a particular recipient since it is a birthday wish from the author to someone that he/she admires. The author used a salutation and an address form to display his orientation to the recipient. However, the author also uses a common identifier as their identity (from your secret admirer) and incomplete spelling of the recipient’s name (Y_ _ _ _ A) so as to not give out his real identity as well as the recipient to the general audience of FCPs. This action reflects the importance of recipient design in constructing the initial message. This study then explores the ways in which message design with recipients in mind can have an effect on the dynamic of the whole interaction. Put simply, it looks at how the initial messages could frame the topic for the subsequent responses. In this sense, identity work can be viewed as emergent practices in the given settings. 
	In this chapter, however we are concerned only with analysing the initial messages of FCP posts. This is because often the initial messages are written precisely to engage the general audience in identity work, in that they omit not only the author’s name, but also specific information about the referent and the recipient. As such, the initial message was placed earlier to set up a discussion and also to invites participants. This setting though relatively new in Facebook is not really new in other types of interaction. In the study of the sequential organisation of calls on talk radio, Hutchby (1996) has demonstrated the different roles between the ‘first’ and ‘second’ position in a sequence of interaction. He states that the caller’s opening turn not only sets out the agenda for a discussion, but is also a possible first action in a potential action-opposition sequence, so that the second position (radio host) able to challenge the agenda set out by the caller’s remarks. Although Hutchby’s (1996) study is concerned more with the power relationship between the participants, it highlights the significance of the first position in the sequence of interaction in attracting other participants (the audiences) for further discussion. The study argues that since introducing an agenda is the caller’s prerogative, so the argumentative initiative can rest with other participants. As such, in FCPs, the initial messages can be considered as acquiring the ‘first position’ to set up an agenda and initiating the first action, so that other participants (general audience) may continue the discussion in the subsequent response messages. However, considering that the initial messages are mostly unidentified, it is interesting to see how they would begin the ‘agenda’. Also, taking into account the two different natures of the initial message and response messages as the initial postings are anonymous while the subsequent responses are identifiable, this study decides to separate the analysis with this chapter analyses the initial messages. So, by focusing first on the initial messages, it set the foundation for the identity work in subsequent ‘response’ messages in the next analytic chapter. 
	In the following analysis then, we want to see the ways in which messages were constructed with recipient/s as well as audiences in mind. To do this we focus on ‘person reference’ and the manner in which it allows for different epistemic claims. Person reference is a term used in Conversation Analysis which rests on the primary function of conversation to ‘reference’ people and things in the world. Hence the chapter begins by summarising the person reference literature outlined in the literature review, so as to provide a foundation and guide for the analysis. The subsequent analysis rests on a basic distinction between message types (identified in the observation of different FCPs). There are two primary forms of messages, those that inform and those that inquire. We will use this basic distinction to set out an account of the different uses of person references, based upon the literature in CA. The objective is to show how identity work is implicated in subsequent response messages, through the selective use of person reference forms. 
	Some Practices for Referring to Persons in Talk- in- Interaction

	Conversation rests on ‘referencing’ in a general sense. Referencing enables a speaker to establish or maintain a ‘communicative focus on some entity, usually in order to say something about it’ (Enfield, 2013:433) 
	“In perhaps its barest form, referring consists of literally pointing to something in order for two people to share attention on that thing, for some interactional purpose” (Enfield, 2013:433).
	While referencing can be accomplished through gestures and other embodied behaviours, face to face social interaction is premised primarily on spoken language, and hence it here that we find the majority of referencing. Also, given that spoken language is structured through turns at talk, it is through sequences of conversational turns that we see the establishing of common referents. The means, according to Enfield, that referencing is ‘a general problem of recipient design’ (ibid) in that successful referencing is an interactional matter and an initial speaker must design their talk to be understood by another other, being sensitive to both what the other knows as well as the social context. 
	One type of referencing occurs when the ‘communicative focus’ is a person, whether that be the speaker, a person in the immediate environment or a person not present.  There are various ways of referring to persons. Speakers may refer to themselves, co- participants, and a third party using a specific term. Each language has its own term for this purpose. For example English may use a simple ‘I' for self- reference, while Malay has more forms of self- reference, ‘aku' and ‘saya' depending on the situation and context of the interaction. References to persons can also be done using kinship or relational terms such as ‘mom' and ‘my wife', or categorical terms such as ‘teacher' or ‘doctor', particularly to third party references (Schegloff, 1996). The ways of referring to persons convey something of the relationship between the speaker, recipient, and referent. So, precise formulations of references are significant for the interaction. These references are systematically organised over sequences of behaviour and interaction. That is, they are not simply about lexical ‘selection’ (Enfield, 2013) but also are a matter of recipient design.   
	Generally, recipient design refers to how speakers devise their talk in ways which display orientation and sensitivity to the particular other(s) who are the co-participants in the interaction (Sacks et al., 1978). Recipient design is considered crucial elements in any conversation as it is fundamental in making and sustaining a relationship with other people. Therefore, failure to do it may render the speaker as an inadequate conversationalist which may cause social implications such as being accused impolite or disrespect (Stommel, 2012). Recipient design can be manifested in many ways, such as in the topic selection, or in question design, but it can obviously observe through the selection of reference term.
	Schegloff (1996) outlines a systematic framework for understanding the organization of person- reference in conversation through his paper “Some practice in referring to person”. In organizing his ideas, Schegloff (1996, p. 439) poses the following question:
	“How do speakers do reference to persons so as to accomplish, on the one hand, that nothing but referring is being done, and/ or on the other hand that something else in addition to referring is being done by the talk practice which has been employed?”
	The answer to this question builds upon his earlier work with Sacks on the ‘preferences in the organization of reference to persons in conversation’ (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007). In that paper, they propose the operation of two general preference structures: the preference for minimization and the preference for recognitional reference. Schegloff’s (1996) later work expands understanding of the organization of practices for referring to persons. The paper shows that there are defaults or systematic ways of how person references are organized in conversation. For example, there is a proper way to address third person referent in conversation that is to use recognitional full noun phrase for the first- time mention and subsequently to use pronoun. Deviation from the default practices then could signify something else other than merely referring is being performed. 
	In his analysis, Schegloff (1996) first discusses the organization of practices for referring to speaker and recipient. For him, this practice of referring to speaker and recipient is the most common form of person reference and such references are provided for by the provision of the terms ‘I’ and ‘you’ in English. He notes that these terms particularly the term ‘you’ can be used to refer to people other than the recipient. The term depends on the context of interaction, and can also refer to everyone. Referring to Sacks’s work from a call to a suicide prevention centre, Schegloff (1996) shows part of a more general usage of “you” for “everyone”: 
	A: Why do you want to kill yourself? 
	B: For the same reason everybody does. 
	A: What is that? 
	B: Well, you just want to know if someone cares. 
	Here, the term ‘you’ used by ‘B’ (bold in the last line) is not specific to the recipient but refers more generally to “everyone”. This is one of the examples of various dedicated terms that can be used to refer to people other than the speaker and recipient.  
	With regard to non- present persons, Schegloff (1996) makes a distinction between ‘locally initial’ and ‘locally subsequent’ reference (p. 450). The first time a referent is used in a conversation, it tends to be in a full noun phrase such as name or description. Subsequently, pronouns are used in what is called the ‘locally subsequent reference position’ (p. 450) to index a referent that has already been used in the conversation. This distinction shows a systematic sequential way of doing reference to persons in conversation. Another way of doing this is understood as to achieve distinctive outcomes. For example, Kitzinger et al. (2012) illustrate how pronoun is used in a locally subsequent reference position to mute the relevance of referent in favour of the action performed. 
	Eventually, the choice of reference terms implicates considerations of ‘recipient design’(Schegloff, 1996). How the talk is designed usually depends on the recipients’ features and the level of relationship between the interactants. As such, a speaker style of talk including his selection of reference terms can inform his relationship with the recipient. There are two types of reference forms discriminated by their relationship to the recipient; ‘recognitional’ reference forms and ‘non- recognitional’ reference forms (Schegloff, 1996; Schegloff, 1996, p. 450). 
	Recognitional forms convey to the recipients that the one being referred to is someone that they know about, hence the recipient able to figure out who the referent is through the use of the reference form. The most common recognitional reference forms are names and descriptions such as “the woman who sits next to you” (Schegloff, 1996). 
	In contrast, non- recognitional reference forms display that the identity of the referent is unknown or unavailable to speakers or recipients, or to both of them such as the use of a term ‘someone’ or ‘this guy’ when referring to persons. The preferred practice, however, as stated by Sacks and Schegloff (2007) “if it is possible, use a recognitional.” The conditional "If it is possible" refers to the following contingencies: a) If the speaker may (or ought to) suppose the recipient to know the referent; b) if the speaker may be supposed by recipient to have so supposed; and c) if the speaker may suppose the recipient to have so supposed (Schegloff, 1996, p. 459). If all these conditions are met, then recognitional reference forms are the preferred ways of referring to persons.
	However, in some situations speakers may choose to depart from this principle (Pomerantz & Heritage, 2013). For example, a speaker may use a non- recognitional reference to a known referent that is also known- to- be known to the recipient in order to keep the referent’s identity from the recipient. According to Pomerantz and Heritage (2013), this act may be seen as withholding information from the recipient. 
	This circumstance is similar to the data studied in this chapter. As I will show later, authors withhold referent information using non- recognitional reference forms. Unfortunately, Pomerantz and Heritage (2013) do not provide further explanation or real examples of this instance other than stating that speakers and recipients are both able to exploit the preferred practice of person reference in conveying the action they are performing in relation to the referent. Additionally, there are situations where non- recognitional reference forms are used when recognitional reference forms could be used. Stivers’s (2007) ‘alternative recognitional reference’ is one of the reference practices that departs from the preferred practice of person reference where speakers use other than default recognitional reference forms, yet a particular referent can still recognize by the recipient. 
	Stivers (2007) shows how this alternative recognitional reference is done in a conversation between a mother and a daughter when the daughter uses a referring term ‘your sister’ instead of preferred recognitional term ‘aunt Alene’.
	(Stivers, 2007, p. 78)
	Mom:   so-  what are you grinnin’ (cuz you picked)
	Nic:   [Cuz yer sister been on the phone all mo:rnin’ an’ I told’ er- 
	Mom:   which o:ne
	Nic:  Aunt Ale:ne?  [I got a cramp in my=
	Mom:                  [hehhehhehhehhehheh
	Nic:   =ne: (h)ck ‘n I gotta g(h)o.
	Whenever speakers depart from the use of default referring practices, it indicates that they are doing more than just referring (Schegloff, 1996; Stivers, 2007). Here, Stivers (2007) argues the term ‘your sister' by the daughter is not only used to refer to ‘aunt Alene' but also to highlight the relationship between the aunt and the mom. By doing so, the daughter emphasizes the nature of the relationship between the referent and the recipient while distancing herself from the referent. It is argued then that alternative recognitional reference can shift the ‘domain of responsibility’ (Stivers, 2007, p. 94) among the speakers, recipients, and referents. 
	Additionally, the use of recognitional or non- recognitional, speaks to the relationship and/ or shared understandings of the interaction participants. In a way, the reference terms formulated by the speakers reflect their knowledge concerning the recipients and the referents. As references to persons are constructed by reference to what speakers take the recipient to know (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007), they also illustrate the relevance of speaker's relationship to the recipient and his/ her domain of knowledge regarding the referent information (Heritage, 2018). The choices between recognitional and non- recognitional references will depend in substantial part on who is being spoken to and the knowledge that is attributed to them, which in turn reflect the recipient design in interaction. 
	Stivers’s (2007) alternative recognitional reference, for instance, requires several elements, including that the speaker knows the referent and  the hearer knows the referent, and the form used (‘your sister’) is recognised by the hearer. This requirement reflects the epistemic status (Heritage, 2013) of the speaker, and hence the use of an alternative recognitional reference shows up the design of the talk as sensitive to what each of the interacting parties knows. An alternative recognitional reference is irrelevant to a speaker who has no knowledge of the relationship between the recipient and the referent. The use of such references in a situation in which such knowledge is lacking would fail the recognitional preferences and cause disruption. Whether speakers have knowledge regarding the referent or not are displayed through their formulations of references in the interaction. Taken together the understanding of the practice of person reference used to perform a range of social action, that particular way that references are formulated bear examining for their function beyond just achieving reference.
	For the sake of analysis, I categorize the actions displayed in the initial messages into two general categories, informings and inquiries. These two categories represent the general action of the initial message towards the general audience. An informing message includes various ‘telling’ actions such as confessing, ranting, and other related actions. This category of message is doing a ‘telling' about someone or something. The inquiry message is doing ‘asking', hence it includes actions such as seeking information, requesting something, and other inquiry actions. With each category of message, I look at how the authors design their message with reference to persons, in order to convey the individual (referent) to the recipients of the message (audiences).
	Informing Messages

	The act of telling usually displays a speaker’s epistemic status as a knowing person. When speakers tell something to another, they are conveying what they know. The normative principle that underpins the interaction is “that one should not tell one’s co- participants what one takes it they already know” (Sacks, 1992, p. 100). Sacks may not explicitly talk about information giving in terms of epistemics, but epistemics scholars such as Heritage and Goodwin make it clear that an utterance which conveys information or news is premised upon matters of epistemics (Heritage, 2013). In FCPs, the act of telling is done discreetly, in the sense that identities which play a crucial role in the practice of references are either tends to be hidden, or unknown, by authors. Based on the data, non- recognitional references and descriptions are used by authors to accomplish person reference, in the act of informing. 
	Non- Recognitional References

	As discussed before, non- recognitional references display that the identity of the referent is unavailable to the author or recipient. So, usually, by using non- recognitional reference, it is to indicate that nothing but referring is being done. The current study, however, shows the use of non- recognitional reference form to a known referent. This is done so as to omit the referent or the recipient identity deliberately. Pomerantz and Heritage (2013) considered such act as withholding information from the recipient in favour of the action performed. Here, the data shows that such instances occur in FCP initial messages. This could be due to the nature of FCPs wherein the ‘real’ identity of the author and/ or the referent can be omitted. The author deliberately uses the non- recognitional references term, so as to hide the identity of the recipient, the referent or him/ herself. 
	Initial message #1086 in Figure 4.2 shows how the author intentionally uses a non- recognitional term ‘roommate’ to the ‘intended recipient’ who is the author’s roommate. In this initial message, the author confesses to having deleted the recipient's porn collection and seeks his/ her forgiveness. The description of deleting recipient’s porn collection indicates that it is a real event that took place in the real world. This also indicates that author and recipient know each other. 
	/
	Figure 4.2: Initial message 1086
	From the use of pronouns ‘I' and ‘you' in the message, it is understood that the message is directed to the ‘roommate' (line 2) although the author does address a general audience earlier through his/ her statement "I have a confession to make" (line 1). The dedicated terms ‘I' and ‘you' are the simple reference for speaker and recipient, at least in English (Schegloff, 1996). Other than referring, these two terms have no other indication unlike other pronouns in English such as ‘he' or ‘she' which indicate gender. So, the uses of these reference terms in the initial message 1086 are considered non- recognitional since they do not convey the identity of the referents. The author, however, addresses the recipient earlier through a simple non- recognitional ‘roommate’ (line 2). So we know that the recipient of the initial message is a ‘roommate’. Yet, such non- recognitional term appears virtually nothing other than as a generic address term, ‘roommate’. However, the event description that the author provides shows that they are close to each other to the extent that the author is allowed to use the recipient's computer (that time I urgently needed a hard disc big enough to transfer the project file... [line 4 and 5]). The term ‘roommate’ in the greeting, then, could be understood as the author’s roommate which is later confirmed through the author’s sign off at the end of the message ‘your roommate at 5th college’ (line 8). 
	What is interesting, then, is the choice that the author makes to use a non- recognitional form to someone that he or she knows. As mentioned before, in a conversation, there is a preference for a recognitional over non- recognitional term in referring to others (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007) because the objective is to achieve recognition. Therefore, when speakers use a non- default term when a default term is usable, it indicates that they are doing more than simply referring (Schegloff, 1996), they are obscuring the identity of the person. Although this argument was made concerning the practice of person- reference, a similar understanding could be applied here in understanding the generic address term used by the author and subsequently the dedicated terms ‘I’ and ‘you’ for self- referent and recipient. In this initial message, the author is telling that he/ she deleted the roommate’s porn collection in his/ her computer. Having said that the porn collection is in the roommate’s computer, it tells that the roommate is a porn watcher which morally perceived as unethical and unacceptable. Therefore, the non- recognitional term is deliberately used by the author to conceal the identity of the recipient, which in turn will conceal his/ her identity from the general audience. It happens as the identity of the author is very much related to the recipient. As we can see in the initial message, at the end of the message, the author’s sign- off ‘your roommate at 5th college’ (line 8), deftly positions the author in relation to the recipient. As Stivers (2007) explains, this kind of ‘addressee –associates’ reference (Stivers, 2007, p. 94) works by placing the referent within the domain of responsibility of the recipient. In this situation, however, the referent is the author him/  herself. So through the sign- off, it explicitly emphasized their relationship. Additionally, the content of the initial message illustrates an event that happened between the author and the recipient, thus portrays that the recipient knows the author. Hence the non- recognitional term can actually be a recognitional reference to the recipient. Still, by omitting the identity of the recipient name, and instead presenting the ambiguous (and widely relevant) term ‘roommate’, the author is protecting his or her identity, and the roommate, from being known to the public audience.
	Initial message 879 in the figure 4.3 shows another instance where the terms ‘I’ and ‘you’ are used to refer to the recipient after a non- recognitional term (course mate) is used to address a recipient. In this initial message, the author makes a confession to his/  her course mate. Consistently using first and second pronouns for self- references and referring to the recipient throughout the message, it gives impression as though the author is confessing directly to the recipient. Again, however, we see small identifying bits of information that give clues to the identity of the recipient. 
	/
	Figure 4.3: Initial message 879
	The author begins the confession by addressing the recipient using the non- recognitional term ‘my gorgeous Materials Engineering’s course mate’ (line 1). This act simultaneously introduces the recipient of the message and expresses an opinion about the recipient. Arguably ‘gorgeous’ is a gendered assessment, typically directed to a female recipient. The author then subsequently uses the pronoun ‘you' to re- refer to the recipient. Technically, if we refer to Schegloff’s (1996) ‘locally initial and locally subsequent reference’ Schegloff, 1996, p. 450), it tells that the referent is introduced in the locally initial reference position, so the referent can be identified and minimal subsequent reference forms can be formulated to refer back to the referent. What is interesting in this initial message 879, is that this default reference practice helps in shedding the identity of the recipient, despite the non- recognitional term used to address her. The dedicated terms ‘you’ tied the identity descriptions in the message to the recipient. The most identifiable description is the ‘news’ that she was about to leave the course (line 2 “... I found out that you were going to change course”). This description positioned the recipient in a special category among the students of materials engineering course which in turn may assist the general audience to identify the recipient. Later in the next analytical chapter on response message, we will see how commenters (the general audience) pick- up this identity description in displaying their epistemic claim of identity of the recipient. 
	The address term ‘my gorgeous Materials Engineering’s coursemate’ (line 1) reflect the author identity. As in the previous example (initial message 1086 in Figure 4.2), the use of such possessive pronoun like ‘my’ can explicitly associates the recipient to the author, thus, placed the recipient within the author domain of responsibility (knowledge). This further emphasizes the kind of relationship that the author has with the recipient. The whole address term, then, implies that the author and the recipient belong to a similar social category that is in the Materials Engineering course. The author also describes some event description such as ‘I see you walking alone in the rain’ (line 6) which indicates the author’s first- hand access to the event (Raymond & Heritage, 2006). This implies that the author used to be in the same location with the recipient, hence he could actually are known to the recipient, though the identity hint is too broad. Still, as with the previous message, we see the use of non- recognitional referents combined with indicative detailing that hints at the identity of the recipient and the author. This additional information implicates a sequence of recognition and identification in later response messages. 
	Another way that non- recognitional reference term is used in the informing messages is through the use of locally initial indexicals that is to use pronoun in locally initial reference position. According to Schegloff (1996), whenever the default way of referring to references are not follow (for example, locally subsequent reference form in a locally initial reference position), it invites immediate attention. The question becomes why the speaker has done this and what outcome the speaker seeks by doing so. 
	The initial message 1707 (Figure 4.4) shows an example of how locally initial indexicals is used as a non- recognitional reference. In the initial message, the author confesses his or her feeling towards an unidentified man. This man is introduced through a third person male pronoun ‘him’ and subsequently uses the male pronoun variants (he, him) to rerefer to him. The use of these third person pronouns indicates that the author is not directing his/ her message directly to the recipient, but is instead informing a general audience. In this sense, the author is performing an act of telling about his/ her feeling towards the man. Only in the last two sentences does the author change the footing of the message content towards the man when he or she shifts the use of a pronoun to ‘we’ that understood to include both the author and the man.  
	/
	Figure 4.4: Initial message 1707
	In the initial message 1707, the indexical ‘him’ (line 1) is clearly a locally initial reference term used by the author as there is no prior noun phrase reference has been used before. With only a third person indexical references form ‘him’, it may leave the general audience wondering to whom the pronoun is referring to since pronouns are mostly used as a locally subsequent reference form to referring back the relationship it has with its antecedent reference. Given that each initial message in FCPs is a stand- alone message, it is doubtful that the referent has been mentioned previously. Therefore, in this situation, indexical ‘him’ could be understood as a non- recognitional reference form. According to Kitzinger et al. (2012), locally initial indexicals can mute the relevance of the referent in favour of the action being conveyed. In this message, the author’s is confessing to the referent which normally would require a specific referent. However, given that FCPs is a public online website, it may inflict undesirable consequences if the referent’s name is mentioned. Also, as describes by the author, the referent is from ‘different religion’ (line 4) and seems ‘not so close’ (line 5) with people from other religion. So, it is reasonable for the author to put less emphasis on the referent’s identity, because it could cause uncomfortable to the referent if his name is mention in a public. So, by using a locally initial indexicals, the author may deliberately want to conceal the identity of the referent in favour of his/ her action to confess to the referent. Additionally, the third person pronouns in English index gender. So, by using the pronoun ‘him’ (line 1) in the locally initial position, this replaces the requirement to say, ‘a man’. Therefore, although the noun phrase is absent in the locally initial position, the locally initial indexical serves the role of a non- recognitional reference, so that the referent can be identified through his gender and introduced in the message. 
	As we see in this section, despite the use of non- recognitional term to address the recipient and the referent, there are still indicative detailing that hints at their identity, and sometimes even reflect the author’s identity. This additional information implicates a sequence of recognition and identification in later response messages. As we will see later in the next analytical chapter, these hints of identity become resources for identification works. 
	Recognitional Descriptions

