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Abstract

As a growing number of people engaged in online interactions available for public access,
conversations take place in social media have drawn the attention of researchers. This study
aims to provide an integrated linguistic account on the continuance of social media
conversation, focusing on Sina Weibo in particular. Collecting data from message exchanges
between two Weibo users discussing Women’s role in contemporary China, this research
takes Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its four maxims, a macro level pragmatic framework,
and cohesion, a lexical level linguistic property as key analytical instruments. Under the
proposed theoretical framework, five main topics and three ways of non-observance of the
maxim in the conversation are identified. According to the functions of the identified topics,
they are classified as pre-determined topic and conversational topic. The roles that cohesion,
topic and non-observance of the maxims play in keeping the conversation going are
investigated. The findings suggest that the topic networks that form various semantic
connections and the non-observance of the maxims contribute to the continuance of the
conversation. Moreover, cohesive relations among lexical items provide significant guidelines

to identify the topics and interpret the non-observance of the maxims.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Research Background

1.1.1 The significance of conducting research on social media. Social media has
fascinated researchers from diverse disciplines for its impact on our life. The number of social
media users worldwide continues to grow rapidly. In 2017, there are 2.46 billion people have
access to social media platforms, which is about one third of the world population, and the
number of users is expected to reach 3.02 billion in 2021 (Statista, 2017). More importantly,
the popularity of social media has driven more and more people to move their social, cultural
and professional activities to social media, in other words, the online and offline world are
increasingly interpenetrating (van Dijck, 2013).

1.1.2 Defining social media for this research. Social media refers to the
communication technologies based on the foundation of Web 2.0, which allow people to
create, share and discuss ‘user-generated content’ (henceforth UGC) online (Kaplan &
Haenlein, 2010; Kietzmann, Hermkens, McCarthy, & Silvestre, 2011; Poore, 2014). UGC
includes but does not limit to text-based language, multimodal resources (such as image,
audio and video files) and the combination of the two (Berger, 2014). Some popular social
media platforms in the world are Twitter, Facebook, Wiki and YouTube, where users create
and share different forms of UGC that are open to public. The exchange of different forms of
UGC makes human interactions through social media possible. As social media play the role
of mediating interactions, they can be defined as online services that facilitate social
interactions among users (Page, Barton, Unger, & Zappavigna, 2014; Seargeant & Tagg,
2014). This function of social media is also reflected in the fact that many social media
platforms are designed primarily to promote conversations among individuals and groups

(Kietzmann et al., 2011). For example, Twitter’s conversational tagging function is for users



to follow a specific topic and start conversations among those who tag the same topic (Huang,
Thornton, & Efthimiadis, 2010).
1.2 Gap Lies in Existing Research

As just mentioned, facilitating conversation is a major function of social media.
Current research on social media conversation, especially on Twitter conversation, covers the
function of hashtag in Twitter conversations (Huang et al., 2010; Zappavigna, 2015),
conversation style on Twitter (Scott, 2015) and social affiliation and identity of Twitter
conversation (Zappavigna, 2012, 2014).

However, the research area on the continuance of conversation in social media has not
been fully developed. The lack of attention in this area probably links with the speculations
that it is very difficult to keep a conversation in online environment (Herring, 1996), as social
media users interact without the benefit of extra linguistic cues as to gender, identity,
personality or mood (Hiltz & Turoff, 1978) or paralinguistic cues such as gesture, eye-gaze or
intonation of their interlocutors. Although conversation in social media does not share the
mentioned factors in face-to-face conversation, it does not mean that social media
conversation cannot continue. The continuance of social media conversation can be
investigated from two aspects. In human society, face-to-face conversation often exhibits
cooperative efforts of the interlocutors, and the talk exchanges usually consist of a series of
connected topics or remarks (Grice, 1975, 1989). For a conversation in social media to keep
going, both cooperation of the interlocutors and relevant topics are required. Different from
verbal language in face-to-face conversation, language used in social media conversation
possesses ‘features in spoken language as well as with planned written language’ (Gardner &
Alsop, 2016), for it is typed and to be read on a digital screen. Text-based language in social
media provides rich linguistic data to investigate topics of a conversation and the cooperative

efforts of interlocutors, which can make the conversation going.
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Another potential area that is worth developing is the study on Chinese online
language. The Chinese language has the largest number of speakers in the world, while the
research on English used in online environment is relevantly established, the former has yet to
be developed (Herring, Stein, & Virtannen, 2013). Studying Chinese conversation in social
media, to some extent, will improve the understanding on Chinese online language.

Drawing the influence of social media, the potential in researching the continuance of
social media conversation and Chinese online language, this research aims to investigate the
continuance of conversation in Chinese social media, using text-based language as
empirically grounded evidence.

1.3 Sina Weibo: an Influential Social Media Platform in China

Before introducing Sina Weibo (hereafter Weibo) in this section, it is necessary to
mention the Internet regulation in China. Censorship is enforced on the information
transmitted online, and the operation of social media platforms is not exempt from the
regulation. Western-based social media services such as Twitter and Facebook are not
available to Chinese netizens.

As a counterpart to Twitter, Weibo, the Chinese own social media service, is
introduced to Chinese netizens in 2009 by Sina Cooperation (Wang, 2013; Yu, Asur, &
Huberman, 2015). Although the Chinese government also allows the operation of other
Chinese-indigenous social media platforms, Weibo is the most influential social media in
China. As at 2012, 87.67% of the total social media users are registered Weibo users (Data
Centre of China Internet, 2012). In 2017, the daily active Weibo users are 165 million, and
84.4% of the users are above the age of 18 (Data Centre of Sina Weibo, 2017). The statistic
data reflects the reality that Weibo has become a part of Chinese life. The influential role of

Weibo is also reflected in the fact that it is the platform where a large number of businesses,
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government departments and non-for-profit organisations deliver new and important
information to public (Zhao et al., 2014).

Weibo and Twitter share similar features in terms of availability, word limit per tweet
and hashtag. Apart from availability, which means Weibo is open to everyone who has a
computer, a smartphone or other mobile device, the other two features in Weibo provide
greater support for conversation among users than Twitter does.

Same as Twitter, Weibo also has 140-character limit for each tweet. However, 140
Chinese characters can do more in a tweet (Wang, 2013; Zhang & Kramarae, 2014) than
alphabetical characters. For the same amount of characters, Chinese can convey more
information than it is possible in English. A report from The Economist ("Which tongues
work best for microblogs?," 2012, March 31) compared twelve languages in translating a text
consist of 1000 characters in English, concluding that Chinese might be ideal for
microblogging. In addition, 140 Chinese characters could be less fragmented in composing a
Weibo tweet. Using 140-Character in Chinese, one can write a paragraph or even an entire
story (Gu, 2014). The advantage of Chinese character in composing Weibo tweets made these
tweets rich in text-based linguistic evidence, which is sufficient to reveal the continuance of
Weibo conversation.

Weibo adopts the tagging function of Twitter, which makes a topic searchable on the
Internet. The difference of tagging between Twitter and Weibo are twofold. Firstly, Twitter
uses single hashtag for tagging a topic, whereas Weibo uses double ones. The most distinct

difference between the two is that a double hashtag topic (or ‘micro topic’ #{7%&) in Weibo

forms discussion forums where conversations among users takes place on particular topics

(Zhang & Kramarae, 2014).
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As double hashtag topics contain conversations among Weibo users, this research