	A recognitional reference term is the preferred practice for referring to persons. Within the category of recognitional reference, however, the preference is to use a name over a recognitional description (Schegloff, 1996). For example, if both the speaker and the recipient know the referent by name, then name is the preferred reference term. In a situation where the name of referents is unknown, then description is used to achieve recognitional. So, we can see that recognitional descriptors often upgrade to name in a typical verbal conversation. In FCPs initial message, however, the knowledge display is restricted only to the author. It means that the reference term used reflects the epistemic level of the author with regard to the referent. Therefore, in a situation where the author used description to referent, it portrays the author distant relationship to the referent or the referent is not within the author domain of knowledge. Consequently, audiences may recognize the description and upgrade it to name in the subsequent response messages. 
	The initial message 1191 in the figure 4.5 shows an instance where a recognitional description is used to the referent. In this message, the author introduces the referent early in a locally initial reference position with a list of descriptions concerning the referent, before stating her attention (confessing his or her feelings to the referent) at the end of the message. 
	/
	Figure 4.5: Initial message 1191
	In line 1, the author introduces the referent through a description, ‘this one guy from faculty of Med’. This description can be categorized as a non- recognitional reference in the sense that it is too general and can refer to any guy from the ‘Faculty of Med’. The author then provides additional descriptions such as ‘tall’ (line 2), and ‘who looks like an Indian’ (line 3). All these descriptions narrow down the potential referents, and hence assist the recipients to identify the referent. In this sense, it shows the author is orienting his or her reference form to suit the recipients.
	Note, however, the author's statement in line 2 and 3, “ umm what else? I don't know if he is an indian or chinese who looks like an indian”. This statement displays the author’s epistemic status regarding the referent appearance. It indicates that the author may know the referent but his/ her knowledge about the referent is incomplete. Therefore, when he/ she says “umm what else?”, it appears like the author is thinking on what other thing that could be describe about the referent so that he can be recognized. Subsequently, when he/ she says ‘I don’t know if he is an Indian or Chinese who look like an Indian”, it provides an explicit category on a basis of ethnic group. This can be significant information of the referent’s identity, given that in Malaysia there are three major ethnic groups, Malay, Chinese and India. By this description, the author excludes Malay category from the referent, thus further narrow down the referent identity to two ethnic groups. Additionally, considered that Chinese and Indian have quite significant differences in term of their appearance, the description “I don’t know if he is an Indian or Chinese who look like an Indian” can also refers to a particular group of people in Malaysia informally known as ‘Chindian’. They are of mixed Chinese and Indian ancestry but often they tend to adopt either one of the ethnic group (Chinese or Indian) as their official identity. So, through the description, the author is trying to limit the potential candidate of the referent by categorizing him based on ethnic group.
	This action, at the same time, portrays the author’s epistemic levels with regard to the referent. It indicates that he/ she may not know the referent personally. The selection of a description as a reference then is a way to make the referent recognizable. As we see later towards the end of the message, the author is expressing his/ her feeling to the referent (“trust me, you can melt my heart [line 4]). So it is important to establish the referent identity so that he can be identified. This will also implicates the subsequent response from the audience regarding the identity of the referent. 
	In the next initial message 1106 (Figure 4.6), the author uses description to identify an unknown recipient. In this message, the author is ranting to an unknown driver that he/ she encountered while driving within the university compound. The unknown driver made him/ her uncomfortable by ‘tailgating’ him/ her. Hence, the author composes the message and addresses it specifically to the unknown driver using descriptions. 
	/
	Figure 4.6: Initial message 1106
	Note that the author uses non- recognitional description to address the recipient (line 1), ‘Dearest red saga driver’. The address formulation is interesting because, as a non- recognitional term, it could have been ‘dear driver’ but that would not have done the additional work in providing additional information about the car of the recipient. Especially in this situation where the message is made public on social networks, every driver could be the recipient. So, the additional referential information ‘red saga’ is important in determining whom the author is addressing. In doing so, it shows the author’s awareness about the existence of the general audience that may read the message, and provides information that might form a foundation for an identification and recognition sequence in subsequent responses. Further, the selection of the word ‘dearest’ appears contradictory to the use of a non- recognitional description because the word is usually used as an affectionate form of address. However, the non- recognitional description ‘red saga driver’ does not show a close relationship, being a non- specific identifier based on what the writer sees. The line ‘Dearest red saga driver’ parodies a salutation in a personal letter but lacks its specificity. So, rather than show affection, the word ‘dearest’ has a different meaning that is the author’s frustration toward the recipient. This is confirmed when the author expresses his/ her anger in the message (line 5 ‘annoying much!’). So, the whole description ‘dearest red saga driver’ then is devised specifically by the author with a particular recipient in mind, while withholding identification and recognition of the actual person.
	Technically, addressing someone at the beginning of the message can be useful since it provides a grounding for the recognition of the referent of the message. In the initial message 1106, the author makes a reference to the referent using a dedicated term ‘you' after addressing the recipient. By this, the author indicates that the message is meant for the recipient, and excludes the general audience. As such, addressing the referent earlier is meant to determine who the right recipient is. If the author omits the addressing part, such as in message 1707, the author may face difficulties in indicating the right referent. 
	Additionally, the author conveys his/ her dissatisfaction towards the driver by describing him as the ‘stupidest driver’ he/ she ever encountered in ‘UM’ (line 2). The author then states a reason for describing the driver as such because he/ she had “tailgated” the author “all the way from KL gate to KPS” (line 3). These descriptions also serve as identifiers of the recipient in the sense that they specify which ‘red saga driver’ that the author is referring to. In a way, the author is designing his/ her message to a more specific recipient. As such, the author is conveying relevant information about the recipient that is within his/ her domain of knowledge by specifying a place and local knowledge. This information (presented as acronyms) also limits the potential audience because it requires that they understand what the ‘KL gate’ is and what ‘KPS’ refers to. 
	Here, then, we see various forms of epistemics. The writer expresses a certain amount of known information about the recipient based upon the visual information available to them. They also construct the text to include abbreviated location information, so as to limit the potential respondents, who by definition must have the necessary epistemic access and knowledge to understand them. While referent/ intended recipient and general recipient (audience) are presented with descriptive non- recognitionals, they are formulated with enough information to indicate who should guess (those who know the campus).
	A similar situation is illustrated in the initial message 868 in the figure 4.7. In this ranting message, the author expresses his/ her annoyance due to the noise from unknown persons. What is interesting about the message is in its original version (in the Malay language), there is a very limited person reference term is being used. Even a pronoun, which could indicate to whom the writer is talking to, like in the previous examples (messages 1707, 879, 1191), is absent. The author composes the message through descriptions, which are typical in a spoken Malay language. Technically, making a reference to a person in the Malay language is not much different from English. Noun phrases and pronouns are used for references and there is a selection of Malay pronouns used depending on the context of the interaction. Due to the social norms, however, Malay speakers tend to skip the reference or adopt reference terms from another language, especially in an event where they are not sure how to refer to a person (Jamil, Yusof, & Harun, 2016). As in the initial message 868 in the figure 4.7, we see that it was composed with mainly descriptions which appears common and understandable to a Malay speaker.
	/
	Figure 4.7: Initial message 868
	The author’s complaint starts with him/ her begging for a consideration, from a person who can be assumed a fellow residential hall. This is indicated through descriptions "tinggal dalam asrama. Bayar yuran sama kot" (living in a residential hall. Everybody pays the same fee) in line 1. Thus conveying that the author and the recipient stay in the same residential hall. The author then lists the recipient’s actions that caused his/ her frustration; ‘karok guna speaker’ (use a speaker when karaoke), ‘guna microphone’ (use microphones), ‘jerit kalau bercakap’ (screaming while talking). Here, in addition to descriptions of the complaint, the author lists the recipient’s action so that he/ she can be identified. These descriptions are a recognitional description of the recipient, and provide valuable information for the audience recipients. 
	Other  identification of the recipient made in the initial message 868, is when the author categorizes the recipient based on her gender in line 4, "perempuan kot" (you're a girl). And another one is when the author writes "cc blok k*4" (line 2) which is a name of a building. These two descriptions convey that the recipient is a girl who is staying in blok k*4, and hence narrows down – quite considerably – the potential referents. It also sets up a category of potential audience recipients who live in or near the block. Other than these two identification, there is no reference made to the recipient (that is using pronoun to rerefer to the recipient). The author’s action to leave out the reference terms for person references may be seen as him/ her being cautious on how to make a reference to the recipient so that he/ she is not violating the social rule of person reference. Moreover, in Malay, the act of referring to persons is social and context- bound, which may lead to an awkward situation if it is performed inappropriately (Jamil et al., 2016). But that cannot be the reason since the author has provided a list of complaints towards the referent, hence being awkward can no longer be a concern to the author. Rationally, the reason for the author to drop the reference terms in the message could be because he/ she does not have definite knowledge of the referent. Perhaps he or she does not know precisely who made the noise. Other than knowing what the person is doing, the author may not know who the real person is. So, rather than making a reference to the unknown person, the author describes the action that the person is doing as an inference to the person, and hope to recruit the other participants to the task of identifying precisely who the referent is. In this initial message, the author shows that it is possible to make a reference to a person with minimal reference forms, at least in Malay. Using a list of descriptions, the recipient can be referred in the interaction without necessarily named the recipient. Epistemically, this action of providing a list of descriptions displays the author’s domain of knowledge regarding the recipient. The author may have a collection of information regarding recipient behaviour but he/ she may not have definite information of the recipient. 
	In the examples of ‘informing messages’ then, we have a series of instances in which identity work is based upon different epistemic levels. The writer includes non- recognitional terms, and descriptive recognitional terms to narrow down the identity of the referent, but does not name them. At times the omission of direct references work to emphasise the primary action of the message (such as complaining) but also provides a space for further identity work in subsequent response messages. A key aspect of this ongoing identity work is to limit the potential respondents by including information that implicates a certain level of knowledge and membership. Relevant audience recipients must be able to use the information provided and – crucially – understand it. Membership includes being present at a concert, knowing the university campus layout (and abbreviations for different point places on the campus), living near a particular university block, and the like. Each bit of information restricts the membership of those who might do recognitional work, based upon their knowledge. By writing the messages this way, the writer is making assumptions and assertions about epistemic access and status. And by calling on those who are ‘in the know’, the writer potentially recruits interested parties who may be able to ‘fill in’ the crucial, and determinative, identity information – the person’s name.
	Inquiring Messages

	The category of inquiry includes all actions of requesting information such as asking a question, requesting persons to do something and other related actions. It is differ from informing message where its main objective is to give information to the recipient (also referent and the audience). Generally, the act of inquiring conveys a lack of knowledge and seeks more information. In the epistemic field, often it is categorized under less knowing (k-) and one of the reasons for sequence continuation. In FCPs, inquiring usually is done by the author who is requesting something from the general audience recipients. The request is often about something that the author has less knowledge about, so it is directed to the audiences for information. Figure 4.8 Show an example of a requesting message.
	/
	Figure 4.8: Inquiring message
	In this initial message, the author is asking for a tip to skip an orientation programme in a university for new students. Through the reference terms “abg n akak semua” ([older] brothers and sisters [line 1]), this message is particularly directed to the senior in the college. Moreover, the author called him/ herself “adik” (younger brother/ sister [line 2]) which would categorized him/ her as a new student who is suppose to attend the orientation programme. So the whole message is understood as the author, as a new student, is seeking advice from the senior students, who are supposed to have experience, on how to miss the orientation programme. As in informing message, most of the time, authors use descriptions for references in the act of inquiring. But there is an instance where recognitional reference (name) is used for inquiring.
	Description

	In inquiring, a description is often used to describe the referent of the message. It is done earlier before the act of inquiry is performed. So that, the general audience or recipient can identify the referent and understood the inquiry better.  
	Returning to an example we have already looked at, message 1072 in figure 4.9 illustrates this situation. In the message, the author is looking for a person from a different community. He/ she saw the person through a musical event at UPSI and found out that the person is from UM. So, the author posted the initial message on FCPs of UM with a description of the person and asks the community of FCPs of UM help him/ her locate the person.  
	/
	Figure 4.9: Initial message 1072
	As understood from the message, the author is looking for a ‘Sarawakian guy who played sape’ (line 3) in a ‘competition called Rentak Bitara 2015’ (line 2). Also, the author states that the guy was in a team of the musician from UM who went to UPSI for the competition (line 1). The reason for all these recognitional descriptions used by the author could possibly because the author does not know the referent’s name. Therefore, the author used the recognitional description as a referring expression to point the very individual in his/ her mind. This action is in accordance with the underlying principle of recipient design that is to use the most appropriate expression in order to achieve recognition (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979). There is an interesting point to note here that is how the author formulates the reference expressions to convey the particular referent. In line 3, the author describes the referent as a ‘Sarawakian guy who played sape' in which the word ‘Sarawakian' is understood as referring to the origin of the guy, that is from Sarawak, one of the states in Malaysia. On how the author knows that the guy is from Sarawak probably due to the fact that the guy played ‘sape’, a musical instrument traditionally belongs to a Malaysian native group from Sarawak. All this shows how the author formulates a recognitional description using available social cues of the very person in mind that he/ she want to identify. Epistemically, this description displays the author’s epistemic status regarding the relevant referent. Yet, the epistemic status displayed appears lacking or under K- category. Hence the author seeks audiences’ assistant in locating him.  
	Consequently, one thing that can point in this initial message 1072 is that the author may not know the referent on a personal level. As such, the author makes a description of the referent prior to stating his/ her inquiry. Indeed, it is common for a speaker to introduce a piece of information about the referent that is unknown to the recipient. It happens as the referent may not within the shared territory of knowledge between the speaker and the recipient (Heritage, 2012a; Raymond & Heritage, 2006). Therefore, by giving information about the referent prior to conversing about the referent, it helps the recipient to locate the right referent in the speaker’s mind. 
	In relation to this, another interesting point that can be noted in the initial message 1072 is the author's orientation in conveying his/ her message. The author first greets the general audience with ‘Hi..’ (line 1) at the beginning of the message. After introducing the referent, He/ she changes the direction to the referent to express his/ her feeling to the referent, "boy I fell in love with you" (line 3). Afterward, the author shifts back to the general audience to request their assistance in locating the referent, "please someone tag that guy" (line 4). Again, the author changes the referent to praise him, "you are so talented and you breathe music" (line 5). Lastly, the author re- direct the general audience to once again request their assistance in finding the referent and congratulating them on getting the second place in the musical event ‘Rentak Bitara'. Here, there are a couple of things that can be observed. First, the author displays a different level of commutation to the referent and to the audiences. Whenever the author addresses the audiences, it is done in a general manner with no specific reference to the audience and using a non- recognitional term such as ‘someone'. While the referent is addressed in a more personal manner like "you know what...sapeman.." (line 5). Rationally, this is because the author does not know exactly who his / her audience is, but he/ she knows who the referent is.  
	The next initial message shows another instance where a description is used for the referent. In the initial message 794 (Figure 4.10), the author is looking for a man whom he/ she met during a visit to the dentistry faculty. The man helped the author around the faculty during the visit. Unfortunately, the author does not know the name of the man. Hence, he/ she composes the initial message asking the audiences if they can identify the man. 
	/
	Figure 4.10: Initial message 794
	Clearly, from the initial message 794, the referent is ‘one man with red helmet’ in which the author introduces for the first time in line 3. This initial reference is aimed to be a recognitional description of the man she/ he met at the dentistry faculty (line 2). Later in line 9 and 10, the author offers more elaborate descriptions based on ethnicity and physical appearance such ‘a Malay guy n has white chubby face' and ‘the hair is so eyes attracted cause its wavy and high up at front'. Interestingly, in introducing the referent, the author also engages in a storytelling about her/ his encounter with the referent (line 2 to 8). This storytelling is significant for the author's introduction of the referent in the sense that it makes the descriptions about the referent fuller. Instead of knowing the referent as just ‘one man with red helmet' who is a ‘Malay' with ‘white chubby face' and having ‘wavy and high up at front' hair, the story gives additional information such as the time and place that the author encountered the referent. These descriptions could make the referent more ‘recognitional’ to the audiences. It happens as they can point out which person among the general population of ‘malay man' with ‘white chubby face' and ‘wavy hair' is the potential referent. Somehow, this act of introducing the referent fits the preference for recipient design (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007), that is to use appropriate referring expressions so that the recipients could link them to the referent. In the initial message 794 (Figure 4.10), even though the referent is yet to be identified, the audiences might be able to specify which person that the referent could be, based on the descriptions provided. 
	It is towards the end of the message that the author states her/ his agenda to look after the referent before confessing that she/ he likes the referent (line 11) and conveys his/ her appreciation towards the referent (line 12). The author's request, however, is done tactfully. Note at line 11, the author states "please, anyone know this..." which could indicate the author's request to the audiences but he/ she does not clearly state so. Instead, the author continues the sentence by changing the footing to the referent "I just want to say I like u...". By doing this, it seems like the author is talking directly to the referent, but the non- recognitional term ‘anyone' at the beginning of the sentence seems to general to refer to the referent. It could mean then the non- recognitional ‘anyone' is a way for the author to say that ‘if any of the audience is the referent’. So, by changing the footing to the referent afterward, the author is excluding the general audience and talk specifically to the referent among the audiences. In such a situation, the author may not explicitly make a request to the audience to find the referent, but he/ she asks each audience if they could be the person.
	Figure 4.11 below shows another instance where recognitional descriptions are used for a person unknown to the writer. In the message, the author is looking for her unrecognized saviour to show her gratitude. As the writer does not recognize the referent, recognitional descriptions are used to help identify the referent. 
	/
	Figure 4.11: Initial message 6056
	There are a number of interesting observations can be made about this message. However, the focus is on the author’s attempt to introduce the referent that she does not know (recognize). It is clear from the message that the author was involved in an accident and was hospitalized for five days (line 2), and she does not recognize the referent who helped her during the accident (line 3). Therefore, she writes the message to look for her (line 6). The writer provides what she hopes will be recognitional descriptions of the referent prior to stating her agenda. Rather than just defining ‘the girl is an Indian’ (line 3), the writer makes the reference more specific by adding descriptions such as ‘degree in engineering’, and a ‘3rd year student in aerospace’. This act is not only informs the general readers, of whom she is looking for but also separated the referent from the general population. It filtered through the general population of ‘Indian girl’ to those who study engineering and is in her 3rd year. In some way, this recognitional description could lead to the identification of the referent. 
	Interestingly, the author also made an explicit introduction of herself in the message (I am a malay girl [line 2]). Though this introduction could be ambiguous (she can be any Malay girl who had accident few weeks ago and been save by an Indian girl), it is recognitional at least to the referent. This happened as the referent is the one who may recognize the author better (in the sense that she helps the author at the accident area and brought her to the hospital) compared to the author (she asked about the referent’s information from the hospital staff [line 5]). Epistemically, it positions the referent as the one with the knowledge while the author in a less knowledge category. Hence the author seeks audiences’ assistant in locating the referent.  
	Another noticeable thing in this message is the author request to the general audience in line 6 “ If anyone know her please tag her name here”. Compare to the previous inquiring messages, the author of this message request specific action from the audience, not only to find the referent but also to ‘tag’ her. By tag, it means to include the referent’s name in the response message through Facebook functionality. This action will directly link the tag- name to the Facebook account of the person which subsequently may identify the referent. Indeed, this is the most efficient practice to identify someone in Facebook. Later in Chapter 6, we will examine further this Facebook functionality and its role in the practice of person reference in Facebook interaction. In fact, we will also see in the next chapter that this tag function is a common way to indicate and identify the person of interest in relation to the initial messages used in the response messages. As mentioned before, FCPs is a place for many purpose, and exploiting its larger local audience is one of its advantage. This happens as FCPs could reach a larger local audience than a personal Facebook page might ordinarily can. Hence, in the occasion where a person is looking for someone from the local network like the author in this message, FCPs might be helpful in increasing the possibility of the sought referent to be identified by the audiences. 
	Recognitional Reference

	It has already been established that the preferred practice of referring to persons is through recognitional reference forms, and a name is the most preferred form. However, in FCPs, the use of a name in the initial message may appear unusual in the sense that real identities are often concealed or unstated in favour of the action that the message is conveyed. The intricate relationship between the author, the referent and recipient is also among the reasons why real names are not use in the initial message since the exposure of one’s identity (e.g., the referent) could lead to the revelation of the other identity (e.g., the author). Therefore whenever a name is used in FCPs initial message, it invites an attention as to why the author is using a name and what the author is trying to get through the name. There is only one instance found in the data of this study that use a full name in the initial message. Hence, it becomes a deviant case and immediately gets my attention. I present the initial message below (Figure 4.12).
	What is interesting about this message is that the author is looking for someone that he/ she already knew in a real world. So, the author addresses the referent from the very beginning using his name.  
	/
	Figure 4.12: Initial message 1098
	In the message 1098, there is an instance of recognitional reference used by the author. It is interesting to note that the author uses a name as well as descriptions in referring to the referent (line 1). A name usually is considered as a full noun phase and it is recognitional. However, the author adds more elaborate descriptions to the name. According to the preference for recognition (Sacks & Schegloff, 2007), additional referential information is not necessary for a recognitional reference. In this case, the author treats the referent’s name as less recognitional. It is possible in the sense that there could be more than one person named ‘Kuan Ming'. This is a common practice in a conversation where a speaker uses the name and descriptions when they introduce a referent unknown to the recipient. Although in this case, the author recognizes the referent, he/ she may consider the domain of knowledge of the general audience who might not know the referent. Moreover, the message can be accessed by the public which would increase the number of the potential referent. So, by adding a description to the name, the author specifies which ‘Kuan Ming’ that he/ she is addressing. 
	Later, in line 7, the author asks, ‘anyone can help me tag him after reading this?’. This request may appear puzzling since the author has already said that he/ she knew the referent (line 6 ‘I know you well’). The request then could mean for something else. If we look at the word ‘tag’ that the author used, it is actually a technical term on Facebook. It refers to the act of tagging a person’s Facebook profile to create a link directly to his/ her Facebook account. This action can be done by writing the person's name using Facebook's software assistant. This technical action, however, is restricted among Facebook friends. So by requesting the audiences to tag the referent, the author is asking for someone who is ‘friend’ with the referent on Facebook to tag him. Understandably, it is by writing ‘Kuan Ming’ Facebook profile name in the comment section (further elaboration on this action will be discussed in the next chapter). This also indicates that although the author knew the referent in the real world, he/ she is not ‘friend’ with the referent in the Facebook. Therefore, in this message, the author is actually looking for Kuan Ming’s Facebook profile rather than the person Kuan Ming. Indirectly, it shows a dual life that a person could live that is in the real world as well as in the digital world.
	Epistemic Relationship of the Author and the Referent

	The basic distinction between information and inquiring messages is the primary action of giving information and seeking information. In FCPs, these two types of action involve an intricate relationship between the author, the recipient and the referent. As demonstrated through the instances, person reference forms are use not only about achieving recognition. For example, the authors use non-recognitional reference forms to a known referent in the informing messages to obscure their identity because they are closely related to the referent. The reference forms are designed specifically for the action that the authors want to convey. In that sense, with each form of person reference that the author utilized, they also reflect the author epistemic levels in relation to the referent. Based on the data discussed in this chapter, I try to summarize the relationship between the author and the referent on the basis of their epistemic levels for both types of messages (informing and inquiring) as illustrated in Figure 4.13. The linear line represents the kind of relationship that the author has with the referent. As the line goes to the right (to the referent), it illustrates the distances the author has to the referent/s. 
	/
	Figure 4.13: Epistemic relationship between the author and the referent
	In informing messages category, it shows that non- recognitional terms are used for a known referent. It is due to the author close relationship with the referent that the terms are exploited to obscure the real identity of the referent. Warrant saying that the author knows the referent is based on the possessive pronouns that usually associate with the non- recognitional terms (e.g., your roommate, my class mate). The pronouns illustrate the close relationship between the author and the referent. 
	Descriptive terms often display the author’s ‘incomplete’ information with regard to the referent. Based on the data presented in this chapter, we see that the authors use description to the referent when they do not know the referent on personal level. It could be that the author saw the referent but does not have full information about the referent (e.g., guy from Faculty of Med, sape man), or the author may have indirectly encountered with the referent yet never meet the referent (e.g., red saga driver, K*4 complaint). So, description is use to achieve recognition of the referent. In this manner, it portrays the author somehow distant relationship to the referent, or the referent is not within the author domain of knowledge, as portray in the figure 4.13. This practice is found in both categories of message, informing and inquiring. Consequently, audiences may recognize the description and upgrade it to name in the subsequent response messages.
	With regard to the use of ‘name’ in FCPs initial message, it is quite similar with the use of the ‘description’ in term of relationship between the author and the referent. It happened as the author, most probably, does not know the referent on personal basis. Based on the instance presented in the inquiring message, the author portrays the referent as someone she encounters in real life. So, the author might get the referent’s name but the initial message is requesting for the referent’s Facebook identity. In so doing, it portrays that the author does not have a close relationship with the referent though she knows his name. Therefore, in Figure 4.13, it illustrates the author as distant from the referent. 
	The use of these three type reference terms in the initial message are eventually lead to identity and identification work in the subsequent response messages. It may assume that the inquiring message may get more response due to its nature that explicitly orienting to generated information. However, as we have seen the informational messages are structured so as to leave out the specific details of the referent (their name), and hence implicated further identification and recognitional work on the part of audience recipients
	Discussion

	The aim of this chapter is to describe some of the interactional organization on Facebook. In this chapter, it illustrates how interaction could be designed, not only for the specific recipient but also the general audience. By focusing mainly on the use of person reference form, this chapter shows how the initial message of FCPs could direct the audience and frame the topic for subsequent interactions should they occur later. The findings show some similarities, as well as differences in the practices of spoken interaction, derive from how authors manage and exploit the context of the interaction.  
	As in talk- in- interaction, the analysis of this study also revealed the preferences to follow the sequence of locally initial and locally sequence references regarding third person referent. Non- recognitional reference forms and descriptions are found to be the preferred forms in a locally initial reference position. The reason for this is due to the nature of the FCPs that separated the identity of the author and the page’s account, hence provide the opportunity to the authors to exploit their real identity. Still, the action conveys the need for referent’s identification in order for the later action to be performed.  
	Eventually, it has become the style of writing among the authors of the FCPs initial message to introduce the referents using descriptions and ‘storytelling’ style before conveying the action of the message. Particularly for the ‘inquiry’ action, a description is found to be crucial for person reference. The rationale for this is due to the unknown referent as illustrated in figure 4.12. Meanwhile, non- recognitional references tend to be exploited by the author to refer to a known recipient/referent, particularly in asserting or telling something. The reason to use a non-recognitional reference instead of a recognitional reference to known referent is to conceal the referent's identity as well as him/ her self. This is because the FCP is a public online site with mostly local audiences. So, there is a possibility that the audience may recognize the referent if the author uses a recognitional reference. In the sense, this reflects the ‘recipient design’ of the message construction. 
	One interesting observation from the analysis is how the authors exploit the general audience. For example, the FCPs initial message occasionally used to locate a particular individual for whatever reason (e.g., initial message 1098, 6056). In these cases, the messages present a description of a particular individual’s and requested the general audience to help identify the referent. While this may not be the objective for the creation of FCPs, it is understandable given the geographic targeting of FCPs. It illustrates the locality of FCPs within a wider Facebook platform as the readers of particular FCPs usually come from a similar local network. One clear example of this is as illustrated by the initial message 1072 where the author is looking for a person from a different community. So the author posts the message on the FCPs belongs to the community that he/ she thought the referent may belong to. 
	Additionally, analysis in this chapter shows that interactions in Facebook do not differ much from other typical interactions such as face-to-face interaction or phone call interaction. As in other interactions, the initial messages in FCPs performed the first action to set an agenda for a discussion by the general audiences. Through the specific construction of the message and the use of person reference term, the initial message may raise the curiosity of the audiences, hence provides a floor for subsequent discussion. The following chapter then will examine the subsequent response messages. 
	Chapter 5: Identification Work on Response Messages
	Introduction

	Previous chapters have examined the basic organization of Facebook Confession Pages initial message. Focussing on the way the messages were constructed particularly on the practice of person reference, the analysis looks at how the authors of the message strategically formulate reference to the referent and recipient (including the audience). Using non- recognitional terms and descriptive terms to narrow down the identity of the referent, they indirectly portray the epistemic level that the author has with the referent and provide a space for further identity works. In this chapter, we will see how these reference terms become resources for further identity works in the subsequent ‘response’ messages. The main focus will be on how the commenters unfold the identity information and display their stance. As response messages are identifiable, the identity work is accomplished collaboratively as they interactionally work up their claim to bolster their epistemic stance.
	Identification is a common and relevant act in interactions (Marx, 1999; Schegloff, 1979) including online interaction (Donath, 1996). People identify each other, so that they can behave accordingly to each other. In a situation where identification cannot be performed, it may leave certain impression especially to the receivers of the communication (message) as they are left with the information that someone is attempting to communicate with them but, for whatever reason, does not want to or cannot reveal his or her identity. According to Rains and Scott (2007), upon encounter such situation, receivers of the message often react in a couple of ways: they may try to identify the source of the message, and/ or they may formulate their perception about the source as well as the message (what is the message is about and who might be created it). As in FCPs, the initial message may raise the curiosity among the readers as to why the authors want to post such message without revealing their real identity (i.e., name). Since FCPs is a local community- based Facebook page where the possibility that the community members may know or have a connection with each other is high, the curiosity may eventually lead to the act of identification. As Anonymous (1998) assert that, “If the [communication] channel can provide clues (e.g., handwriting analysis, electronic mail records, phone traces) to the source’s identity, then that will increase the likelihood that a receiver will engage in identification efforts” (p. 396). So, it seems likely that, upon reading the initial message on FCPs, readers may want to know who the author of the initial message is as well as its related matters such as the recipient and/ or the referent of the message. Subsequently, they may ‘ask around’ searching for the identity of the persons related to the initial message.
	Additionally, the desire to identify the source of the initial message could depend on the relationship that readers have with the initial message itself. According to Rains and Scott (2007), receivers’ level of perception towards the initial message may influence their subsequent identification effort. Those receivers who have a weaker relationship typically viewed anonymity as appropriate since they usually do not have a personal connection or interest to the initial message. So, they are less likely to want to know the identity of the anonymous source. Meanwhile, those receivers with a good relationship are likely to want to identify the source of the initial message due to their personal interest or connection to the initial message. Accordingly, those readers who engage in a ‘guessing game’ looking for the identity of the person of interest of the initial message in FCPs may have a special connection to the initial message. That is they may have ideas or information concerning the initial message that lead them to change their status from mere readers to more active by commenting on the initial message. This happens as only those readers with information or personal connection to the initial message would want to attempt to identify the initial message. Those readers who have no personal connection to the initial message may less likely want to engage in this ‘guessing game’, mainly because they may have no information to even make a guess at a first place. As Sack (1992) observed that in everyday conversation, having witnessed a tellable event entitle a speaker to have an experience associated with the event (e.g emotional). This gives the witness not only a particular right to tell others about the event, but also to tell how it emotionally affected him (Hutchby, 2001a). 
	Eventually, this ‘guessing game’ or identification act in FCPs illustrates epistemic status of the readers. It is because upon identifying the initial message, readers need to convey their opinion, making claims and negotiating the matter of identity through the interactions in the comment section. In doing this, as in typical interaction, involves categorical referencing as well as knowledge claims. In Conversation Analysis, these two actions are the interest of Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA) and the study of Epistemics. Therefore, this study incorporates Membership Categorization Analysis and Epistemics to show how identity and identification work is accomplished interactionally on FCPs. 
	Identity and Identification Work on FCPs

	As shown in the previous chapter, the identity work on FCPs begins with its initial social act found in the status updates, that is the initial message. This massage, as explained in the previous chapter may implicate subsequent responses. From this message, subsequent acts on FCPs are generated that is readers’ comments. It is in these subsequent acts following the initial act of the status update that readers’ actions can be observed, of which for this study it is the act of identifying the person of interest of the initial message particularly the author and the recipient of the initial message. 
	The act of identifying the person of interest in the initial message in FCPs is normative, particularly because FCPs is a local community- based Facebook page which also means that the readers usually belong to the same community. As evidence in many study of computer- mediated community, group members tend to make attribution about the identity of the message sender during the interaction (Donath, 1996; Hayne, Pollard, & Rice, 2003; Rains & Scott, 2007). Moreover, individuals from a similar group may get familiar with one another from their face- to face encounter, which then may reduce their anonymity perception if they reencountered in computer- mediated environment (Rains, 2016; Rains & Scott, 2007). Such things like style of writing, use of particular jargon and background story are just some of the cues that may provide information about a member’s identity. Similarly, in FCPs, readers may be compelled to comment on the particular initial message to make a guess concerning the identity of the person of interest of the initial message based on the information they may have. 
	Based on the observation of the FCPs data, the ‘guessing game’ that is the act of identifying the person of interest of the initial message is usually concentrated on identifying the identity of the author and/ or the recipient of the initial message. Therefore, particular attention will be given to what can be broadly described as identity proffers, that is the initiations of identity suggestion (by a commenter) as these are identified to be significant in the identity and identification works across the dataset as other commenters pick- up the identity suggestion and negotiated them through their interactions. Consequently, identity and identification works are interactional in nature, as commenters position themselves and others to bolster their own claims to knowledge in relation to the identity information and the initial message, or to weaken the claims of others. This action of knowledge claim is generally known as ‘epistemic stance’ that is “moment- by- moment expression” (Heritage, 2012b, p. 6) of commenters as they portray their differential access to knowledge within certain domains. Given the nature of the Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) in the current study, epistemic status (Heritage, 2012b), a more stable phenomenon related to commenters access to knowledge, is essentially unknowable especially to the analysts. Although commenters do make claims to epistemic access, they are, in effect, their epistemic stance. And so, this study will refer to commenters’ claim to knowledge access as ‘epistemic stance’. 
	Additionally, in analysing the identity works by the commenters, the current study reveals many different categories of identity made relevant in the interaction including gender, age, race, religion etc. For the analysis of this study, however, it focuses on several broad main areas of epistemic stance that relate to identity; networks, localness and situational. These areas of epistemic stance include not only explicit categories of identity (such as gender, religion and race), but also commenter’s claim to knowledge about certain thing such as geographic location, associated- occasions, person’s traits and characteristic, etc index multi- layered identities. So, through these areas of epistemic stance, we identify and explicate categories and devices that were used to build and warrant various identity and identification works. The remaining sections then will look at identity and identification works arranged based on these main areas of epistemic stance.  
	Epistemic stance: Networks

	Identity and identification works are performed through displaying an epistemic stance regarding what commenters know about their networks. Here, the networks refer to a claim of knowledge relating to particular information that is usually known among members of a group or community. It is a kind like members’ social stock of knowledge that includes local and background knowledge about the group and its members. Networks is the most common ways of displaying epistemic stance identified to be used by commenters in this study when they make identification in relation to the initial message. The knowledge displays usually based on the local knowledge in which ‘outsiders’ or persons who are not from the community or group may not know. Often, the commenters negotiate the identities based on their personal knowledge that they gained as they encountered with each other offline and/ or on their daily basis.  
	The Recipient

	Figure 5.1 below shows an instance of this situation. The excerpt is taken from a series of interaction from FCPs initial message #879. The initial message is about the author’s love confession to his/ her course mate. The author describes the course mate as someone from the Material Engineering course who once planned to change to another course. Therefore, the author feels grateful when he/ she decides to cancel the plan and stay in the course. What is noticeable about the initial message is how it was written poetically using metaphor such as dance and weather, in expressing the writer’s declaration of love to the course mate. This noticeable element of the initial message then was picked up by commenters in discussing the identity of the author and the recipient of the initial message. 
	/
	Figure 5.1: Identity suggestion  (FCP #879)
	In the excerpt above, Chin Joo Tan initiates the identity proffer for the recipient of the initial message. He asks in line 71 “Pei Qi, someone is confessing to you?”. While this question is in interrogative format, a common way for information request, it is also directly position Pei Qi as a recipient of the initial message. This is due to the fact that he specifically addresses Pei Qi which suggests that he may have knowledge about Pei Qi in relation to the initial massage. So, although he is taking less knowing (K- ) position through the question to Pei Qi, he is not in a position of zero knowledge. In Heritage (2012b) epistemic gradients, this question by Chin Joo Tan could be index by increasingly knowledge relationship (K-  to K+) due to some knowledge he possessed, while Pei Qi is expected to have the primary knowledge. consequently, the question is not only for information request but could also be to seek a confirmation, and/ or just to make a guess (Heritage, 2012b). Inverse 
	Pei Qi response in line 69- 70 saying “wahh~~anyway thx to the admirer~~bt I tink mostprobably is prank lo~description is jz so obvious~”. This response by Pei Qi answers Chin Joo Tan question, although she does not directly say ‘yes’ as expected from the way Chin Joo Tan formulated his question. Raymond (2003) called this type of answer as ‘nonconforming response’ (Raymond, 2003, p. 946) where a preferred response relative to the question is provided in a dispreferred grammatical form where it does not use preferred answer such as ‘yes’ or ‘no’. It shows the stance that the speaker is taking in relation to the question. In Pei Qi situation, using confirming response may not be a good choice since it may imply her being immodest. It is interesting to note that among Malaysian culture, being too direct in certain situation such as accepting compliment right away can be seen as immodest (Gibson, 2009; Gupta, 2006; Jaafar, 1999; Omar, 2001). Therefore, by directly say ‘yes’ may bring negative impression to herself. However, through her gratitude to the author of the initial message (anyway thx to the admirer) as well as her last part in the statement which saying, “description is jz so obvious”, Pei Qi implies that Chin Joo Tan is right in guessing that she could be the person that the author is talked about since the description on the initial message could fit her. 
	Pei Qi’s identity as the recipient of the initial message as suggested by Chin Joo Tan is further emphasize through Elvis Ng question in line 54 saying “Pei Qi, u wan change course a?”. This question appears more specific in a sense that it states the relevant aspect that may tie Pei Qi with the initial message. This question could be oriented from Pei Qi previous response in line 69- 70 where she admits the possibility that she may be the recipient of the initial message because the “description is jz so obvious” (line 70). Yet, she does not clarify about the ‘description’ that may consider her as the recipient. So, by posing such question in line 54, Elvis Ng seeks for clarification as well as confirmation concerning the relation between Pei Qi and the initial message. Subsequently, Pei Qi response in line 68 saying “Elvis Ng this is no more latest news lo” not only informed Elvis Ng that she wanted to change a course previously, but also emphasize her position as a possible recipient of the initial message.
	Note however the word ‘lo’ at the end of Pei Qi’s response in line 68. This word is actually is a variety spelling of discourse particle ‘lor’, a common discourse particle use among Malaysian which can loosely translated as ‘I think’. With the addition of this particle, it changes slightly Pei Qi’s epistemic stance towards her previous statement ‘this is no more latest news’. It shows some level of uncertainty in Pei Qi’s response which in turn could also portray her decrease level of epistemic knowledge regarding the matter. Her whole statement then can be understood as she is telling Elvis Ng that since her plan to change course happened quite some time, most probably everybody in her course knew it. Hence, when Chin Joo Tan previously identifies her as recipient of the initial message, it could be due to this information which common- information known among Pei Qi’s course mates. Consequently, it divides Pei Qi’s networks into two categories in relation to the information (she wanted to change course), ‘those who know’ (Chin Joo Tan) and ‘those who do know’ (Elvis Ng). 
	This is later confirmed by Hoay May in line 55 “yo, peiqi last time said wan change course de leh”. The uses of discourse particle ‘leh’ at the end of her turn which can be understood as ‘of course’, together with the token of agreement ‘yo’ (yes) in the beginning of her turn, give confirmation to Elvis Ng question, and indirectly to Pei Qi’s assumption that everybody knew about her previous plan to change course. In this sense, Hoay May position herself within the category of ‘those who know’ together with Chin Joo Tan. So, her claim, indirectly, acts to strengthen Pei Qi’s identity as the recipient of the message. 
	Figure 5.2 below shows another instance of identification works relate to networks. For this instance, the interactions stemmed from a FCPs initial message #1103 written by a person introduced herself as ‘Just a shy little 1st year girl’. In the initial message, she expresses her admiration to a ‘2nd year guy’ who was her team leader during a university event. She provides descriptions of the ‘2nd year guy’ as someone with dark skin, skinny, wearing glasses and one of the directors of UMAC (students club). She also narrates some events concerning her relationship with the person such as rumours about them among their cliques and also his relationship with a female senior. Following the initial message, commenters begin to search for the author’s identity and the recipient by calling their friends into the initial message. Figure 5.2 below shows an excerpt from the interaction where the commenters are looking for the recipient of the initial message. In the excerpt, the identity is suggested by Chloe Zhaoyi in line 20. 
	/
	Figure 5.2: Listing the recipient’s recognitional descriptions (FCP #1103)
	This response is more like a monologue in a sense that she is stating her opinion based on her knowledge “My first thought is...Kin Chun LOLOLOL”. Though this claim of identity knowledge does not provide a clarification on which identity she is referring to (whether the author or the recipient), it can be expected as the recipient of the initial message due to the gender category that Kin Chun belongs to which is similar to the ‘2nd year guy’ that the author of the initial message is referred. Additionally, by saying “My first thought is...” implies that Chloe Zhaoyi does have candidates for the category of recipient as described in the initial message. and so, the triple dots that she uses afterward could meant to add an element of surprise before she announce the name. Consequently, Chloe Zhaoyi positioned herself as someone with knowledge about Kin Chun in relation to the initial message though she does not state the kind of relationship they may have.
	Chloe Zhaoyi’s identity claim of Kin Chun as the recipient of the initial message is supported later by Janice Wong. In lines 21- 22, she states her agreement saying “Obviously...a little dark skin ahahah...member (Chinese characters means springtime)? (clapping icon, speak- no- evil monkey icon) Kin Chun”. By stating ‘a little dark skin’, she is referring to one of the criteria of the recipient as describes in the initial message. So by ascribing the criteria to Kin Chun, she technically puts him under the category as someone with ‘a little dark skin’ which then fits the category of the recipient of the initial message. This act of categorization, in turn, portrays Janice Wong as someone who knows Kin Chun and has knowledge about him personally. Additionally, her inquiry ‘member (Chinese characters means springtime)?’ could be to further clarify Kin Chun identity, although there is nowhere in the initial message mention about it. This additional criterion (Chinese characters means springtime) has also mentioned by another user, Daniel Tay in line 31. The reason to add this new criterion then could be to specifically indicate which Kin Chun that they are referring to. Rationale for this act could be that there is more than one Kin Chun among their friend, so by ascribing relevant criteria to the very person in mind, they could specifically point which Kin Chun they are referring to. 
	Chloe Zhaoyi acknowledges Janice Wong identification of Kin Chun by teasingly says ‘he is going to be so famous starting from tonight’ in lines 23- 24. In return, Janice Wong again makes a reference to the initial message by saying “The scope is sooo limited, “join his team in one mega project”.. ITAC only rite?”. By saying this, Janice Wong is not only trying to emphasize Kin Chun’s identity as the recipient of the initial message by adding another relevant category to him, but she is also looking for confirmation. That is she might be knew that Kin Chun involved in ITAC but she may not sure if ITAC could be the mega project. Subsequently, Chloe Zhaoyi gives a confirmation that ITAC is the mega project (in line 27). Kin Chun identity as the recipient of the initial message is further emphasized by Yen Zi Joyce (line 28) and Yee Han Khoo (line 29). Interesting, both of them adds a title ‘ge’ mean brother in Chinese to Kin Chun’s name. Often this title is use for someone who is older and has a close relationship with each other. Therefore, by calling Kin Chun ‘ge’, it shows that both Yen Zi Joyce and Yee Han Khoo could have a close relationship with Kin Chun, thus makes the descriptions presented in the initial message as recognitional to them.
	Chloe Zhaoyi however is not the only person that identifies Kin Chun as the potential recipient. prior to her response, Fazreena Islam had mention his name in line 49 in respond to Choon Kwan Pua who tagged her with several of her friends (Figure 5.3). 
	/
	Figure 5.3: Recognitional description (FCP #1103)
	Fazreena Islam responds in line 48- 49, saying “There are like 4 guys in our team, unfortunately the first criteria answered it all! Kin Chun, how’s my smart guess?” can be understood as her attempts to identify the recipient of the initial message. Warrant for this is showed mainly through the term ‘guys’ she used in her deduction as it can be a membership category device to the ‘2nd year guy’ described for the recipient of the initial message. Additionally, the tagged name ‘Kin Chun’ that she referred to as the result of her deduction is a male thus fit the gender description of the recipient of initial message. Consequently, it excludes the author of the initial message who can be defined as a female through her self- identification as ‘Just a shy little 1st year girl’ in the initial message. 
	Eventually, Fazreena Islam’s response could also indicate the type of social networks that she and Choon Kwan Pua belong to; That is as for a group of friends Choon Kwan Pua tagged in line 46- 47 (Ashlee Jae Amirul Asyraaf Carey HY Shu Fern Racheal Ong Cow Cow Fazreena Islam Lynn Goh Saeda Iman Kushairi), they might have knowledge concerning the recipient of the initial message. While Choon Kwan Pua may not explicitly categorize this group of friends as such, Fazreena Islam uses of pronoun ‘our’ in her response (There are like 4 guys in our team) could indicates that they, she and Choon Kwan Pua (and most probably the tagged friends), are in the same team. In other words, the pronoun ‘our’ can be a membership category device to show how certain people associate themselves with others to indicate that they belong together. Consequently, Fazreena Islam’s response gives the impression that they all, including Kin Chun the potential recipient of the initial message, belong in a same ‘team’, hence make it possible for her to identify him as the recipient of the initial message.  
	Retrospectively, Choon Kwan Pua’s turn in lines 46- 47 can be understood as informing her tagged friends about the initial message. The “:OOOOOO” at the end could be her ‘creative’ spelling of ‘oh’ as her change of state token (Heritage, 1984) to show her recognition regarding the initial message’s content. It could also be a short- hand for ‘shock’ emoticon as ‘:- O’ of which Facebook usually will automatically change it to an emoticon, but with a missing ‘- ’ and multiple ‘O’s, the Facebook system may not recognize it, and hence doesn’t change it. However, whether “:OOOOOO” is referring to a change of state token or an expression of shock, it shows that Choon Kwan Pua has some information concerning the initial message. So, her act of tagging several of her friends is not only to inform them about the initial message but also to indicate that this circle of friends may also have a connection to, or have information concerning the recipient of the initial message. 
	The Author

	Interestingly, within the same interactional thread (Initial message # 1103), Choon Kwan Pua also tagged several other friends in line 36- 37 (Figure 5.4) asks “your fren?”. Given that this group of friends are different from the group of friends she tagged in line 46- 47, it indicates that Choon Kwan Pua may categorized this group friends in a different category than the group of friends she tagged in lines 46- 47. Therefore, when she tagged this group of friends, it means that she intended to project different action than to those other group of friends. So the question “your fren?” can be understood as she is asking this group of friends if they know and/ or have connection to the person in relation to the initial message. It is ambiguous however on which identity she is referring to, the author or the recipient. The question becomes clearer through the subsequent responses.
	/
	Figure 5.4: Searching for the author (FCP #1103)
	Tagged by Choon Kwan Pua in line 36, Zhilin Chong responds by giving out a name, Kelxin Lim (line 38). This simple response can be interpreted in many ways. It could be that Zhilin Chong is alerting Kelxin Lim about the initial message by directing it through Choon Kwan Pua’s question because Choon Kwan Pua did not includes Kelxin Lim’s name in her turn. It could also mean that Zhilin Chong is giving out the identity of the author of the initial message because Kelxin Lim is a female (it can be determined through Kelxin Lim’s Facebook profile), and the author identify herself as “Just a shy little 1st year girl”, hence it fits Kelxin Lim’s gender category. Subsequently, Kelxin Lim responds to Zhilin Chong in line 38 saying “U all know right walaoo not me” which seems like a rejection. By responding as such, it seems like Kelxin Lim interpreted Zhilin Chong response in line 37 as giving out her name as the author of the initial message. It leads to the understanding that Zhilin Chong interprets Choon Kwan Pua question “your fren?” in line 36 as ‘is the writer of the initial message is your friend?’ in which she response by giving out Kelxin Lim’s name. 
	While this rejection is responding directly to Zhilin Chong in the sense that it was position right below Zhilin Chong’s response, the intended recipient may not specifically for Zhilin Chong. It is due to the pronoun term ‘U all’ used by Kelxin Lim in her rejection which could extend to those who had identified her as the author of the initial message which could include Choon Kwan Pua and her tagged friends. Moreover, Kelxin Lim’s identity as a potential candidate of the author of the initial message is not simply came up with Zhilin Chong’s identification in line 38. In fact, Kelxin Lim’s denial in line 39 is actually her third and last response in this series of interaction. Excerpt below (Figure 5.5) shows other sequences of claim that positions Kelxin Lim as the author of the initial message. 
	/
	Figure 5.5: Identification of the author (FCP #1103)
	As seen in Figure 5.5, Senpei Lim and Jh Chen made a response at a same time, 5.04 p.m (line 51 and 53). Practically, both of their responses are about the same topic that is the identity of the author of the initial message, but they display different approach towards the topic. In line51, Jh Chen’s question “Kelxin Lim, is that u? U serious? (shock emoticons)” seems like he is seeking a confirmation about something from Kelxin Lim. While it might not explicitly indicate that Jh Chen is saying Kelxin Lim is the author of the initial message, the context and content of the questions might say so. The use of a determiner ‘that’ (is that u?) means that Jh Chen is referring to something that had previously mentioned, and since his turn is responding to the initial message, he might be referring to it. Additionally, the author of the initial message is a female, so Kelxin Lim could fit the gender category of the author. The question then, shows that Jh Chen may have knowledge about Kelxin Lim in relation to the initial message. Therefore, by asking “U serious? (shock emoticons)” he is looking for further confirmation from Kelxin Lim regarding her connection with the initial message. This statement could be his expression of disbelief where he may try to say like ‘are you seriously confessing here?’. So the use of three shock emoticons at the end of the turn may represent Jh Chen’s expression of surprise that he tries to project in his question. As many study in emoticon suggested, the use of emoticon in computer- mediated- communication could provide additional social cues as well as to intensify the meaning expression of the text- utterance (Derks, Bos, & Grumbkow, 2007; Garrison, Remley, Thomas, & Wierszewski, 2011; Jibril & Abdullah, 2013). Therefore, the shock emoticons could be a way for Jh Chen to show his surprise towards Kelxin Lim in relation to the initial message. 
	While Jh Chen makes a direct question to Kelxin Lim, Senpei Lim can be said to take a discreet approach in identifying the author of the initial message. In line 53, she makes a simple response by tagging Bibie Yani and adds a ‘smirking face’ emoticon afterwards. It is difficult to comprehend her response without any statement. However, according to Garrison et al. (2011), in the situation where the emoticon appears alone in the conversation, it should be understood on the basis of its nature. The use of emoticon in written- communication is not limited to expressing one’s emotion but could also indicate other things, such as attitudes or intentions which are different from what is constituted emotion or feeling (Dresner & Herring, 2010; Wolf, 2000). Therefore, certain emoticon should be treated as an utterance on its own which conveys similar understanding as a written language (Jibril & Abdullah, 2013). With regards to Senpei Lim’s ‘smirking face’, it could mean that she is suggesting something since ‘smirking face’ emoticon usually is associated with an act of suggestion in an insinuating way. In Snapchat, this emoticon is use as an indicator of imbalance ‘mutual action’ that is once this emoticon appears next to a particular contact, it suggests that that person is frequently ‘snaps’ you, but you are rarely return his/ her ‘snaps’. In a way, smirking face emoticon represents a sneaky or mischievous feeling in a playful manner. So on its own, the ‘smirking face’ emoticon could portray an epistemic stance without necessarily use a written language. However, in order to make a suggestion, Senpei Lim must have something that worth to be suggested first. By making a response direct to the initial message, it could suggest that she has knowledge concerning the initial message, and her act of addressing Bibie Yani shows that Bibie Yani could be a part of that particular knowledge. Therefore, Senpei Lim’s response in line 53 could mean that she is suggesting that Bibie Yani is the author of the initial message (because Bibie Yani is a female), and so through the ‘smirking face’ she is portraying her knowledge. It could also mean that she called out to Bibie Yani to insinuate that they are sharing a particular knowledge concerning the initial message.
	Then, as we can see in line 41, Bibie Yani makes a response, two minutes after. Her response, “Oh My Gosh!!! Kelxin Lim !!!!!!!!!!!” shows her surprise. The reaction illustrates through the use of multiple exclamation marks and capital letters to portray the depth of her feeling. According to many study on textual paralanguage, grammatical markers like capitalization, question mark, period, and exclamation marks can be manipulated in writing to add stress on the text- utterances because they have auditory properties to tell how the utterance should be spoken (Luangrath, Peck, & Barger, 2017). So, by writing “Oh My Gosh!!!”, Bibie Yani is not only expresses her surprise but she also shows how she may produce the speech by emphasizing each word using capital letter at the beginning, rather than merely saying ‘oh my gosh’ which is more straight and flat tone. In a way, the response shows that there is something about Kelxin Lim that may cause Bibie Yani to produce such reaction. Given that the response is following Senpei Lim’s earlier response, it can be considered as her acknowledgement to Senpei Lim’s cryptic ‘smirking face’ message in line 53, and the call out of Kelxin Lim’s name to indicate that she knows what/ who Senpei Lim is talking about that is ‘Kelxin Lim (a person that both of them know) is or could be the anonymous author’. In a way, this interaction between Senpei Lim and Bibie Yani shows how information is shared among immediate networks. 
	Having been referred by Jh Chen and Bibie Yani, Kelxin Lim makes two quite similar responses to each of them. As can be seen in excerpt above (Figure 5.5), in line 52, Kelxin Lim writes “Seriously not me okay walao (two crying face emoticons)” in response to Jh Chen’s question. She makes another response three minutes after to Bibie Yani in lines 42- 43 saying “NO!!! Walaoooo not me Somebody save me pleaseeee (three crying face emoticons)”. These two responses show Kelxin Lim’s denial or rejection towards the previous accusation or claim that she is the author of the initial message. 
	However, in showing her rejection, Kelxin Lim seems to put more emphasize on her response to Bibie Yani. It can be seen through the usage of multiple paralanguage cues like capitalization for ‘NO’, multiple exclamation marks, extended spelling for emphasize word (discourse particle) ‘walaoooo’ and more crying face emoticons (line 61- 62 Figure 1). All these paralanguage cues often being used in written- language to strengthen the message content (Derks et al., 2007; Postmes, Spears, & Lea, 2000). So, compared to her earlier response to Jh Chen (line 77 in Figure 1) which has less paralanguage cues, Kelxin Lim’s response to Bibie Yani appears more intense. It could be because Jh Chen is the first one who associates her with the initial message, so she straight forwardly denies it. However, with another accusation from Bibie Yani, she may feel the need to put emphasize on her word. With more people thought that she is the author of the initial message, she may feel the burden to clarify herself, so she says “Somebody save me pleaseeee” in addition to her denial in her response to Bibie Yani (line 43)
	Interestingly, all Kelxin Lim’s responses to reject the claim that she is the author of the initial message (line 52 to Jh Chen, line 42 to Bibie Yani and line 39 to Zhilin Chong), the variety spelling of emphasize word (discourse maker) ‘walao’ has been used. This word is an additional term used mostly in spoken Malaysian interaction, and it does not bring any specific meaning on its own. Its usage within an utterance would give an impression that the speaker is casually emphasizing the subject that is being talked. The term often employed during spoken interaction among those who have close relationship such as friends and family as a softening strategy that is to show a sense of politeness and respect (Hashim & Tan, 2012). In Kelxin Lim situation for example, the absent of ‘walao’ in her utterance as in her response to Jh Chen “Seriously not me okay” (line 52 Figure 5.5) can be interpreted as her strong denial. But the incorporation of the term ‘walao’ in her utterances would give the impression of ‘soft’ in her rejection. To make a comparison with English, it is like the addition of ‘please’ in the sentence which would give the impression of being polite. However, in contrast with ‘please’, the term ‘walao’ is informal speech and does not bring any specific meaning. The use of such term in spoken interaction among Malaysian is significant since it meant to avoid conflicting situation and preserve the relationship that the interlocutors have (Kuang, 2017; Omar, 2001). This happen as spoken interaction often occurs in face- to- face interaction and being too direct may, culturally, considered impolite and could affect one’s social relationship. So, in case of Kelxin Lim, the use of term ‘walao’ is not only to soften her rejection, but it can also be a device which helps maintain her social relationship with others. Consequently, it shows a kind of relationship that Kelxin Lim may have with others (Jh Chen, Bibie Yani and Zhilin Chong) that is they all could belong to a similar cycle of friends. 
	Illustrated in this section are instances where identification works are done through social networks. This is the most common way of identification that found in this study. People tend to identify those in their circle of networks although their real names are concealed. It can be argued that this is due to the nature of FCPs which are community- based Facebook pages, and so community members may know and recognized each other.
	Epistemic Stance: Localness

	Localness refers to a claim of knowledge relating to a particular place. This includes knowledge about the place and also its related matters such as the criteria of the people/ residents of the place. Localness is one of the ways of displaying of epistemic stance that found to be used by commenters in this study when they make identification in relation to the initial message. The knowledge displays usually based on local knowledge in which outsiders may not know. 
	Figure 5.6 shows an excerpt from FCPs conversation #5242. In the excerpt, two commenters engage in a discussion concerning the identity of the author of the initial message. The initial message is about a condition of student’s accommodation known as ‘K11’ which from the author’s perspective is unsatisfactory due to the attitudes of its residents. However, it is the writing style of the initial message which consists of an obscene word that make the initial message appears like the author is ranting towards a particular group of ‘K11’ residents. Consequently, the conversations following the initial message revolve around the identity of the author and his/ her choice of word. Excerpt below shows one of a series of interaction that discuss about the identity of the author. The commenters use their local information about the place as a basis for their knowledge claim.
	/
	Figure 5.6: Knowledge of a location (FCP #5242)
	The conversational excerpt above shows claim to knowledge related to location and local information. In line 16 to 24, Mohd Sani initiates an identity proffer of the author by listing the grammatical usage of a word ‘f*cking’ that the author used in the initial message, before give out his remark “Good essay though, same word, different context. The confessor must be from FBMK” (line 25- 26). 
	This remark is claim of the author’s identity that Mohd Sani made by associating the author to ‘FBMK’ which is the acronym for ‘Fakulti Bahasa Moden dan Komunikasi’ (Faculty of Modern Language and Communication). Through the claim, Mohd Sani is actually making an inference about the membership category of the author of the initial message, as he is ascribing relevant characteristic which typically associate with linguistic students to the author, as can be seen in his saying “Good essay though, same word, different context” (line 25). This action of making inference based on certain characteristic typically known to a particular membership category is a common way of identification. This is because certain activity or characteristic can illustrates a relevance tie to a certain category which in turn a person who is doing that activity, or having that characteristic, can also be identified with that category (Drew, 1978; ten Have, 2007b). So, as we can see in line 16-  26, after making some evaluation of a particular word (f*cking) used in the initial message, Mohd Sani projected his common- sense knowledge regarding the identity of the author based on the content of the initial message.
	Mohd Sani identity suggestion then is challenged by Nurul Ezaty in line 27. She presents new information, saying “as I know only engineering and architecture student lives in k11” which not only display her knowledge concerning the characteristic of k11 residents but also indicates a possible membership category of the author of the initial message. The rationale for Nurul Ezaty to present this information could be because the author of the initial message is one of the K11 residents since she identified herself as ‘K11ers’ in the initial message. Therefore by stating that ‘only engineering and architecture student lives in k11’ Nurul Ezaty implies that the author of the initial message could be either engineer or architecture student. Indirectly, it shows her disagreement with Mohd Sani earlier suggestion that the author of the initial message must be from FBMK. This disapproval, eventually, leads to epistemic incongruence with Mohd Sani’s earlier identity suggestion. What is interesting however, while Mohd Sani make a reference based on the relevant characteristic that he deciphered from the initial message, Nurul Ezaty’s reference is based on the location of the author. In both of these identification acts, they portray their local knowledge regarding their surrounding social structure. This act is similar to Drew (1978) ‘reflexive property of common sense knowledge’ (Drew, 1978, p. 10) where location descriptions are employed to identify a person. This is possible because knowledge about particular category could common- sensically inform about its relevant activities or characteristics (Housley & Fitzgerald, 2016). So, when Mohd Sani evaluates the writing style of the initial message, he common- sensically tied it with a category of people who are typically known to be good with writing or language. Hence, as FBMK is a well- known faculty that deal with language and writing, it is only common for him to associate the author with the faculty and identify someone from it as the author. Similarly, Nurul Ezaty identifies the author by presenting her already constitute knowledge regarding the location of the author. 
	In response to Nurul Ezaty’s claim in line 27, Mohd Sani says “Good point” in line 29 which could indicate his acknowledgement towards Nurul Ezaty valid argument regarding the identity of the author of the initial message. This acknowledgement however does not necessarily indicate an increase epistemic status for Mohd Sani because the acknowledgement could be for the evidence that Nurul Ezaty presented. Hence, his subsequent statement “Perhaps the confessor is engineering or architecture student. Lol” (line 28- 29) shows his epistemic congruence towards Nurul Ezaty. Subsequently, Nurul Ezaty responses “For sure yeah. She’s not only good in calculating or drawings, she’s also good in writing essay” in line 30. This utterance shows how Nurul Ezaty emphasizes the relevant characteristics of the categories identity that she and Mohd Sani have ascribed to the author previously. This series of interaction between Mohd Sani and Nurul Ezaty illustrates how claim of localness that is knowledge about a particular place and its related matters could  be used in identifying someone. 
	Epistemic Stance: Situational

	Situation is another common display of epistemic stance in identification works. Situational refers here to a claim of a particular knowledge that can be attached to one’s identity depending on a particular social situation in a particular context of interaction. The identification then is performed through a claim of knowledge in relation to the particular social situation.
	Excerpt in Figure 5.7 below shows an instance where commenters are searching for the identity of the recipient of the initial message through an event. The interaction is stemmed from FCPs initial message #1686. In the initial message, the recipient is introduced as a ‘guy who danced on stage’ during a university event known as ‘iweek’. In the initial message, the author briefly states that the guy looks ‘much more better’ with a cap on due to his ‘thick hair’. Other than these limited clues, users do not have clear identity of who is the recipient. Yet, the commenters took these limited cues looking for the identity of the recipient of the initial message. Figure 5.7 below presents a series of related interaction between several commenters who used the ‘iweek’ event as basis for knowledge claim concerning the identity of the recipient of the initial message. 
	/
	Figure 5.7: iweek event (FCP #1686)
	The identity searching was started by Aruna Suframanyam when she asks, “who is tat guy???” in line 35 to two of her friends Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang. The term ‘tat guy’ tied her question back to the initial message in which the author is directed the message to ‘a guy who danced on stage during iweek’. Given that Aruna Suframanyam specifically addresses Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang, it could suggest that Aruna Suframanyam is expecting that both of them may have information regarding the ‘guy’. By doing so, she is portraying that she has less knowledge about the guy while displaying some knowledge about her friends’ epistemic status in relation to the ‘guy’. This could be because Aruna Suframanyam knew that Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang attended the ‘iweek’ event where the author stated that ‘the guy’ had danced on stage. Hence, they may have the knowledge regarding the ‘guy’. This is later confirmed through Laura Lian Anyang response in line 33- 34 when she says “few guy danced. can u b more specific on which dance?” which indicates that she attended the event and knew that there are few guys who danced during the event. However, the second part of her response (can u b more specific on which dance?) could implies that she may not have knowledge about the guy. In fact the question itself is quite ambiguous in the sense that it implies that Aruna Suframanyam could be the author of the initial message through the pronoun ‘u’ (you) that she uses in the question. It could also be that the question is meant for the author of the initial message instead of Aruna Suframanyam although she is responding to Aruna Suframanyam’s question. Either way, Laura Lian Anyang is portraying her epistemic status in relation to the content of the initial message through this turn. 
	Then in line 28, Laura Lian Anyang posted another question “and please which iweek?”. Looking at the way she constructs the question, begins with ‘and’, it seems like it is a continuation of her previous statement. Commonly, discourse marker ‘and’ function as a linker or extension of a topic between utterances (Fung & Carter, 2007). Speaker strategically uses it in order to show a relationship between the existing utterances with the preceding one while maintaining listener attention to the topic of conversation. Because of that, it commonly used by speaker to indicate the desire to hold the floor of the conversation (Fung & Carter, 2007; Mohd. Nor, 2017). Similarly, Laura Lian Anyang may use a similar technique to connect her two turns. Further, if we look at the timestamp of her turn in line 28, it was posted at the same time as her previous turn in line 33- 34. This suggests that both turns are related and her question in line 28 could be a continuation of her question in line 33- 34. Both are seeking further clarification on the information concerning the initial message content. As these turns are considered as second pair part following first pair part from Aruna Suframanyam in line 35, the questions are expected to be directed back to Aruna Suframanyam. Hence, it implies that Aruna Suframanyam may also have knowledge about the ‘iweek’ event mentioned in the initial message. This, then, may put both of them on equal level of knowledge regarding the identity of the ‘guy’ that the author is talking about, as well as the iweek event. 
	Evident to suggest that Aruna Suframanyam may have knowledge about the ‘iweek’ event can be seen through her turn in line 29- 30. By saying “haha I assumed it was our iweek.. no idea which other faculty call it as iweek”, Aruna Suframanyam displays her knowledge about the event. further, the pronoun ‘our’ that she uses could indirectly put her and Laura Lian Anyang (and possibly Ayieda Ahmad) into a similar category that is a category of persons belong to a faculty that organized an event called iweek. Therefore, when she tagged and asked Laura Lian Anyang and Ayieda Ahmad in line 35, it could be because she knew these two friends have knowledge about the event since they belong to the same category, hence may know the ‘guy who danced’ mentioned by the author in the initial message. 
	Another person tagged by Aruna Suframanyam in line 35, Ayieda Ahmad, responds at line 17 asks “which IWeek?? Who dance?? Hilal Halmi ke?”. This response seems similar to Laura Lian Anyang’s questions in line 33 and 28, that is seeking for further clarification. However, Ayieda Ahmad also provides a name ‘Hilal Halmi’ which can be a potential candidate of ‘the guy who danced’ that the author of the initial message is talking about. Warrant for this lies in a particle ‘ke’ that Ayieda Ahmad used at the end of her question. This particle is a common addition in Malaysian conversation to makes any statement or word appears as a question (Kuang, 2017). So, by saying “Hilal Halmi ke?”, Ayieda Ahmad is asking ‘could the guy be Hilal Halmi?’. Such question construction means that the question is not necessarily meant to be directed to Hilal Halmi, although the tag name could inform Hilal Halmi that Ayieda Ahmad is suggesting that he could be the ‘guy who danced’ mentioned in the initial message. Consequently, Ayieda Ahmad’s act of mentioning Hilal Halmi’s name in line 17 is for identity ‘fishing’. As discussed before, the reason for Aruna Suframanyam tagging Ayieda Ahmad and Laura Lian Anyang in line 35 is because they all belong in a same membership category that is persons from a faculty that organized the iweek event and attended the event. So, when Ayieda Ahmad suggests Hilal Halmi’s name, it could be because she knew Hilal Halmi is also connected to the ‘iweek’ event, hence a possibility for him to be ‘the guy who danced’. So, Ayieda Ahmad act in line 17 can be considered as an attempt for possible eliciting information from Hilal Halmi. 
	Her suggestion is rejected by Hilal Halmi himself when he states “Semestinye bukan saya. Saya mana menari (Obviously it is not me, I’m not dancing)” in line 18. While this response rejects Ayieda Ahmad suggestion that he could be ‘the guy who danced’, it does not deny that Hilal Halmi could attend the iweek event. Warrant for this can be seen through his saying ‘Saya mana menari (I’m not dancing)’ in which it can be interpreted as ‘I am not dancing although I have been there’. So, by disassociating the important criteria of the category ‘the guy who danced’, Hilal Halmi is excluding himself from being a potential candidate of the ‘the guy who danced’ that Ayieda Ahmad, Aruna Suframanyam and Laura Lian Anyang is looking for.
	A similar act of searching for recipient’s identity is performed by Laura Lian Anyang in line 23. Addressing Foo Chuan Liang, she then says “u wore cap on the stage during iweek right?”. This turn puts Laura Lian Anyang in a witness position where she might see Foo Chuan Liang on the stage of the ‘iweek’ event wearing a cap. Because of that she might think that he could fits the characteristic of ‘the guy who danced’ mentioned in the initial message. However, the knowing that Laura Lian Anyang projected in her claim concerning Foo Chuan Liang is by virtue of the occasion. And all she did in line 23 is presenting evidence suggesting that Foo Chuan Liang could be ‘the guy who danced’. Eventually, in line 25, Foo Chuan Liang straight forwardly deny it by saying “Not me. Confirm”. His rejection, then, illustrates his epistemic status as the one who own the knowledge. Subsequently, Laura Lian Anyang states her verification with “ok” in line 26. This simple verification could signal her acknowledgement to Foo Chuan Liang’s response.
	Another example where an event is used as a significant identifier is illustrated in the excerpt below (Figure 5.8). The excerpt is taken from FCPs initial message #1128 where the author expresses his admiration towards one of the students’ club president whom he met during a dinner organized by HEPA (Student affairs department). He describes the person as a ‘charming, elegant and gorgeous (lady) in red gown’. He also praises her achievement to ‘run 13 projects within a session’ successfully before stating his frustration to find out that she has a boyfriend. Based on the descriptions provided in the initial message, many commenters presume that the club president is Sookmun Liew and start a conversation revolving her identity. 
	/
	Figure 5.8: recipient identification (FCP #1128)
	The name of Sookmun Liew was first mentioned by Eloise Ewe in line 29, right after the initial message. She tagged Sookmun Liew’s name and added triple question marks after the name. As minimal as this turn is, it could be read in several ways. The fact that Sookmun Liew’s name was tagged rather than just plainly written shows that Eloise Ewe wants to notify Sookmun Liew and brings her attention to the initial message. Meanwhile, the triple question marks after the tagged name could easily make this turn as an enquiry. It could be a question for Sookmun Liew whether she knows anything concerning the initial message, or it could be that Eloise Ewe is throwing out Sookmun Liew’s name in making a guess regarding the identity of the persons in relation to the initial message. Either way, Eloise Ewe’s act of specifically tags Sookmun Liew’s name in line 29 portrays her epistemic stance concerning the relationship that Sookmun Liew has to the initial message. Yet, it can argue that her information regarding the matter is insufficient. Evident for this is illustrates through her minimal construction of the enquiry. Often, individuals who have higher degree or more knowledge about the matter at talk tend to express their knowledge confidently although they are taking K- position. Eloise Ewe, on the other hand, only tagged Sookmun Liew’s name with triple question marks. While it shows her confident that Sookmun Liew may have some connection to the initial message, it also shows that she may not possess much information about the relationship.
	Sookmun Liew’s response in line 30 is not only update Eloise Ewe but also unpack the meaning of her enquiry. Response with “shhh”, it is an expression used to call for silence or be quiet. In this context, it could be translated as Sookmun Liew’s action to tell Eloise Ewe to be quiet or keep it as a secret, which indirectly tells Eloise Ewe that she is related to the initial message. Given that Sookmun Liew is a female, she can be the recipient of the initial message (as the author of the message is believed to be a male since he wish to be her boyfriend). Looking back at Eloise Ewe response in line 29, it is best seen as an action of guessing where she tries to unpack the content presented in the initial message by throwing out a name that may fit the description provided for the recipient of the initial message. 
	/
	Figure 5.9: Lady in red (FCP #1128)
	Extract above shows another instance from the similar interaction of FCPs initial message #1128 where Sookmun Liew is identified as the recipient of the initial message. In this interaction, the commenter presents evident to support their claim. As we can see in line 15, Khai Wern make a claim to Sookmun Liew by accusing her as the recipient of the initial message when she says “Sookmun Liew you have admirer !!!”. In response, Sookmun Liew says “that night many ladies were in red too, I think...” in line 16 that can be understood as Sookmun Liew rejection. This response also positions her as someone with insider knowledge that is someone who has attended the event where the author met the recipient. So when she says “many ladies were in red too”, she is presenting evident for her rejection that she could be the recipient since they were other females who wore red dress like what is described by the author about the recipient besides her. This is a claim to direct access to knowledge of the event, and so her rejection appears to have superior epistemic status to dismiss Khai Wern’s claim. Technically, her denial towards Khai Wern’s accusation could resulted in epistemic incongruence (Heritage, 2013) where she downgraded Khai Wern’s claim by presenting her own evidence. According to (Heritage, 2013) in a situation where there is a rejection towards the epistemic status projected, the speaker may attempt to produce a subsequent version to deal with the rejection. 
	Accordingly, KeSin Lim presents another evident to claim Sookmun Liew as a recipient in line 17 by saying “Sookmun Liew, but not every girl is the president of a club?”. With the use of addressivity at the beginning, it is clear that this response is meant for Sookmun Liew. The use of a word ‘but’ after the addressivity could also indicate that this statement is a continuation of a previous statement. It happens as the word ‘but’ usually use to introduce a statement that adds something to a previous statement in a contrasting way. So, when KeSin Lim says ‘the president of a club’ (line 17) which is one of the characteristics of the recipient of the initial message, she is presenting an evident to reject Sookmun Liew stance in line17.  While KeSin Lim is not the person who present earlier claim of Sookmun Liew as the recipient of the initial message (that is Khai Wern in line 15), the content of her response shows a continuation which deals with Sookmun Liew’ denial. Therefore, her response can be considered as a defending attempt, a continuation of Khai Wern’ claim in line 15 that reached epistemic incongruence through Sookmun Liew’s denial in line 16. Most importantly, through her claim, KeSin Lim further emphasizes Sookmun Liew identity as the recipient of the initial message. 
	In response, Sookmun Liew replies in line 19 says “KeSin Lim banyak kacau huh you (KeSin Lim you are so annoying)”. This could read as her attempt to dodge KeSin Lim’s claim that emphasizes her identity as the recipient of the initial message. However, what is interesting in this turn is the way Sookmun Liew constructs her response. Technically, the appropriate way to construct such utterance would be ‘KeSin Lim you banyak kacau huh’, with discourse particle ‘huh’ gives the impression of tag question such as ‘right?’ or ‘isn’t it?’. But by positioning ‘huh’ before ‘you’, it appears like Sookmun Liew is re- emphasize her statement against KeSin Lim. Sookmun Liew also switched to Malay words ‘banyak kacau’ while maintaining using English second person reference ‘you’ in the utterance. Such code- switching practice is considered common particularly among bilingual or multilingual individuals as a conversational strategy to express certain meaning (Montes-Alcalá, 2007; Wei, 2005). Often the code- switching occurs due to difficulty in finding an accurate word or expression in the current spoken language (Halim & Maros, 2014; Halim & Maros, 2014). Similarly, Sookmun Liew might use Malay words ‘banyak kacau’ instead of English word ‘so annoying’ because it could express her feeling and intention better. Indeed, the words ‘banyak kacau’ give the impression that someone is interrupting your current action or situation in a non- serious way. So by saying ‘banyak kacau’, Sookmun Liew is playfully telling KeSin Lim that she is being such a disturbance. This assertion could be directed back to KeSin Lim’s response as it happens that KeSin Lim self- selected herself in defending Khai Wern’s assessment in saying Sookmun Liew could be the recipient of the initial message. On a whole, Sookmun Liew response in line 19 could be understood as she is being discreet from directly accepting or rejecting the accusation throwing on her. However, by doing so, it seems like Sookmun Liew is accepting KeSin Lim’s claim that she could be the recipient of the initial message. Eventually, with epistemic stance projected by KeSin Lim in line 17 received by Sookmun Liew in line 19, their interaction reached epistemic congruence (Heritage, 2013). 
	This section has shown the identification work done by commenters through their knowledge about a particular event in relation the identified person. It illustrates how descriptions which comprise an occasion as well as characteristic of a person could be used to identify the person. So, identification works, in this sense, to be practices by specifying what aspects of a person or people are relevant in a particular situation.
	Discussion

	This chapter aims to provide an account of how identities are negotiates and identified in the FCPs interactions. It shows that as the identity work is performed, epistemic stance is a requisite component of the interactions. Commenters display their knowledge access to bolster their claims to knowledge in relation to the identity, or to weaken the claims of others. Though these claims to knowledge may sometimes seem trivial or inconsequential, they are in fact what allow the commenters to engage in the identity works further. This finding shows a similarity with Hutchby’s (2001a) Talk Radio study where it finds callers seek to strengthen their claim through legitimation and authentication. Although Hutchby’s study does not claim to use epistemic approach, it illustrated how the callers’ present first-hand knowledge to support their standpoint which is similar with the way the commenters display their knowledge (K+) to make a claim. Additionally, this study also finds that many of the identity proffers were done from a less knowing (K-) position, such as identity solicitation. It suggested that this may be because of the commenters’ uncertainty since the identities provided in the initial messages are in descriptions. So, though they may have knowledge about the person, they need confirmation, or sometimes supports their claims. 
	Accordingly, this chapter considered three main areas of epistemic stance in relation to identity as commonly found in the data set that are networks, localness and situational. With regards to networks, it shows how members’ of a group or community have a stock of knowledge about each other. In a situation where explicit identity is not use, this knowledge comes to display to make a claim to one’s identity. Often, it is something that is known within the group. It found that the identity proffers for networks are straight forward but can be ambiguous. This happened as commenters can identify the person of interest easily but may not directly identify him/ her as such. The identity can be delineated, then, based the action projected and the epistemic stance displayed. It suggested however, that this situation is more evident within certain limitation such as a close group or a small community. Other consideration is localness where it has shown how information about a particular place can lead to identification works. In turn, this finding show how identity is connected to one’s surrounding and not just something relates to one’s personal. Another area of epistemic stance considered in this chapter is situational which shows, like localness, identity is relative to a particular situation. As find in this chapter, identification works are accomplished through association in which one identity is associated with knowledge about a particular situation such as event. As such, this chapter challenges notions of the invisibility of identity in digital contexts by showing ways in which individuals get around the non- visual and non- aural properties of the online medium to accomplish identity work. 
	Additionally, the analysis in this chapter is a continuation of the analysis in the previous chapter. On the whole, we can see that FCPs bring into play the potential for a new kind of interaction between ‘news bearer’ and the audiences. In this chapter, it shows how audiences are invited to discuss and respond to the ‘issue’ brought in the initial message, but not necessarily concerning the issue but in whichever manner that they prefer. In this sense, the initial message, as discussed in the previous chapter, provides a context in which the audiences can determine which issues are worth to be responded and discuss. In a way, this is similar to the previous study on talk radio that examines how laypersons call in to gives their idea concerning the item in the news provided (hutchby, 2001). As the initial message set up an environment by framing the topic (referent/s), it also prepared the audiences with respect to the topic (referent/s). If we follow Hutchby terms of going ‘first’ and ‘second’ (Hutchby, 1996, p. 486; Hutchby, 2001a), the initial message would be the ‘going first’ that is to provide an agenda for discussion as well to prepare the audience who will be the ‘second’. Going second then gives more freedom to the audiences to present their opinion in the sense that they can challenge, argue or reject the topic. In FCPs, however, the initial message is considered one-way interaction in the sense that the authors do not have the opportunity to counter- argue responders’ claim without revealing their identity. 
	This chapter has also shown the benefits of technological resources in assisting the interaction, particularly in adjacency pairs. The most prevalent practice of adjacency pairs is through the use of Facebook’s tag function which has heavily used on the username. Such technology makes it possible not only to identify the right person, but also to notify its owner given that Facebook interactions occur ‘everywhere’ within the Facebook realm. It also assists the disrupted turn adjacency due to the arrangement of the turns by Facebook. The following chapter will further show the wide possibilities of this digital feature in assisting interaction on Facebook. In Chapter 6, it will focus on Facebook username, that is the tagged username incorporated in the interaction, whether as a referent or addressor. 
	Chapter 6 – The Role of Facebook Naming
	Introduction

	Previous chapters 4 and 5 have investigated how identity work is accomplished in Facebook Confession Pages. They illustrated how the practice is intricately linked to participants’ (the authors and the commenters) display of epistemic stance. This happened as participants display their orientation to certain identity, they invoked a relevant category of the identity. In doing so, participants draw upon various interactional resources in their negotiation and construction of identity, particularly the person reference (recognitional and descriptive term). Hence, it shows that while identity may not be explicitly referred to in the interaction, there will always be a meaningful identification that could represent it.  
	The analysis in Chapter 6 will shifts it focused slightly away from this identity work. Still related to identity, it will explore participants’ ‘explicit’ identity in Facebook that is Facebook username. As we see in the data presented, particularly in Chapter 5, commenters used username rather than ‘normal’ name when referencing to another participant. This practice partly can be contributed to the availability of the username to be utilized in the interaction. In Facebook, username is not just a text- of- name but it is an object of technology which can be manipulated in many ways, including summon and reference. In fact, it is the most efficient conversational device for person reference, as far as Facebook is concern. It can directly show who the person is and at the same time inform the person that he/ she was referred. This aspect of Facebook that set it far apart from just a merely text- of- name is the concern of this chapter. 
	Accordingly, the focus of this chapter is on the role of Facebook username. For the purpose of this analysis, it will be called with just ‘Facebook name’. The chapter begins by briefly outlines the property of name for reference as it is used in different medium of interactions. This is not to make a comparison on how it is used in each medium, but to provide a foundation and guide for the analysis. The subsequent analysis will explore the property of Facebook name as it is used and utilized in the interaction. The objective is to show that while Facebook name serves as reference in interaction, it also has different properties that can give advantage (or disadvantage) to participants. 
	Name Reference

	Name is the most explicit identity knowledge that can inform who we are (Marx, 1999). It is commonly used for referring in interactions (Enfield & Stivers, 2007; Kushida, 2015).  Other methods of person referring in face- to- face interaction include identity descriptions (e.g. “the girl who wears a flowery scarf”), pronouns (“he”, “she”, “them”), and the use of head movement, eye contact, and turning to someone physically without saying their name (Stivers et al., 2007). In a typical spoken interaction, initial naming tends to be dropped once the referred to person has been recognized by both the recipient (Crystal, 2006), such that in a normal face- to- face interaction, it would be unusual to hear:
	Mary: John, are you going to rehearsal tonight?
	John: Mary, yes, I am.
	Mary: John, what time?
	John: Mary, about six.
	(Crystal, 2001, p. 162)
	This style, however, is acceptable or normal in communication channels such as internet relay chat (IRC) and social media. For instance, in IRC, the practice of including the name of an intended recipient in a turn is widely practiced (Werry, 1996). The reason for this conversational strategy, is explained by Werry (1996) as a conventional form of addressivity,
	“it has become entirely conventional for speakers to indicate the intended addressee by putting that person’s name at the start of an utterance, followed by a colon:
	<boot> franck: there’s a girl
	<Franck> boot: where? where?
	Such a high degree of addressivity is an imperative on IRC, since the addressee’s attention must be recaptured anew with each utterance. A contributing factor to the emergence of this convention may be that the role of the “listener” becomes more passive on IRC than in spoken dialogue”.
	    (Werry, 1996, p. 52) 
	In computer- mediated- communication, the receiver is usually unable to supply the appropriate response such as nodding or giggles, etc., which in face- to- face interaction is used to signal active attention and maybe used to indicate understanding (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Werry, 1996). Often participants in computer- mediated- communication clarify whom they are addressing, with whom they are initiating a conversation, or to whom they are responding, by starting their contribution with the name of the addressee (Ahti & Lahtevanoja, 2004; Graham, 2007; Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Rintel et al., 2001; Werry, 1996). Therefore, using names in Computer- mediated-  Communication is not unusual phenomenon owing to the fact that participants cannot see one another while delivering the message. The absence of audio and visual cues significantly impacts and alters the standard method of face- to- face addressing. In other words, person reference, as in direct address by name, has become a typical phenomenon in computer- mediated- communication such as IRC. 
	Another reason why person name reference plays an important role in computer-  mediated-  communication is that the name, either real name or nickname, is one of the few mutually known features participants of the chat can rely on and draw on when chatting (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003). The importance of the name in online interaction is illustrated in the following examples from IRC and Facebook.
	/
	Figure 6.1: A typical IRC interaction (Paolillo, 2011)
	/
	Figure 6.2: Facebook Confession Pages #1187
	Figure 6.1 illustrates an excerpt of a typical log of an interaction on IRC taken from a public IRC channel called #punjab (taken from Paolillo, 2011). In this example, as in a typical log of IRC interaction, there is a list of names in the left side before each utterance, indicating the name of the current participants of the chat. The line numbers, however, have been added by the data owner (Paolillo, 2011) to the log file for reference. In this example, there are a couple of conversational exchanges interleaved, one between Ashna and Jatt, and the second between Dave- G and Kally. Notice how the chat participants are addressing each other by name in each conversation. In line 339, ashna addresses jatt who responds in line 342. In between of ashna and jatt interaction, Dave- G is addressing Kally in line 341, and Kally responds in line 343. Given that the participants have no way of seeing who is online in this real- time synchronous communication, name is one feature that the chat participant can rely on when interacting with each other. Name facilitates the interaction by determining the recipient of the conversation, as illustrated in the example, the exchanges between ashna and jatt (line 339 and 342), and Dave- G and Kally (line 341 and 343). It could be that without name addressing, the position of the greeting by jatt (line 342) could be confusing to Kally (line 343) given the proximity and positioning of the greeting. Hence, names ensure the coherence (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Werry, 1996) of the interaction in this real- time synchronous communication environment.
	The conversation in Figure 6.2 is taken from the data of this study. It shows slightly different from Figure 6.1. The interface is more attractive with an incorporated profile picture, and the users’ names are written in bold blue. The conversation still involves name addressing or referring but notice that the name referring is in blue. The Facebook technology changes the colour of the text when a Facebook username is typed into the text input box. The technology also sends a ‘notification’ directly to this user (further explanation of this will be given in the following section). So, even without reading the whole interaction, the user can easily detect which conversation is meant for him/ her due to the notification system that links back to the original name reference in the conversation.
	Interaction on Facebook is also different in many other ways than IRC, although both are known as Computer- Mediated- Communication (CMC). For instance, IRC is a real- time communication in the sense that turns are taken more immediately and frequently, although the message production and transmission are separate (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). Due to this, some scholars prefer IRC as “quasi- synchronous” communication format rather than synchronous communication (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999; Meredith & Stokoe, 2014). Meanwhile, this is not necessarily the case for Facebook. The conversation on Facebook can happen in real- time as well as delayed- time, where the users join or continue the conversation whenever they log into the Facebook site. As a social network, Facebook allows connectivity and has a wide global reach which means that the interaction on Facebook is not static or closed but it could be shared and joined by many people. Facebook facilitates information sharing by allowing the users to create connections via web contents such as sharing photos through Instagram or news from the news website. Thereby, Facebook creates opportunities for a wider interaction among its users. Arguably, Facebook needs a better system to organize interactions, especially in referring to each other. Otherwise, the interaction may be ignored. 
	Meanwhile, although IRC can be very active, no one outside the channel will notice. For instance, in the example presented in Figure 6.1, the interaction on the #punjab channel could be active in the sense that there are always new topics to be discussed among the participants, but participation in the channel is restricted to those who registered with the channel and those who are not a member of the channel will not have access to the channel. In other words, although both IRC and Facebook are considered text- in- interaction, the nature and features of the medium of communication would differentiate the way their users communicate. Therefore the role of a name also functions differently in each medium. IRC could only use it locally, among the members who are chatting at the same time. While on Facebook, a name might be used widely, extending the function of reference in interaction. This will be examined in the subsequent section. 
	Typical Practice of Referring on Facebook

	Based on the close observation of the Facebook interaction data set gathered for this study, there are certain particularities in a conversational technique related to person reference and addressing or summoning others. As Chapter 4 and 5 demonstrated, the practices of person reference are influenced by their epistemic level in relation to the referent. In the initial messages, non- recognitional and descriptive terms are used. While in the response messages, Facebook name is used not necessarily for identification actions but also for summon and information distribution (will later explain in this analysis). 
	Owing to the fact that Facebook users cannot see one another, and the conversation happens through texts, and the message has to reach the right person, Facebook has introduced a tagging tool and a notification system to assist the interactions. Through these software applications, Facebook users can create a link to another Facebook user if they are ‘friends’ on Facebook. That is the users have added each other to their Facebook friends list. The practice of referring or summoning others in Facebook, then, can be performed via these two software elements. 
	In practice, however, it is not necessary that Facebook users have to use these Facebook functionalities every time they refer to others on Facebook. They can still use a conventional method that is directly type a name without using the applications, in which case, the referring will not technologically link to the friend. For the purpose of this current study, this act of referring which does not use Facebook applications will be called a ‘non- friend- name- reference’ (NFNR), to differentiate it from the one that use Facebook applications when referring to others.
	However, a typical practice of person reference on Facebook usually involves a Facebook user types and tags another Facebook user in his or her friends’ list. The tagging tool works by transforming the text (profile name) into a technical object, which sends a notification to the named person. For instance, when one’s Facebook name is typed into the Facebook interface, Facebook auto- fills with the friend’s names suggestion as illustrated in Figure 6.3 below.
	/
	Figure 6.3: Facebook Tagging Tool
	The names of suggested friends will be available in a drop- down box below the message writing space. It is not necessary, however, to type a complete name because users can just select the name that they wanted. Once the right name has been selected or tagged, the name will turned blue (like the name of Bryan Chai Kang Weng in Figure 6.3) to indicate that a link has been created between the conversation and the name’s Facebook account, and notification has been sent to that person. Subsequently, the notified person will receive a message or a ‘notification’ in his or her Facebook account. 
	This whole process of tagging and notify other, interestingly, show similarity with the telephone’s ring and summons (Schegloff, 1979). To start a call, a caller makes a conscious action as whom he wants to call before then dialling the person’s number. Or in a mobile phone, a caller may select the name of the person from the contact list. The notification sent resembles the phone’s ring to draw the recipient’s attention and eventually answer the summons. However, Facebook notification is more like the mobile phone that is the summons conveys information about the caller (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006). So, a Facebook name is also functioning as a summons to get the attention of the notified person.
	Additionally, referring to others in Facebook is not much different from typical spoken interaction. The Facebook applications that emphasize on the use of a name is actually satisfied both preferences in the organization of reference to persons that are recognitional reference and minimization (Sacks & Schegloff, 1979). As it happens, in recognitional reference, although description can be used, there is a strong preference for a name. A name also is considered a single reference which is a minimal form of referring. What makes Facebook- name- referring different from the typical name referring is that its practice is restricted to the name used on the Facebook profile that is the name registered with Facebook. Therefore, if a person’s real name is Barbara Fox, but she registered herself as ‘Miss BF’ on Facebook, then ‘Miss BF’ will be her name on Facebook. And she will be referred to using this name on Facebook, although in the real world she may be referred to as ‘Barbara’ by her colleagues. She can still be referred to as Barbara on Facebook but the name will not instigate a Facebook- name- referring which means that she will not receive a notification whenever her name been mentioned.
	Normally, the practice of person reference on Facebook happens as a user types and tags a Facebook profile name to determine that that user is the one who is being referred to, as a Figure 6.4 shows below. This figure is an extract of a conversation stem from an anonymous confession message which gave descriptions about the person whom he/ she is confessed to. In this extract, Francesca Chen responds to the initial message, while Bri Eun makes a response to Francesca Chen’s response in line 2. 
	/
	Figure 6.4: Facebook- name- referring on Facebook (FCP #1191)
	In line 1, Francesca Chen makes a reference to Cher Shong Teoh. Notice that Cher Shong Teoh’s name is in blue colour which indicates that Francesca Chen used the tagging tool in referencing him. Similarly, in line 2, Bri Eun makes another reference to Cher Shong Teoh in his response to Francesca Chen. This suggests that Bri Eun knows who and which Cher Shong Teoh is being referred to by Francesca Chen. This is later confirmed by Francesca Chen in line 4 when she says ‘I guess he’s related to everything on this page’ in which the use of the pronoun ‘he’ in the sentence is to refer to Cher Shong Teoh that they both referred in the line 1 and 2.
	One interesting aspect that worth to mention from the conversation above is the mismatch between a locally- initial form and a locally- subsequent position. According to Schegloff (1996), there is a standard way to make a reference to a third party that is to use locally- initial form such as a name in a locally- initial position that is when the referent is mentioned for the first time. Then in a locally- subsequent position (subsequent occasions when the same person has referred again), locally subsequent reference forms such as a pronoun will be used. In the conversation above, in line 2, we see that Bri Eun uses a repeated locally- initial form (name Cher Shong Teoh) in a locally- subsequent position. In a normal situation, Bri Eun can replace Cher Shong Teoh name with a simple pronoun ‘he’ since Francesca Chen had mentioned the name earlier in line 1. So, there is no need for Bri Eun to use the name to refer to a similar referent. The mismatch between locally initial form and locally subsequent position like this, according to Schegloff (1996) may invite attention from the hearer as why the speaker uses that referring expression. Here, Bri Eun’s action could be due to the accessibility of Facebook applications in making person reference. 
	Facebook’s tagging tool helps to simplify the intended referent as well as the recipient, by turning the name of the person into a technical object which links directly to the person. This act of tagging is really helpful, especially in a situation where there is a huge user database, like Facebook, as it is difficult to even use a name, such as ‘Nurul’, as it might not apply uniquely to one user (Lerner, 2003), as many users might share similar names. In a way, tagging a person’s name in Facebook is similar to telephone ring or IRC automated joining event (Rintel et al., 2001; Schegloff, 1979) in which the producer  (callers, IRC and Facebook users) produced the actions to attempt a connection with the person. For example, as illustrated in Figure 6.5 below.
	/
	Figure 6.5: Name Reference through Facebook Software (FCP #794)
	As seen, the name Hisyam has been mentioned repeatedly in lines 61, 60, 57 and 55, but since it did not make it through the Facebook’s tagging tool, as the Facebook- name- referring, the name hisyam still appears in black- coloured text which indicates that other than referring, the name does not signify anything else. Also, the name could be referring to multiple Facebook users who share the similar name Hisyam. Only after several turns does Nurul Ain Fawzi make an effort to use the Facebook application (in line 54) and the name Hisyam Zainal turns blue to show that it has made a link to a particular individual. By specifically linking the conversation to the intended person through Facebook tagging tool, Nurul Ain Fawzi has retrospectively made the name Hisyam as recognitional reference form.  Consequently, it eliminates other Facebook users with the name of Hisyam. 
	It is notable that Hisyam only produces a message once notification has been generated through this Facebook functionality. This implies that he is responding to the notification, or at least is drawn into the conversation because of the notification. Perhaps in Facebook interaction, in which messages are not continuously read, the (technical) notification system has foundational (social) interactional consequences. As in telephone conversation, where the ring becomes a crucial opening element as it acts as a summon and set up a sequence of interaction (Schegloff, 1979), in Facebook, the notification could similarly act as a summon, thus implies that the producer of the notification has a reason to notify the person. It is this implication that choosing the next speaker when they are not ‘present’ (currently reading and participating) rest on and requires such technical functionality. 
	This instance where the name Hisyam is typed without the use of the Facebook tagging tool (line 61, 60, 57 and 55) illustrates the so- called non- friend- name- reference (NFNR) mentioned earlier in this section. This type of name reference does not generate an automatic link to the person’s Facebook account, hence there is no notification sent to the person. This term will be discussed further in the non- friend- name- reference section.
	Facebook- Name- Reference

	A name holds a special status within the realm of Facebook since it serves as the user’s main identification. In fact, Facebook’s rules officially require the use of real names, or authentic names, on the site (https:/ / www.facebook.com/ legal/ terms), which allows the person to be recognised by other Facebook users. There are of course people with the same name across the world, and hence this doesn’t completely specify an individual. Essentially, it is the Facebook- name that assists Facebook users to connect and interact with each other, as the name is turned into a technological object (explained in the section above).
	Observation of the Facebook interaction corpora gathered in this study finds that the Facebook- name- reference is used for various purposes. It is used for summoning and notifying others about the certain message posted, to invite others to a conversation and to select the next turn speaker, to name a few. All these functions are performed by Facebook- name- reference through two conversational practices that are the person reference and addressing. Summoning other/ s by addressing them via Facebook- name- reference is the most common practice among Facebook users. The reason is to draw their attention to the ongoing conversation. This is because interaction on Facebook can take place on any page in the Facebook realm, in a friend’s Facebook page, in the page of a friend of a friend, in a group or community page, or in the user’s own page. In the absence of audio- visual cues, Facebook users could easily overlook the ongoing interactions which relate to them. In this situation, other means to alert, connect and invite users or friends to the interaction are needed. Hence, Facebook- name- reference helps to alert and connect Facebook users to the ongoing interactions. The following example illustrates the practice of Facebook- name- reference. This example is an extract from a Facebook conversation stemming from an initial message that thanked a foreign worker at a restaurant who treated the author of the message to a free lunch due to a certain situation happening in the restaurant. In the anonymous message, the author described the person and encouraged the readers to be kind to others regardless of their background. 
	/
	Figure 6.6: Addressivity in Facebook (FCP #956)
	Figure 6.6 illustrates how a Facebook- name- reference is used in the interaction, both in the speaker’s turn (line 1), as well as in the recipient’s turn (line 2). In line 1, a Facebook user Minnie Zatie addresses Sau Fei at the beginning of her turn, and continues with ‘macam pernah baca je’ (“it seems familiar”) in reference to the anonymous message. The address can be considered as a common feature of interaction, that is to seek the attention of a recipient before the substantive content of an utterance or message (Sacks, 1992, p. 685). However, Minnie Zatie not only addresses Sau Fei but also tagging him. Consequently, a link to Sau Fei’s Facebook account has been established from this interaction. The Facebook notification system, then, will alert Sau Fei and draw his attention to the conversation. 
	In a way, the notification initiated by Minnie Zatie through Facebook- name- reference has several similarities to the telephone ring. Both are produced as a result of a conscious action of one interactant, and their structure and content are dictated and produced by the medium. Also, both illustrate the attempted connection to a particular person. However, while both automated events function as notification devices about potential interaction, there are also some differences. Facebook notification is text, while the telephone rings are mechanized alarms. Therefore, the name of a notifier is known, while the name of a phone caller is not necessarily known. This difference then affects the initiation and direction of each interaction. 
	As summons, both have the ability to set up the interaction sequence (Schegloff, 1979). For the telephone ring, it acts as an initiatory cue which requires a response since the ring itself is not communicative beyond its summoning power, and it does not provide identity or information about the caller for the receiver. So, the ring requires an opening response and thereafter requires that the caller carry on producing turns related to the reason for calling and that the receiver responds. However, Facebook notification set up the interaction sequence slightly different from the phone ring. As Facebook notification contains information about who is notifying, it invites tailored responses directly to the notifier. As in Figure 6.6, Minnie Zatie notification-summon to Sau Fei does not wait for an opening response before she continues with the reason for summoning. 
	Further, the Facebook notification is commonly used to coordinate the ongoing activity in the Facebook interaction. It may demonstrate the interactants’ orientation to the ongoing activity and may be shaped accordingly just like the interaction shown in Figure 6.6 above. As we can see, the notifications produce by both users, Minnie Zatie and Sau Fei, seem to be embedded in the interactional activity itself. Their interaction shows that it is a means of achieving something else, which is Minnie Zatie informing Sau Fei that she knows Sau Fei is the author of the initial message. Therefore, unlike phone rings, the responses to Facebook notification could be diversified, as they are no longer answers to a neutral summons. 
	Accordingly, as we can see in line 2 in Figure 6.6, Sau Fei responds by making a similar Facebook- name- reference to Minnie Zatie which can be understood as his response to Minnie Zatie’s summons. This is interesting since, in this situation where the talk has been established (Minnie Zatie specifically summons Sau Fei, hence it is expected that Sau Fei’s response is for her), another summon may not be necessary (Crystal, 2001). However, studies in IRC consider this act as a conversational strategy normally adopted by users to ensure the coherence in the chat room (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Werry, 1996; Rintel et al., 2001) since the interaction takes place at a distance or in the non- present to each other (the speaker and the recipient), so enacting a notification tells the notifier that an answer sequence has been created. In a way, it is a technique that participants used in managing the disrupted turn adjacency often occurred in CMC interaction. As it happened, adjacency pairs which are among the basic tenets of sequence organization (Schegloff, 2007c),  often difficult to be maintained exactly like in spoken interactions. Turn of the second pair part which is supposed to be adjacent to the first pair part may not appear as such in CMC, rather they may be far separated. Accordingly, on Facebook, users use Facebook names to summon each other and maintained the sequence organization. 
	Another reason for issuing a Facebook- name- reference in the second pair part could be because the recipient (in this case Sau Fei) does not know whether the summoner (Minnie Zatie) is still present or not. Moreover, the turns between Minnie Zatie (line 1) and Sau Fei (line 2) is almost an hour different, in which it could be that Minnie Zatie has left the conversation. Therefore, by issuing Facebook- name- reference, Sau Fei is also sending a notification to Minnie Zatie. In this case, the use of a Facebook- name- reference in the second pair part could be for a practical reason that is to bring back the first person’s attention to the conversation. This situation somehow shows similarity with phone ring summons which has the condition of non-terminality (Rintel et al., 2001; Schegloff, 1979). That is a summons’ producer has a reason for summoning the respondent. So, the summons requires a response. As a summons, therefore, the ring sets up a condition of non-terminality at least until the reason for the call has been dealt with in some way. However, as phone call occurs in real-time, the response is immediate. But on Facebook, the interaction can be in delay-time, so the condition of non-terminality could take a longer time.
	As mention before, summons has the ability to set up an interaction in which it acts as an initiatory cue which requires a response. A similar situation also found in Facebook interaction where Facebook- name- reference is used to initiate interaction and construct adjacency pairs in the conversation. Figure 6.7 illustrates how a Facebook- name- reference is used to construct adjacency pair and bring coherence to the conversation. The example is an excerpt of Facebook conversation coming from an anonymous message where the writer describes his physical features using several celebrities as a reference. 
	/
	Figure 6.7: Facebook Cross- turn (FCP #1187)
	In line 1, a Facebook user Sylvester Keith Liaw makes a Facebook- name- reference to Jun Yen at the beginning of his turn, and follows with ‘please dont confess here I know u are handsome’ (“Please don’t confess here, I know you are handsome”). This Facebook- name- reference could be understood as Sylvester Keith Liaw attempting to attract Jun Yen’s attention and draw him into the conversation. Eventually, Jun Yen responds in line 5, and also makes a Facebook- name- reference to Sylvester Keith Liaw which indicates that it is his response to Sylvester Keith Liaw’s turn in line 1. This situation highlights the significance of Facebook- name- reference in facilitating the coherence of the interaction in Facebook as it tends to be easily disrupted. There might also be a delay in the recipient’s response that will separate the speaker and the recipient’s turns, as seen in Figure 6.7, where there are two utterances (line 3 and 4) separating the conversation between Sylvester Keith Liaw and Jun Yen. Therefore, Facebook- name- reference is one of the techniques that users can use to construct the adjacency pair in the Facebook conversation.
	However, it is not necessary for the second pair part to make a Facebook- name- reference in the Facebook interaction. Figure 6.8 shows a situation where the second pair part does not use a Facebook- name- reference. The instance is an excerpt from one of the Facebook interactions that revolves around an anonymous complaint message where the writer is frustrated with his/ her laboratory group member who is always going missing and has not complete his/ her task. 
	/
	Figure 6.8: Calling a person (FCP #860)
	In line 12, the Facebook user Ashura Izwani Ahmad Tadjudin summons ‘Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan’ at the beginning, before continuing with a question ‘Bukan si Snorlax tu kan?’ (“is it that Snorlax?”). As seen, Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan’s name has turned blue, which indicates that the Facebook recognised the name as Ashura Izwani Ahmad Tadjudin’s friend and transformed the text into a technical object. It then notified Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan. Consequently, Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan responds in line 14 with ‘Bukan bukan. Dia kerja grouping sentiasa buat’ (“No no. He always involve in the group assignment”). This response represents quite a remarkable understanding of Muhammad Nurhaziq Haridan as a recipient as it is not only indicating that he understands what Ashura Izwani Ahmad Tadjudin was asking about (whether the Snorlax is the group member who is always going missing mentioned in the anonymous message), but he also acknowledges that he is the person who has been addressed in the line 12. This example shows the significance of Facebook- name- references in the Facebook in maintaining the sequence of interaction. It also ensures a successful transfer of the message from the speaker to the recipient in the absence of visual and audio means in the Facebook realm.
	Multiple Facebook- name- reference

	The practice of referring and addressing in the Facebook is not restricted to one person. Facebook users can include as many Facebook- name- references as they want in a single turn, provided that those friends are in their Facebook friends list. For example, in Figure 6.9, the excerpt is from a Facebook conversation that stemmed from an anonymous love confession message directed to one of a male senior student at the Faculty. The conversation then revolves around identifying the writer of the confession.
	/
	Figure 6.9: Questioning more than one person on Facebook (FCP #1103)
	As seen on line 1, Choon Kwan Pua makes several Facebook- name- references at the beginning of her turn, and follows them with a simple question ‘your fren? (Understood as ‘your friend?). Notice that all the names have turned blue, which indicates that those persons are Choon Kwan Pua’s friends on Facebook. This act of addressing several persons at the same time is peculiar to the Facebook interaction. It could be because the addressed persons are invisible and separated from one another; hence Choon Kwan Pua feels the need to address each one of them. Alternatively, in a normal face- to- face interaction, Choon Kwan Pua can simply say ‘your fren?’ to address everyone in the vicinity simultaneously. This act of addressing multiple friends in the same utterance could be seen as Choon Kwan Pua’s strategy in pursuing a response to her question. By integrating several Facebook- name- references in the same turn, Choon Kwan Pua lures them to the anonymous initial message, and especially to her turn. This action could increase the probability for her question to be responded to by any one of them and indeed one of them does come back with a suggestion of Kelxin Lim. This situation reflects Herring’s (1999) findings regarding multiple initiations in IRC interaction in which users tend to increase their initiations (address/ post) in order to get a response. Additionally, Choon Kwan Pua’s action in Figure 6.9 above could also indicate her ‘fishing’ for a person to ‘self- select’ themselves as relevant next speaker. In turn-taking, generally, the current speaker would select the next speaker, usually using an addressed question towards the selected person (Sidnell, 2010). Such a question will initiate a sequence of actions for the next speaker to so. In a situation where there is more than one person becomes a candidate for the next speaker, the earliest one to respond will be the next speaker. Similarly here, in line 3, we see one of the addressed friends in line 1, Zhilin Chong, responds by making a Facebook- name- reference to another Facebook user, Kelxin Lim. This could be understood as her response to Choon Kwan Pua question in line 1. Essentially, this situation reflects the affordances of Facebook to make certain actions possible despite the limitation for interaction such as visual and audio. Facebook offers a variety of features that allow users to manipulate for better interaction experience. 
	Another instance that shows how multiple Facebook- name- references are used in a same turn is illustrated in Figure 6.10. This excerpt is from a Facebook interaction stemmed from an anonymous love message to a person named Chai Chuan Wei. In the interactions, Facebook users identify Chai Chuan Wei as a person with a name Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei in the Facebook and make a Facebook- name- reference to him. 
	/
	Figure 6.10: Responding to more than one person on Facebook (FCP #996)
	As seen in the interaction, several Facebook users identify the ‘Chai Chuan Wei’ mentioned in the message as Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei and make a Facebook- name- reference to congratulate him (line 30 to199). Then, in line 13, Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei responds by including Facebook- name- references to each of those who had addressed and congratulated him. He manages to recognize and address each addressee due to the Facebook features such tagging and notification, as well as Facebook affordances in preserving textual record of the interaction. With each tagging, Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei will receive a notification from the notifier which includes the name. The notifications also preserve in his Facebook account, so that he can always check who has notified him. Furthermore, Facebook text- in- interaction features allows persistent textual record of the interaction. Hence, users are able to participate in simultaneous multiple interactions without getting lost or confused, because there is a written record to which they can refer to keep track of what is going on. Accordingly, as shown in Figure 6.10, Nicholas Chai Chuan Wei manages to keep track of who have notified him as well as the preceding interactions despite the time- gap between interactions. This then allows him to acknowledge each friend who had notified him previously and response to them all at once. 
	Another example of the usage of multiple Facebook- name- references in a single turn is illustrated in Figure 6.11 below. This instance shows an excerpt from a Facebook interaction stemming from an anonymous initial message where the writer revealed that he/ she love to watch a person named Kuan Ming from Chemical Engineering. The writer then asked the readers to ‘tag’ his name in the comment section if they know the ‘Kuan Ming’ that he/ she is referring to. In the preceding conversation before this excerpt in Figure 6.11, several Facebook users tagged a Facebook profile name ‘Lim Kuan Ming’ and identifies him as the ‘Kuan Ming from Chemical Engineering’. 
	/
	Figure 6.11: Conversation dissemination (FCP #1098)
	In line 1, Lim Chun Jiann makes several friend- name- references in his turn. There is no other utterance accompanying these multiple Facebook- name- references. Therefore, it is difficult to understand the reason for his action, nor what the action aims to accomplish. It could be that Lim Chun Jiann is fishing for a response from any of them as Choon Kwan Pua did in figure 6.9 line 1. If this is Lim Chun Jiann’s motive, then he succeeds in increasing the response rate of his turn because a number of  persons whom he has summoned through Facebook- name- reference in line 1 have responded; Mei Yi in line 5, Sylvester Keith Liaw in line 8, and Mei Qi in line 9. However, in line 17, Lim Chun Jiann says ‘I simply tag haha’ in response to Mei Qi utterance in line 15 ‘Chunjian tagged me lol dk he got tag wrong ppl or not’ (translated as Chunjian tagged me [laugh out laugh] don’t know he tag wrong people or not). This shows Lim Chun Jiann’s attention when he summoned several of his Facebook friends (in line 1) is to draw their attention to the conversation. This act of summons multiple Facebook friends at the same time, then, could be understood as a method to disseminate the information on the Facebook and generate potential participation to the ongoing interaction. Indeed, similar action has been found in many other social networking sites such as Twitter where users utilised such conversational tagging as a tool for prompting individuals to join in a conversation and build a community around a given topic (Bruns & Burgess, 2011; Oeldorf-Hirsch & Sundar, 2015). Tagging friends push the information specifically to them and thereby draws their attention to the interaction and increases the likelihood that they will read the post to see why they have been tagged. As for the taggers, the feature affords the opportunity to determine the audience of the post and encourage them to participate. In sum, the social function serves by the features of social networking sites such as the tagging and notification functions in Facebook ensure the smoothness of the interaction.
	Third Person Reference

	Facebook- name- reference is also used by Facebook users for third person references. Basically, the third- person reference is a practice of referring to others, present or non- present, other than the speaker and the recipient using an appropriate reference form (Enfield, 2013; Schegloff, 1996). Although in the previous chapter, I have shown the used of recognitional descriptors for the referents in the anonymous initial message, in a normal conversation that use real Facebook identity, the practice of referring to a third person is similar with a typical talk- in- interaction, especially in English, where there is a preference for the use of a name over recognitional description (Schegloff, 1996; Stivers, 2007). 
	In Figure 6.10 above, it shows one instance where a Facebook- name- reference is used as a third person reference in an interaction initiated by an anonymous love confession message. In a longer conversation of this excerpt, users are curious to find out who is the writer as well as his/ her love interest. Several names have been mentioned and discussed based on the descriptions and other social cues extracted from the message concerning the identity of the writer as well as the referent of the message. In the excerpt in figure 6.12, the interaction is between Muhammad Nor Shafiq Guaperas and Chin Joo Tan who are also making a guess about the identity of the writer and his/ her love interest.  
	/
	Figure 6.12: Facebook Third Person Reference (FCP #879)
	As seen in line 20.4, Muhammad Nor Shafiq Guaperas makes a third person reference to Pei Qi, and again on line 20.6 to Loi Hb. Notice how the third person name references have turned blue, both Pei Qi (line 20.4) and Loi Hb (line 20.6). It indicates that Muhammad Nor Shafiq Guaperas is not only making a third person reference, but he made it through Facebook- name- reference which involved the use of the Facebook’s tagging tool and the notification system. Consequently, both Pei Qi and Loi Hb will receive a notification through their Facebook account. This situation differentiates Facebook- name- reference with a normal practice of person reference, in which most of the time the non- present third person referent in talk- in- interaction are not aware their name has been mentioned. To illustrate the difference, I borrow a conversational data from (Schegloff, 1996, p. 439). 
	01  Mark:      Where were we
	02                 (0.5)
	03  Sheri:      I dunno.=’ve you been studying lately¿
	04  Mark:      No. ºnot et aw- º not et a:ll:. I hafta study this whole
	05                 week.<every ni:ght, {(·hhh)/ (0.8)} en then I got s’mthing
	06                 planned on Sunday with Lau:ra,
	07                 (0.5)
	08  Mark:      She-  she wen-  she ‘n I are gonna go out ‘n get drunk at four
	09                 o’clock in the afternoon.
	In this interaction between Mark and Sheri, the use of a simple name reference to refer to a non- present person Laura in line 06, suggests that the referent is someone that both of them know. However, this interaction happened without Laura (the referent) knowing, since she was not present during the interaction, and there is no means for her to know that her name has been mentioned in the conversation unless Mark or/ and Sheri inform her afterwards. Conversely, Pei Qei (Figure 12 line 4) and Loi Hb (Figure 12 line 6) alert that their names have been mentioned in the interaction between Muhammad Nor Shafiq Guaperas and Chin Joo Tan due to the fact that they received a Facebook notification once their names have been used as a Facebook- name- reference. 
	In this situation, although in typical talk- in- interaction, they do not have the right or obligation to respond since they are not selected as the next turn speaker, Pei Qi and Loi Hb may join the interaction because they are aware about the ongoing interaction. Moreover, by notifying them, it seems like an invitation to both of them to the interaction. Hence, they might feel the obligation to respond. This situation has been illustrated by the interaction in Figure 6.9. In that interaction Kelxin Lim’s name was used as a third person reference by Zhilin Chong (Figure 6.9 line 3) in responding to Choon Kwan Pua’s question in line 2. Since Zhilin Chong uses Facebook- name- reference in referring to Kelxin Lim, the ongoing interaction comes to the knowledge of Kelxin Lim. Therefore, she makes a turn in line 4 (Figure 6.9) to deny that she is the person who writes the confession letter by saying ‘U all know right walaooooo not me’ (Walaoo is an expressive word which can loosely translate as ‘of my god’). This whole interaction shows how a Facebook- name- reference at times simplifies the preferences for recipient design in interaction. It solves the speaker’s problem in finding a referring expression that will identify and contact the very individual that the speaker has in mind, to the recipient. Facebook helps to identify the very individual by linking the name with the person through its technology. As shown on Figure 6.9 line 3, Zhilin Chong makes a simple Facebook- name- reference without any additional identifying description, in responding to the question by Choon Kwan Pua on line 1. Subsequently, on line 4 (Figure 6.9), a response from Kelxin Lim, the referred person on line 3 (Figure 6.9), confirmed that she is the person that Zhilin Chong was referring to. In this case, Choon Kwan Pua might know or might not know Kelxin Lim (since she did not include Kelxin Lim’s name in her turn in line 1), but the Facebook- name- reference made by Zhilin Chong on line 3 (Figure 6.9) has directly indicated which Kelxin Lim that Zhilin Chong is referring to, hence make it clear to Choon Kwan Pua the identity of Kelxin Lim. 
	Additionally, the Facebook- name- reference, Kelxin Lim, which was used by Zhilin Chong in Figure 6.9 line 3, could be considered as a third person reference as well as a summon. This happens as the Facebook- name- reference of Kelxin Lim serves as a third person reference in Zhilin Chong’s answer to Choon Kwan Pua question (figure 6.9 line 2), where Zhilin Chong makes a reference to someone. At the same time it also acts as a second name reference or address (figure 6.9 line 3) because Zhilin Chong uses Facebook- name- reference on Kelxin Lim’s name which automatically notifies Kelxin Lim about the conversation. In conversation between Zhilin Chong and Kelxin Lim (figure 6.9 line 3 and 4), the Facebook- name- reference to Kelxin Lim could be understood as a summon from Zhilin Chong. So, it may be argued that Facebook- name- reference, unlike the person name reference in typical talk- in- interaction, could perform two or more actions in a single turn.
	         Having said that a single Facebook- name- reference in Facebook conversation could denote both, a second person reference and a third person reference, it would be appropriate to make a distinction between the two to facilitate a better understanding of the role of Facebook- name- reference. For that, this study will define a second person reference as a direct address from a speaker to the recipient, while third person reference is a reference to refer to someone other than the speaker or the person to whom he or she is talking.
	A response from a person who has been referred as a third person reference in a Facebook interaction, however, is not necessarily occurring all the times. As mentioned before, a person who has been referred through a third person reference may not feel obliged to make a next turn in the interaction. It could be because in a typical talk- in- interaction, the person who has been referred as the third person reference did not realize his/ her name was mentioned in the interaction, hence there is no opportunity for him/ her to join in the interaction. Yet, in the Facebook interaction, we can consider it as the persons’ choice whether they want to join in the interaction or not whenever their name is used as a third person reference using the Facebook- name- reference. Figure 6.13 reflects a situation where the referred Facebook- name- reference does not make a turn in the interaction. This example is an excerpt from a Facebook conversation stemming from an anonymous message from a girl who has a crush to his team leader. In the message, she used recognitional descriptors instead of name in referring to the referent. So, in the following conversation from the message, the Facebook users are trying to figure out the identity of the referent using the descriptions provided in the message. 
	/
	Figure 6.13: Unresponsive Third Person Reference (FCP #1103)
	As seen in Figure 6.13, a Facebook user Kin Chun’s name has been mentioned a few times through Facebook- name- reference (in line 1, 3 and 9). In line 1, Chloe Zhaoyi writes ‘My first thought is...Kin Chun LOLOLOL’. This utterance is more like a general statement in the sense that it is stating what Chloe Zhaoyi feel or think, and the Facebook- name- reference of Kin Chun could be understood as a third person reference. Similarly, in line 2 Janice Wong says ‘Obviously...a little dark skin ahahaha...member of springtime? Kin Chun’ (Translated) which could be understood as her agreement with Chloe Zhaoyi’s statement in line 1, and the Facebook- name- reference of Kin Chun (in line 3) is used after repeating the recognitional descriptors provided in the message, as an identity indication of the message’s referent. Kin Chun’s name is once again mentioned in line 9 by Yen Zi Joyce in stating her agreement that the referent of the anonymous message is Kin Chun. In these three utterances, Kin Chun’s name was mentioned through Facebook- name- reference as we can see that Kin Chun’s name has turned blue (line 1, 3 and 9) to indicate that Facebook had created a link to Kin Chun’s Facebook account. Consequently, Kin Chun was notified that his name has been mentioned in the interaction, unless if he does not log in to his Facebook account. However, despite has been mentioned several times, Kin Chun did not make any response or join in the interaction. From CA perspective, this is similar to alternative types of response (Schegloff, 2010, p. 48), where it is not all the time that the recipient may accept the invitation to talk. In this situation, Kin Chun might decide not to join in the interaction as he feels no obligation to respond as his name was used as the third person referent. Another similar situation is when joining anouncement is made on IRC to introduce a new person who has joined the forum interaction. Though there is an announcement, production of response is a matter of choice. The joining anouncement is, then, initiatory in the sense of a basic signal of presence, but it does not ratify the beginning of dyadic interaction (Rintel et al., 2001). Likewise, a third person reference in Facebook may signal the person’s virtual presence in the interaction but it does not necessarily require a response from the person.
	Non- Friend Person Reference

	Although there is an option to use Facebook- name- reference, this current study finds that Facebook users still use a conventional method in making a person reference occasionally, depending on the context of the conversation. By conventional method, it refers to the common practice of person reference such as using name and nickname without using Facebook applications. To differentiate it with the Facebook- name- reference, this conventional practice of person reference on Facebook will be called non- friend- name- reference (NFNR) in this study.
	There are many occasions where Facebook users tend to use NFNR. One reason would due to the Facebook friend status. As explained earlier, in order to make Facebook- name- reference, the users must be a ‘friend’ in Facebook, which means they have each other name in their Facebook friend list. In a situation where the users are not friends in Facebook, they cannot perform a Facebook- name- reference, although they type a correct name according to the profile name of the person in Facebook. In this situation, the supposedly Facebook- name- reference becomes a normal name reference or NFNR in Facebook. Another situation where NFNR is used is after the referred person has been identified or has been addressed through Facebook- name- reference preceding the interaction, as illustrated in Figure 6.14. This extract is from a Facebook conversation stemming from an anonymous initial message from a girl who is looking for a potential vegetarian boyfriend. In a conversation following the message, Facebook users have brought up several names who could be the potential person, and in this particular excerpt of the conversation in figure 6.14, another name, Karan Bavisi is mentioned. 
	/
	Figure 6.14: Prior Facebook- name- reference (FCP #1773)
	In this example, Kishan Naidu makes a Facebook- name- reference to Karan Bavisi in line 1. One minute after, he makes another turn saying ‘looks like karan gonna get a gf’ followed with several Facebook- name- references (line 2). Interestingly, although he uses Facebook- name- reference to several of his Facebook friends at the end of his turn, Kishan Naidu did not use Facebook- name- reference on Karan’s name in his turn in line 2. The reason for this could be because Kishan Naidu has notified Karan Bavisi in his previous turn (line 1) through Facebook- name- reference. And the NFNR ‘karan’ in line 2 is expected to be a similar person as the Facebook- name- reference in line 1. Therefore, there is no need for Kishan Naidu to re- notify him. Meanwhile, the reason Kishan Naidu uses several Facebook- name- references at the end of his turn, as explained in the previous section on multiple friend name reference, to disseminate the conversation to other Facebook friends as well as to lure their response towards his conversation. Eventually, Deva Kumar, one of the addressed friends (line 3), responds in line 4. Similar with Kishan Naidu, Deva Kumar also uses NFNR Karen ji  in his turn, which indicate that Deva Kumar also makes a reference to a similar person that is to Karan Bavisi. Later, in line 5, Karan Bavisi responds by saying ‘it’s look like a prank played’. Through this response, Karan Bavisi indirectly acknowledged that he is the person that Kishan Naidu and Deva Kumar referred to using NFNR in line 2 and 4. In this case, we can say that Karan Bavisi alerts about the conversation through the Facebook- name- reference made by Kishan Naidu in line 1. Furthermore, there is a short time gap between the turn where Kishan Naidu summons Karan Bavisi (line 1) using Facebook- name- reference, and the subsequent turn when he use NFNR to Karan (line 2). Therefore, even Kishan Naidu uses NFNR in line 2, it can be assumed that he is referring to Karan Bavisi. This example shows that a conventional person reference is still relevant and acknowledge in Facebook conversation. 
	/
	Figure 6.15: Nickname (FCP #1633)
	Figure 6.15 illustrates another example on how NFNR is used in the Facebook interaction. In this excerpt of a Facebook interaction, the users talk about an anonymous initial message where its writer is looking for a female Manchester United fan to be his girlfriend. In line 1, Nadila Zahari summons Senpai Detroit through a Facebook- name- reference. Then in line 2, Senpai Detroit replies to Nadila Zahari by saying ‘Nate mu delle. Hahaha’ (Damn you delle. Hahaha). Notice how Senpai Detroit’s turn in line 2 has been pushed to the right. This happened as Senpai Detroit intentionally replies to Nadila Zahari by clicking the word ‘reply’ below Nadila Zahari’s name in line 1. In Facebook comment section, this action would create a new space for direct reply below Nadila Zahari’s turn in line 1. Consequently, Senpai Detroit’s response will be arranged directly below Nadila Zahari’s turn (line 1), rather than follow the default arrangement by Facebook (such as the most recent conversation appear at the top, or chronologically order, etc.) in which Senpai Detroit’s response could be far separated from Nadila Zahari’s turn. As seen in line 2, Senpai Detroit did not use Facebook- name- reference in her response; instead she uses NFNR delle to address Nadila Zahari. The word delle could be understood as Nadila Zahari’s nickname since it is used after a pronoun ‘you’, to indicate the recipient of the conversation. Later in line 3, Nadila Zahari responds by saying ‘betul what. mu reminds me of you gittu’ (doesn’t it right, mu (Manchester United) reminds me of you). This shows that Nadila Zahari understood Senpai Detroit’s turn in line 2, including the NFNR that she used for her. This whole conversation also shows that Nadila Zahari and Senpai Detroit could be a close friend (maybe in offline realm as well) in the sense that Nadila Zahari knows Senpai Detroit’s favourite team, and Senpai Detroit is comfortable in using a nickname to Nabila Zahari in their conversation. This example illustrates how NFNR is used in Facebook conversation, especially among close friends.
	The above examples, however, illustrate the practice of NFNR done by a person who has been referred through Facebook- name- reference previously. In practice, once a user used a Facebook- name- reference in making a reference to another, he/ she is not only sending a notification to the referred person, but also create a Facebook’s alert system for him/ herself on the conversation, that is when the referred person responds to the conversation, he/ she will be notified by Facebook. Hence, even if the referred friend does not use Facebook- name- reference in the subsequent turn, the person who had used a Facebook- name- reference previously would still receive a notification from Facebook updating the conversation status. For instance, Nadila Zahari would get a notification when Senpai Detroit replies to her conversation (Figure 6.15).
	There is also an instance where NFNR is used without a prior friend- name- reference. This instance usually happens in a small interaction within a main Facebook conversation. Figure 16 below will illustrate the structure of the interaction. Notice in line 2, the turn is indented to the right. This is to indicate that this turn is a direct reply to the earlier turn in line 1. It happened as word ‘reply’ in line 1 is clicked to create new space for direct reply. This action will automatically notify the user of the earlier turn (where the reply is clicked) that his/ her turn has been responded by someone. 
	/
	Figure 6.16: Direct reply interaction (FCP #1086)
	In figure 6.16, the excerpt is from a Facebook conversation that revolves around an anonymous initial confession message from a person who introduced him/ herself as ‘your roommate at 5th college’. The anonymous confessor asks for forgiveness from his/ her roommate for ‘accidentally’ deleting his/ her roommate porn collection. As seen in line 87, Faiz Zeo uses a NFNR when he says ‘Lco u delete t ah fatt punya collection ke? (Lco did u delete ah fatt’s collection?). In this turn, the NFNR Lco, could be understood as an acronym for Leong Chen Onn, the person whom Faiz Zeo replied to in line 86. This NFNR acronym could act as a summons in this turn as Faiz Zeo ‘replies’ directly to Leong Chen Onn. Further, Faiz Zeo also uses a NFNR ah fatt as a third person reference in the same turn in which it could be assumed that Faiz Zeo is referring ah fatt as Leong Chen Onn’s roommate. As explained before, the creation of a new space for a direct reply in a Facebook conversation would notify the very person whom his/ her turn has been clicked ‘reply’. In this instance, Leong Chen Onn would get the notification once Faiz Zeo replies to him. Subsequently, Leong Chen Onn responds in line 88 by saying ‘ah fatt not my roommate pun.haha’ (“ah fatt is not even my roommate”). This response by Leong Chen Onn illustrates that he understood as well as acknowledged the NFNR that Faiz Zeo used in line 87 is referring to him as well as ah fatt. 
	However, it should be noted here that the reason Leong Chen Onn received the notification is because Faiz Zeo created a direct reply below Leong Chen Onn conversation. Both NFNRs that Faiz Zeo used in the conversation (line 87) did not generate any link extension to Leong Chen Onn or ah fatt’s Facebook account. It also means that, ah fatt as a third person reference, may not realize that his name has been mentioned in the conversation between Leong Chen Onn and Faiz Zeo. In this instance, the conversation is similar with other text- in- interactions in the sense that the conversation is technology- mediated but it does not have the ability to connect the referred person as a Facebook- name- reference able to do. In this conversation, ah fatt situation is similar to Laura (the third person reference taken from Schegloff, 1996, used in the discussion on the third person reference section) since there is no means for him to know that his name has been mentioned in the conversation, unless he has been told by Leong Chen Onn and/ or Faiz Zeo in person, or he personally comes to the conversation and read the conversation between them.
	Discussion

	This analysis investigates the practice of name reference use in Facebook interaction and argues that referring to others is a fundamental interactional action on Facebook. It was performed mainly through what this study has called a ‘Facebook-name-reference’, which is the name registered and used by Facebook users. Facebook-name-references are performed when a user tags a Facebook friend’s name which then generates a notification on the friend’s Facebook account. Additionally, through this Facebook function, a range of actions are performed such as selecting the next speaker and coordinating one action. 
	Previous studies on openings on mediated-communication have emphasized the importance of summons abilities in initiating a conversation (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006; Rintel et al., 2001; Schegloff, 1979). Unlike a telephone ring or machine announcement in IRC, the analysis in this study shows that a Facebook notification acts as a ‘comprehensive’ summons in the sense that it includes identification and recognition in the form of a user’s Facebook name. Hence, the identification and recognition sequences that often follow phone summons are not necessary on Facebook. Following the received notification, users can immediately join the ongoing interaction since Facebook-name-references are embedded in and used to draw attention to the ongoing interaction. In a way, a Facebook notification opening is similar to a mobile phone opening which allows the interactants to jump straight to the ongoing event because they involve explicit identification (Arminen & Leinonen, 2006). The identity information provided by the machine allows the medium of interaction to be embedded in the ongoing event. 
	Additionally, the analysis shows that the significance of the Facebook-name-reference lies in how it has been exploited in/for the interaction. The ability to turn the user’s names into a technological object improves the users’ connectivity with each other. As illustrated in the analysis above, a simple name on Facebook can do more than just referring. It increases the identifiability of the referent by linking the name to the person. Hence, as discussed in the previous two chapters, the use of the Facebook-name-reference is also a form of recipient design, in the sense that it solves the problem of the participant finding the right expression that will identify a specific individual. Consequently, it also illustrates the affordances of Facebook in assisting and supporting interactional social actions. 
	Discovered in the above analysis is the capability of a Facebook-name-reference to disseminate information to a wider set of Facebook users. Additionally, by using a multiple friend-name-reference, a participant attracts and draws in a larger audience to the conversation, although it is not necessary for them to join the interaction. Previous research on SNS has also highlighted the significant role of tagging features in disseminating information news to other users (Boyd, Golder, & Lotan, 2010; Lomicka & Lord, 2012; Oeldorf-Hirsch & Sundar, 2015). Essentially, tagging someone will push the information directly to the person and thereby draw their attention and increase the likelihood that they will read the post to see why they have been tagged. As for the tagger, the action of tagging may not only to notify and attract others to the interaction but may also give them a new role, as a moderator that is to disseminate information to others. As such, we can see in the analysis in this chapter, there a few situations where the users illustrate the role of a moderator (such as in figure 6.9 and 6.11) where they summons several of their friends to the interaction for a particular set of reasons. 
	There are also limitations discovered in the practice of person reference in Facebook. While Facebook- name- reference could perform several functions through simple recognitional name, it is restricted in term of reference forms. As discussed in non- friend- name- reference section, Facebook software only associated with the registered Facebook name. In the occasion where the Facebook users did not use the Facebook registered name in referring to another, the referred person will not be notified by the Facebook, even if the person is the referrer’s friend. Eventually, this would lead to a missing conversation in the sense that the referred person did not realize that he or she has been addressed in the interaction. 
	Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion
	In this concluding chapter, it will present first the summary of the main findings, before discussing of the implications of the study for both Conversation Analysis and broader sociological understanding of identity on online interactions. It ends with an assessment of the limitations of study and recommendations for future research.
	The Findings

	The first analytical chapter (Chapter 4) focused on the initial element of interactions in the FCPs which is the initial message. The findings of this chapter provided an overview of the basic organization of FCPs initial message which is the foundation for the identity works in the subsequent chapter. In this chapter, it identified two primary forms of messages, (1) those that inform and (2) those that inquire. The informing messages are doing a ‘telling’ whether it is about someone or something. This includes various ‘telling’ actions such as confessing, ranting, and other related actions. The inquiry message is doing ‘asking’, hence it includes actions such as seeking information, requesting something, and other inquiry actions. With each category of message, the analysis looks further at how authors of the initial message strategically design the message to suit their intended recipient/s and audiences. In particular, the analysis looks at the formulation of reference to other, including the referent, the recipient/ s and the author him/ herself, in order to convey the individual (referent) to the recipients (including the audiences) of the message. 
	As it found, the reference terms reflect the different epistemic levels that the authors have with the referent. Non- recognitional reference terms are used to a known referent particularly for the informing messages. In line with Schegloff (1996), this practice suggests that there are other actions that the authors want to achieve other than just referring. Given that FCPs allows the authors to strip away the name and send the message ‘anonymously’, the use of recognitional reference form could self- identify the authors due to the relationship they have with the referent or recipient. Therefore, non- recognitional reference terms become a device for the authors to conceal their ‘real’ identity. In contrast, recognitional descriptions are found to be used to an unknown referent or recipient in both categories of messages. Recognitional descriptions narrow down the identity of the referent by including information that implicates a certain level of knowledge and membership. This information is particularly ‘useful’ for further identity and identification works as demonstrated in Chapter 5. Further, there is one initial message found that uses a name as reference term in the inquiring category. This particular message, however, was directed more to the audience in the sense that the author is searching for that particular referent in order to become a ‘friend’ with him on Facebook. So, it is only possible for the author to use the name to the referent. Overall, Chapter 4 showed how the initial message was ‘anonymously’ designed for a particular recipient/s and audiences, so that it provides the opportunity for identity and identification works in the subsequent response messages. The fact that the initial message provided identity information means that they are calling for recognitional works from those who have the knowledge.
	Following the initial message, the subsequent response messages are analysed in Chapter 5. In this chapter, the aim is to see how the identity information provided in the initial message will be unpacked by the commenters. The focus then is on the interactions among the commenters. The finding reveals how commenters strategically draw upon identity information in the initial message to identify the person of interest in relation to the initial message. Using Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA) and epistemics, identity and identification works were shown to be locally constructed via categories invokes by commenters based on the information provided in the initial message. These categories include knowing the demography of a particular area, being present at an event, known to be a friend of someone, etc. These categories were then used in the identity works as commenters display their knowledge concerning the person of interest of the initial message that is the referent, the recipient or the author. 
	The analysis of this chapter also finds that certain interactional elements such as particles and formal- informal term which previously deem insignificant in written- interaction are highly relevant in FCPs interactions. For example, the study finds that particles used in Malaysia spoken language such as ‘la’ and ‘lor’ could changes the meaning of the statement. This, in turn, can affect the epistemic level of the speaker (commenter). Overall, the findings challenge the notions of the invisibility of identity in digital contexts as they demonstrate the ways in which individuals manage and overcome the non- visual and non- aural properties of the medium to accomplish the identity work. Additionally, the finding from these two chapters demonstrates the advantage of using semi-anonymous CMC such as FCPs in understanding the identity constructions and identification in interaction. This is because FCPs provides both perspectives, from the anonymous author and identifiable responders, in understanding the issues of identity. 
	In Chapter 6, the study explores another element of interaction in FCPs particularly in relation to name reference. The study revealed that a particular functionality of Facebook which this study called ‘Facebook- name- reference’ was evident in the interaction in a number of ways. Commenters designed their actions using this functionality and demonstrate the impact it has in assisting the coherent of the interaction on Facebook. Its ability to be exploited in the interaction increases the identifiability of the referent by linking the username directly to the person which ultimately solves the speaker’s problem in finding a right expression to identify the right referent. Further, the way ‘Facebook- name- reference’ was integrated and embedded into the interaction shown to be useful in disseminating information to a wider Facebook user. Eventually, it illustrates the phenomena of ‘viral’ in the online environment. There were also situations where commenters did not use Facebook- name- reference which then resembles the conventional spoken and written interaction, but was perceived differently in the respective context. Non- Facebook- name- reference (NFNR) found to be used mostly under response - to- response message within a longer interaction. In this situation, although the name reference appeared normal which is not a Facebook-name-reference, the action of reference lies on the ‘creation of a new interaction’ within the larger interaction. The one who initiated the ‘new’ interaction, as well as those, joined the interaction will be informed whenever there is change or addition in that particular interaction. This, in turn, assists the act of referencing without the use of Facebook- name- reference. In a way, it also reflects the sequence of interaction in Facebook interaction. 
	Overall the findings of this study show that online identity, especially in social networking sites such as Facebook, is beyond one’s online profile. Despite the interaction is took place online, without audio-visual cues available, identification could still occur in interaction just like a typical offline interaction. Shown in this study, one’s identity persists through the interaction even when no clear identification is attached to the person. Such identity was invoked and attached to the person through continuous interpretations and evaluations against the background of normative expectations and social practices by participants in the course of interaction. Therefore, identity is seen as a relational work and the product of interactions, rather than as something that is already established for an individual. This study is not the first attempt that the issue of identity is explored, especially on CMC but it is the first attempt on FCPs using Conversation analysis. Therefore, the findings of this study could add up, complement and extend the available literature on the issue of identity, especially in CMC, by showing how identity is constructed and locally accomplished through interactional and relational work. Particularly for FCPs, the findings would be valuable since they will add to the few literatures available. 
	Generally, the findings of this study concur with Lamerichs and te Molder’s (2003) earlier work on identities in web- based interactions on depression. They state that categorical identities are only relevant when they are oriented to by the participants. Identity construction then is taking placed through the social norms of behaviour that are relevant in particular social practices and events as perceived by others. As in this study, commenters do the identification work by displaying their knowledge based on the identity information cues provided in the initial message. The use of particular terms to referent/s, somehow, initiated the casting of the person into a category with associated characteristics or features that fits the descriptions (Antaki & Widdicombe, 1998a; Schegloff, 2007b). In other words, commenters are actively searching for relevant identity against their relationship with larger social constructs. The identity itself can be broadly divided into categorical and situational identities. For instance, in the analysis of this study, the use of particular English phrases and words by responders illustrate that they are categorically Malaysian, hence differentiated them from other English- speaking people. Similarly, particular criteria attached to others for identification such as ‘the lady in red dress’ or ‘the user of north gate’ illustrates situational identities which come into play in a particular social situation (Stommel, 2008). Eventually, this study suggests that, identity is situated and emerges in- situ in the course of interaction. As such, it agrees with Locher (2008) when he claims that identity is closely related to relational work that is “the ways in which the construction of identity is achieved in interaction, while identity refers to the ‘product’ of these linguistic and non- linguistic processes” (Locher, 2008, p. 511). 
	Further, this study identified several descriptive devices, which could be argued, worked to conceal the identity of the person of interest in the initial message, thus making the message itself appeared anonymous. This includes using non- recognitional terms, descriptions, and indexical term to address and refer to other persons in the initial message. These devices mainly used by the authors of the initial message to a known referent, so that they do not have to use explicit identity such as name, which in turn could hide their identity. These devices, however, can be put into categorical identity in the sense that they can be ascribed to a certain property such as gender. As a result, they can be identified. As observed in this study, commenters display their epistemic stance in relation to the descriptive category to accomplish the identity work. The descriptive identity prompt further interactional action in the subsequent response messages as commenters search for the potential candidate of the person of interest in relation to the initial message. Still, FCPs initial message is not all about concealing identity. As found in Chapter 4, especially in inquiring messages, descriptions are used instead of a name is because the authors do not know is the referent or the recipient. Therefore, descriptions are used to achieve recognition. In fact, in one inquiring message, the author used name to refer to the referent that she know offline but is not within her Facebook friend list. This reflects that FCPs is not necessarily about hiding one’s identity, but it provides an option for those who wanted to. 
	From the observation, this study finds that there is a preference for person name reference occurs during identification work. This could be contributed to the affordance of Facebook which allows name reference to act as a ‘call-out’ or summons, hence manage to draw more audiences and responders to the conversation. Eventually, this also means that more knowledge concerning the identification cues was shared and negotiated in the course of interaction. As Greenfield and Subrahmanyam (2003) suggest, online participants are adapting to the online chat environment by using available cues and creating new strategies to recognize others and to continue the conversation. In fact, referring to other by name is a typical strategy to attract one’s attention to someone or something (Stivers et al., 2007; Werry, 1996) even in face- to- face conversation. In FCPs, the username was incorporated into the written- text to which links directly to the owner. Ultimately, it increases the identifiability of the referent. 
	This study also finds that there are systematic differences between face- to- face and online interaction. Although this issue is not the main interest of this study, it is still relevant since it is part and parcel of the analytical method that this study adopts. From the observation on this study, it shows the interactional practices on FCPs oriented to the technological affordances. This is in accordance to many studies on CMC that claim the medium of interaction and its affordances do impact the interaction in certain particular ways (Greenfield & Subrahmanyam, 2003; Meredith, 2017; Panyametheekul & Herring, 2003). For example, the gap between turns and the possibilities for overlap could disrupt turn adjacency, yet it did not cause difficulty to commenters. The persistent of written- text assists commenters to monitor previous turns including those that they might miss. As found in this study, the gap between the first pair part and the second pair part could be a day long or more. Additionally, the tag function on the Facebook name could inform Facebook users whenever their name is referred or summoned. This functionality helps users to find the right conversation that involves their name. In turn, it could minimize the possibility for the first pair part being ignored, especially if the conversation involves a long series of interaction or gap. Therefore, in Facebook, interactional differences such as the disrupt turn adjacency, mutual addressing or summoning are not perceived as problematic, rather they are tolerable since  the differences somehow are expected, especially among expert users. It is relevant to claim that the differences are conventional for interaction in Facebook, and generally in CMC, since everyone is doing as such. These differences, however, do not entirely separate the interactional practices of Facebook from the spoken face- to- face interaction. On the basis of interaction, it still displays similarities with spoken interaction, albeit the interaction may heavily influence by the medium of interaction and its affordances. 
	Implications of the Study
	Implications to the Methodological Approaches 


	At a general level, the contribution of this study has been the collection of a new data set of online interaction. Conversation Analysis is not new to online interaction for sure. It has been applied to many studies, particularly in Computer-Mediated–Communication (CMC). Even, Facebook has been subject to the study many times. However, as far as I know, it has not been used on Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs) –like data which is semi- anonymous. In many studies that use anonymous online data, it was taken from forum or blog. Facebook, after all, is not an anonymous online platform. But FCPs is exceptional in a sense that it allows ‘unidentified’ message to be posted on its timeline and identified users to respond. In that sense, it provides sources for analysing social interaction from two perspectives: from the ‘un- identified’ author, and from the identified Facebook users. This is important because as in this study, it demonstrates ways that identity is performed and accomplished in everyday lives of persons. In a way, it differs from other ‘anonymous’ data where often all participants are anonymous. This does not mean that they no longer work on identity as identity is always present. But having two perspectives on something may provide a better understanding on the subject study. 
	Other implication of this study to the methodology lies on the consideration of several related conversation analysis approaches Conversation analysis (CA), Membership Categorical Analysis (MCA), epistemics, and person reference. Though CA and MCA derive from a similar source, the lectures of Harvey Sacks (1992), and thus can be seen as part of the same analytical enterprise, there has been a trend to isolating sequential and categorical phenomena from each other, focusing on each as a separate aspect. Epistemics study is helpful in understanding the relationship between speaker, referent and recipient. In many studies, epistemics has been incorporated with person reference and membership categorization. This study made an attempt to draw all these approaches to analysing the data. This is important because each approach provides insight on how the element being discussed works within the interaction. In the data of this study, for example, we see that non- recognitional terms used by the authors indicate that the intended social action is not just referring (or addressing). In such a case, they want to obscure the identity of the referent in order to tell their story. It is important that had they use real identity to the referent, their identity may also be known to other people due to the relationship they have with the referent. For example, when the author makes an address ‘my course mate’, the generic non-recognitional term together with the use of a pronoun index oneself, indicates that the author knows the referent (recipient), yet he formulated the address as such so that his course mate’s real identity which linked to his identity is not exposed to the general audiences. This led us to consider the intersection between membership categorization, person reference and epistemics. 
	Overall, this work supports previous studies that illustrated the possibility of combining several approaches of CA. This research reiterates the ability of CA and MCA to examine how members attend to categorical and sequential phenomena as conversational resources, also to emphasize the crucial relationship between epistemics and person reference in social action. Additionally, this study supports CA and its related methodological approaches as useful approaches to the study of social interaction in text-based conversational interaction. 
	Disrupted Turn Adjacency 

	Although I have discussed the implication of Conversation analysis above, I think it still relevant to discuss it further here, especially concerning the disrupted turn adjacency which is unique to CMC interaction. Conversation in quasi-synchronous CMC is quite different from spoken conversation. It follows that applying approaches to spoken discourse analysis directly to quasi-synchronous CMC discourse is not profitable. One significant difference between traditional CA data and quasi-synchronous CMC that has been pointed out by many studies deals with the sequencing of turns. In CA, researchers examine features of the interaction, including how turns are managed and allocated, in order to explain how such interactional elements and patterns open up particular ways for others to continue the interaction, as well as perform particular types of interactional work (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 2008; ten Have, 2007a). However, in quasi-synchronous CMC interaction, the interactional patterns such as turn-taking may appear different than in the typical face-to-face interaction. For example, the turn adjacency pair that is the first pair part of interaction followed by the second pair part may not appear adjacent to one another. This is not to say that they are not existing or irrelevant to quasi-synchronous CMC interaction, rather they appear differently due to the affordances of the medium. For that, researchers on CMC tend to use a term such as ‘disrupted turn adjacency’ to illustrated and differentiate the turn taking features in CMC interaction. Consequently, the formulation of this term is not only to differentiate the interactional patterns of CMC interactions, but also indicates the relevance of such interactional features in online interaction just like in face-to-face interactions.
	Earlier research on CMC has suggested that disrupted turn adjacency may result in miscommunication between parties (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999). However, it may well be that, in this earlier study, CMC is not as advanced as today or the participants may not be familiar with the medium. In such a situation, it is expected for any miscommunication occurred due to the incompetent rather than the interactional context itself. With the advancement in CMC that spread out to almost every aspect of human relationships, interacting via CMC has become a common practice. As illustrated in many recent studies as well as in this study, disrupted turn adjacency is no longer present difficulties to participants in understanding the relationship between turns. They manage to overcome the situation as a result of their familiarity with the medium of interactions. The understanding is also extended to the readers or the audiences of the interaction as demonstrated in this study. 
	Therefore, disrupted turn adjacency should not be seen or treated as problematic in online interaction. Considering how people can understand and embraced it in the interaction, we should acknowledge it as a part of CMC turn taking features, rather than make a constant comparison to spoken turn taking features. Yet, the term ‘disrupted turn adjacency’ may want to be maintained so that to differentiate the different settings that the practice takes place. It does not, in any way, to reflect the difficulties of the participant in understanding the relationship between turns. As such, this observation on disrupted turn adjacency tends to support the view that applying models of turn-taking in spoken conversation directly to CMC discourse is not profitable (Meredith & Potter, 2014; Simpson, 2005). Having said this does not mean that the model of spoken turn-taking is not relevant to quasi-synchronous CMC. Each setting has its own condition that may influence the conversation, yet the conversation is still occurring on the same principles. Therefore, spoken discourse is useful in providing guidance to a newly emerging practice on quasi-synchronous CMC conversation. Yet, it is also important to be aware of the different features that both conversational settings have such as the disrupted turn adjacency, so that they both can be understood and study appropriately. 
	Implications to the Identity Study

	Research on identities now tends to view social identity as discursively constructed (e.g. (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Giles, 2006; Raymond & Heritage, 2006; Sierra & Botti, 2014; Young, 2017). It is not a merely pre- given characteristic that inherently exists within individuals, but rather it emerges through interaction. Recently, the role of epistemics and epistemic rights that is what we know and how we establish our rights to that knowledge, have been highlighted in the study of interactional identity construction (e.g. Raymond & Heritage, 2006). This study adds up to this growing body of work on identity and epistemics, particularly in the social positioning of self and others. In this study, it looks at how participants make a reference to persons in relation to the context and the referent, and how it depends on the participants’ negotiation of epistemic rights. In so doing, it also shows how the broad sociological categories most commonly associated with the concept (such as race and gender) are put to use in the interaction. For example, in this study, race is used as a social category to narrow down the identity of the potential person of interest in relation to the initial message. The race, however, is defined not necessarily through its explicit category, but through exclusive term belong to the particular race such title ‘ge’ (means older brother in Chinese) or ‘adik’ (means younger relative in Malay). So the identity is achieved through the epistemic access of the race’s social and cultural conduct. In this case, then, participants’ race only becomes relevant when it is invoked during the interaction in relation to the context of the interaction. Consequently, in this study, identity is seen as the product of interaction rather than as a static characteristic of an individual. 
	Limitations and Future Direction

	Analysing the data and writing this thesis have highlighted the fact that things can change quickly particularly on the internet. In the time it has taken to finish writing this, a lot of things have taken place in Facebook Confession Pages. The data that I gathered earlier may appear differently now with all the update in the user interfaces done by Facebook. It could then easily been argued the validity of this study, and its applicability in today’s situation. The response to this is that though Facebook updated regularly, it does not change its main features or even changed the interaction. With each new update, users basically keep doing relatively similar actions on Facebook while integrating the updates in their interaction for a better experience. Additionally, for Facebook Confession Pages, changes could also occur in term of the community. As FCPs is college affiliated site, it expected that the community is the students, so their commitment and involvement with the page are depending on the time period they spent in the college. However, that will also ensure the continuity of FCPs as new community members will keep working on the page. In fact, based on my own observation, few FCPs have been upgraded and received recognition and assistance from the university authority as a place for students to express their opinion and issues in relation to the university. 
	There are also possible limitations regarding data collection. As explained in Chapter 3, this study collecting the data retrospectively means the interactions had completed when they were collected. For this study, this would mean two things, the study could not see how participants managed their interactions at the time, and there might be changes since the data was created. The data were collected through a screen-shot technique which displays the participants’ interactions as they unfolded. However, they do not provide participants’ embodied conduct, so could not see how they managed their interaction. Possibly, if the study follows and collects current interactions, it can get more involvement from participants in the sense that participants can be approached personally. The information from participants can be integrated into the interaction which then would improve the data collection. But that might also change the methodological approach of this study. 
	Further, the screen capture data displays interactions which could have been completed a year before the data is collected. This indirectly affects the data in the sense that they might have changed from the time the data was created. For instance, username might have been changed or the participant might have been quit Facebook. Moreover, the internet and more specifically social networking sites are updated regularly. So, it would be expected that at the time the data was collected, there were changes in the networking sites which could also cause the changes in the older interaction. However, that is not an issue for this study since the main focus is on the interaction rather than the affordances of the site. Although it could be argued that online interactions are closely dependent on the affordances of the medium. Still, the basic functionalities for the interaction often will be remained the same. The changes will not make internet sites obsolete or totally altered the interaction. In fact, often, the update includes the previous events, for example, the tagging function still involves the user’s Facebook profile even though the user might change the username. Conversation on the phone relatively remained the same although there are a lot of development and changes with the telephone device. Similarly, the retrospective data was sufficient to provide understanding on the account of the online interactional practices. In fact, particularly for this study, the retrospective data is really useful because it provides a comprehensive process and progress of the topic of the study. Although having updated interactions as data may allow for further analysis on a wider issue related to online interaction. 
	Another possible limitation of this study is related to the source of reference particularly in the local context. While there are many studies use Conversation analysis, there are concentrated mostly on the Western countries. Though we can say that there are no differences since all interactions, in principle, involve a basic interaction like turn-taking, action formation and sequential organization, there is still a certain thing that requires local- context understanding, i.e. norm and culture. While doing this study, I found very few published works on the use of Conversation analysis in Malaysia. The few published works mainly concentrated on the field of education and linguistic, and almost none found in the sociological field (except few papers published in Singapore that includes Malaysian society such as Gupta, 1992; Gupta, 2006). In fact, I myself was introduced to the Conversation analysis at the beginning of this study. As I continue to examine the data for this study, I find that these methodological approaches (CA, MCA, epistemics, and person reference) allowed me to look at my own so-called culture in a new perspective. Particularly with Person Reference and Epistemic, their approaches explain social and moral conducts that we practice in daily life. For example, in this study, there are many instances shows that participants’ actions are influenced by cultural norms although the interaction is taken place in an online environment. The use of the pronoun, for instance, illustrates participants’ consideration of each other. In Malaysian society, there are several selections of pronouns can be used; each constitutes power relation between the interlocutors. Technically, the selection of a pronounce reflects the epistemic levels of the interlocutors. This element, however, is not presented much in this study mainly due to my own limitation in analyzing it from the CA perspective. It will be interesting then to return to this issue later in the future. 
	Additionally, with social networking tools such as Twitter, Instagram and Facebook, as well as cross-platform messaging applications like WhatsApp and Line, increasing the possibilities for connection with others, a growing body of research has begun to explore the ways in which people utilized and exploit the online environments in their daily life. Despite the growing interest in online communities and internet communication research, the means by which online users orient to issues of identity still need further study, particularly among non- western society. The study presented here has begun to address this gap, and will add and serve for future research in the field. 
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	2.2 Aims and objectives of the research
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	The main objective of the research is to deal with the phenomenon of so-called anonymous online confessions and from that point explore the notion of identity around the anonymous confessions. The research is included in the discussion about the reality of identity and the ways in which identity is ubiquitous which does not confine to certain elements such as name or gender. Also, in this context, the research tries to detail the ways that the elements of identity may be identified and recognized in the online anonymous confessions, centred in the subsequent interactions following the online anonymous confessions. Hence, the objective is set to explore the elements of identity as they are discussed in the online interactions with regards to the online anonymous confessions. 
	By looking at the online interactions and the way they discuss and view the elements of identity in the anonymous confessions, it could be possible to develop a better understanding about the concept of privacy, especially in the online environment. 
	As such, this study seeks to ask questions like;
	How the readers of the anonymous confessions view the anonymous confessions.
	How the readers respond towards the identity information revealed in the anonymous confessions.
	How readers use the identity cues in identifying a person
	How the element of identity is disclosed or revealed in the interactions.
	2.3 Methods of Data Collection
	Provide a brief summary of the method(s) of the research making clear what it will involve for participants (e.g. interviews, observation, questionnaires). If you (or your research assistants) are meeting face-to-face with research participants, specify where you will be meeting them (and you will need to address how any risks associated with this will be managed in Section 2.10)
	The main method will be online observation. The observation is conducted by keeping track of the online behaviours and activities without interacting with the participants (i.e. Lurking). This method is preferred so as not alter the online community under study. Therefore, the interactions will remain genuine without any outside force that may alter the direction of the interactions. 
	The observation will be used to investigate the online interactions, familiarized with the context, and gain knowledge of the nature of anonymous confessions and interactions in the Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). These online pages are Facebook community-based pages, and they are public which means that everybody could access them. In line with the research objective, the research will also explore the elements of identity that are attached to the anonymous confession posts in the FCPs, in which latter, they are utilized and revealed in the subsequent interactions. 
	In addition to the observation, the research will also downloading relevant messages and images posted in FCPs. This practice comes to action in order to keep the data for analysis process. As the contents of social media tend to continuously change from time to time, it is necessary for the data to be maintained in its original state as the time the data was accessed. Hence, the research will take an initiative to screen- shotthe interactions. Through this process, the genuine of the interactions can be maintained since the whole interactions together with their context are captured in an image-form. 
	2.4 Sampling and Recruitment of participants
	How many participants will take part in the research? How will they be identified – describe your sampling method.  How will they be invited to take part in the study – describe your recruitment method.  If research participants are to receive any payments, reimbursement of expenses or any other incentives or benefits for taking part in the research please give details, indicating what and how much they will receive and the basis on which this was decided.
	Data will be collected from Facebook community pages known as Facebook Confession Pages (FCPs). The data which consisted of FCPs messages and interactions are gathered using Facebook’s Graph API, which gives developers access to publicly visible Facebook content. Through this process, a range of FCPs regardless of their geographical locations or language uses, can be acquired, as long as they use a keyword ‘confession’. However, as this research intended to focus on Malaysia context, it restricts the search process to the Malaysia higher institution only. Therefore, prior to the collection of data from the FCPs, a list of Malaysia universities will be acquired from the Malaysian Qualification Register website (http://www.mqa.gov.my/mqr/english/eakrbyipta.cfm). Specifically, the research only acquired the list of Malaysia public universities, excluded other higher educational institutions like private, polytechnic or community college. The acquired list, then, is used as a guide during the search process in which a keywords ‘confession’ is used together with the name of the universities provided by the list. Further, the research will be limited to the  Facebook page with the most active and the most followers. 
	After identifying the FCPs, the research will proceed with selecting the sample interactions. Only those ‘confession message posts’ that had garnered more than 15 subsequent interactions will be selected. These selected messages will then be scrutinized whether they fit the objective of the research or not; whether the elements of identity exist in the interactions. Those messages that do not fit the objective of the research will be eliminated. 
	2.5  ‘Vulnerable’ Participants
	Please indicate whether any research participants will be from the following groups; if so, please explain the justification for their inclusion.  In most cases, researchers working with vulnerable people will need to be registered with ISA (www.isa.homeoffice.gov.uk) which has links with the CRB. The CRB offers organisations a means to check the background of researchers to ensure that they do not have a history that would make them unsuitable for work involving children and vulnerable adults. 
	NB: If you are collecting data from NHS patients or staff, or Social Service users or staff, you will need to apply for approval through the Integrated Research Application System (IRAS).
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	Those with learning disability
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	Those who are severely ill or have a terminal illness
	No
	Those in emergency situations
	No
	Those with mental illness (particularly if detained under Mental Health Legislation)
	No
	People with dementia
	No
	Prisoners
	No
	Young offenders
	No
	Adults who are unable to consent for themselves
	No
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or gatekeeper, e.g. those in care homes
	No
	Other vulnerable groups (please specify) – discuss the issues this raises
	No
	If yes to any of the above, do you have Criminal Records Bureau Clearance?
	Yes/No
	Describe the procedures you are using to gain (a) consent and/or  (b) proxy consent if applicable
	2.6.  ‘Sensitive’ topics
	During your study, will anyone discuss sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity)?  If so, please give details of the procedures in place to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants.  Consider, too, the risks this may pose to the researcher.  Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities.
	The research deal with online anonymous confessions in the Facebook confession pages (FCPs). Some of the confessions could be considered as a sensitive issue. However, the FCPs are usually linked to a particular community such as a university, although they are not officially associated with their respective community. Due to that, FCPs are usually monitored by the respective community, and whenever there is a need for further action to be taken, the respective community will immediately know. Additionally, the confessions are anonymous with no clear personal identification of the writers. Hence, as far as the writers’ concern, there is no harm that could inflict them. 
	However, if the research encounters such a situation where it needs further action to be taken, the respective community will be informed.  
	2.7  Covert research 
	 If the research involves covert data gathering or deception of any kind, please explain and justify the deception.  Specify what procedures (if any) will be used to debrief participants after the data have been collected.
	There is no covert research involved in this research.
	2.8  Informed Consent
	Please attach (1) the project information sheet to be given to all participants and (2) the informed consent form.  (It is recognised that in some cases these may be combined into a single document).  (It is recognised that in some cases these may be combined into a single document).  In line with the University’s Code of Practice on Research Integrity, participants and/or their representatives should be provided with details of a first point of contact through which any concerns can be raised: this should be your Head of Department (or if you are a Head then the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research).
	i.  If you are not seeking informed consent…
	If you do NOT intend to seek informed consent, please explain carefully why you believe this is not necessary for your project.  You should explain this with reference to the research ethics guidelines for your discipline and cite  other recent published research using your methodological approach or ethics discussions about this to support your case.
	The research does not intend to seek informed consent because it involves observation of public behaviours in a public space. Based on the British Psychological Society’s Code of Ethics and Conduct (2006), observation of public behaviour can be conducted in a place where people would expect to be observed by strangers. In this case, the research will use Facebook confession pages (FCPs) which are a community-based Facebook pages. Like any other community-based Facebook pages, FCPs are public where it can be accessed by everybody. Moreover, FCPs present a unique configuration in which the user can post messages anonymously. It happens by integrating a third-party application into the pages that allows people to post anonymously. Hence, there is no clear identification attached to the message posts. However, response to these posts is via ordinary, identifiable Facebook comments and likes. On this matter, the research will refer to Facebook’s terms of agreement regarding the publish content or information using the Public setting in which it considers the situation as public where everyone, including people off of Facebook, can access and use that information. 
	Based on the above, it's not necessary for the research to seek informed consent. However, even when data are publicly visible, according to Zimmer, M. (2010), it is critical for researchers to consider user privacy and the possibility of inadvertent identification out of context. For this reason, the research will not include any personal identifiable details such as individual or university identifiers which are not relevant in the research outcome.
	ii.  Please confirm you have included the project information sheet to be given to all participants with your submission to ELMPS. If these have not been attached, please explain why this is the case.
	iii.  Please confirm you have included all the relevant, informed consent forms.  If these have not been attached, please explain why this is the case.
	iv. Are the results to be given as feedback or disseminated to your participants (if yes, please specify when, in what form, and by what means).  If no, why not?
	The result of this research will not be disseminated to the participants since the research are not engaging with them during the research process. Moreover, the research result will not contain their personal data information. 
	2.9 Anonymity
	In most instances the Committee expects that anonymity will be offered to research participants. Please set out how you intend to ensure anonymity. If anonymity is not being offered, please explain why this is the case.  Note that if anonymity is not offered (or cannot be guaranteed) this has implications you must address in relation to the Data Protection Act (see Section 3 below).  Note:  if you are using a transcriber or translator you must have a signed confidentiality agreement with them.
	The research already deals mainly with anonymous data. As for the data with identifiable information, the research will ensure their anonymity mainly by dissociating any personal identifiable information that could lead to their identification in the outcome, such as individual or university identifiers. 
	The offline data will be kept in the researcher’s personal computer and cloud with a password protected known only to the researcher. 
	2.10 Anticipated Risks or Ethical Problems
	Please outline any anticipated risks or ethical problems that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the university, and the steps that will be taken to address them. (Note: all research involving human participants can have adverse effects.) Please also refer to the University’s Health, Safety and Welfare Policy Statement and associated Management Procedures, as well as to any ethical guidelines you have consulted.   Where relevant, risk assessments should be carried out not only in relation to the researchers themselves, but also for those participating in the project or affected by its conduct, and in relation to any impact on the environment. Researchers should ensure that appropriate insurance is in place, liaising with the University’s Insurance Officer as necessary (via standard departmental procedures where these exist).
	Risks to participants (e.g. emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information…)
	The research does not involve direct human participants.
	Risks to researchers (e.g. personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest…)
	Any risk to the researcher is expected, but it is expected to be minimized since the research does not require the researcher to be in a dangerous place or meet a stranger face-to-face. The research will be conducted mainly in front of the computer equipped with internet access.
	University/institutional risks (e.g. adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection…) 
	The research does not foresee any risk to the university.
	Financial conflicts of interest (e.g. perceived or actual with respect to direct payments, research funding, indirect sponsorship, board or organisational memberships, past associations, future potential benefits, other…)
	The research does not foresee any financial conflicts of interest. 
	2.11 Research outside the UK
	If you are planning research overseas, you should also take account of the ethical standards and processes of the country/countries in question as well as those of the University.  If the research is being conducted outside the UK please specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK. Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which you are conducting research, for example, particular cultural sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.  
	The research uses mainly the data extracted from the Facebook. Therefore, most of the time, the research will be conducted in front of the computer equipped with internet access, and the researcher will be in the university during the research process. However, geographically, the data collected are originated from Malaysia. On this matter, the research may be subject to the country’s rules and regulations regarding the use of personal data. In Malaysia, such matter usually comes under The Personal Data Protection Act 2010 (PDPA). However, in that document it states that the law only applies to the processing of personal data by persons established in Malaysia. With regards to the universal digital data, such as the data uses in this research, the applicability of PDPA is blurred. Alternatively, the research could refer to the Facebook’s terms of agreement regarding the users’ publish contents. It states that when the users publish content or information using the Public setting, it means that they are allowing everyone, including people off of Facebook, to access and use that information. However, the research will be secured by fulfilling all the requirement of the university’s Code of Practice on Research Integrity and the University Data Management Policy. 
	SECTION 3:  DATA PROTECTION
	Please ensure you have read the information on data protection at: http://www.york.ac.uk/recordsmanagement/dpa/   before you complete this section
	3.1 Does your project involve personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act): Yes/No. If yes, please provide a description of the data and explain why you need to collect this data.
	Yes. The research involves personal data in a form of users’ profile on Facebook such as name and profile pictures. Such data are collected as they are the interactions’ identifier, and the research needs them to identify and organize the flow of interactions. However, this personal data tend to be temporary in which they will be changed from time to time. It expected that at the time the research completed, these personal identifiers are no longer used. However, if the study find the need to change them, they will be omitted in the research outcome and will replace with a pseudonym whenever necessary. 
	3.2 Does it involve sensitive personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act) : Yes/No.  If yes, please provide a description of the data:
	No
	3.3. If the research will involve any of the following activities, please indicate so and provide further details.  Explain how this will be conducted in accordance with the Data Protection Act (and/or any international equivalent)
	Electronic transfer of data in any form 
	The data will be kept mainly in the researcher’s computer. However, the data will also be kept in the researcher’s personal digital cloud for back-up purposes. These two devices will be password protected known only to the researcher.
	Sharing of data with others at University of York
	The researcher is the only person who has the access to the data.
	Sharing of data with other organisations
	No
	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK
	N/A
	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers
	No
	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals
	No
	Use of audio/visual recording devices
	The data gathered will be in a form of images. The research will use screen-shot, and the data will be kept in the same computer. 
	Use of data management system (e.g. nvivo, ATLAS.ti)
	No
	Data archiving
	The data will be kept on the researcher’s personal computer with password protected known only to the researcher.
	3.4. If the research will involve storing personal data on any one of the following, please indicate so and provide further details.
	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)
	No
	University computers
	The researcher uses mainly her personal computer. However, from time to time, the researcher may use the university’s computer.
	Password protected - Yes
	Encrypted - Yes
	Private company computers
	N/A
	Password protected Y/N
	Encrypted Y/N
	Home or other personal computers
	The information will be stored and managed in the researcher’s personal computer. 
	Password protected - Yes
	Encrypted - Yes
	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks
	N/A
	Password protected Y/N
	Encrypted Y/N
	Websites
	N/A
	Password protected Y/N
	Encrypted Y/N
	Other
	For backup purposes, the researcher will use her personal digital cloud with password protected known only to the researcher to store the data.
	Password protected - Yes
	Encrypted - Yes
	3.5  Please explain the measures in place to ensure data confidentiality, including details of encryption and anonymisation.
	The data collected may include personal data such as users’ profile name and pictures. However, these personal data will be omitted in the research outcome and whenever necessary, pseudonym will be used. 
	3.6  Please detail all who will have access to the data generated by the study.
	The researcher is the only person who has access to the data collected. 
	3.7  Please detail who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the study.
	The data will be kept in the researcher’s personal computer. 
	3.8  Please give details of data storage arrangements, including where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  Note the university policy that “Where possible, relevant elements of research data must be deposited in an appropriate national or international subject-based repository, according to their policies. Data should be kept by the researcher in an appropriate manner when suitable subject repositories are not available.” http://www.york.ac.uk/about/departments/support-and-admin/information-directorate/information-policy/index/research-data-management-policy/#tab-1
	The data will be stored on the researcher’s personal computer with password protected. This personal computer is used solely by the researcher and the password is known only to the researcher. For backup purposes, the data will also be kept on the researcher’s personal cloud with password protected known only to the researcher. The raw data will be in a form of an image and the analysis data will be in a form of document. The data will be kept until the end of the research, and they will be deleted once the research is completed. 
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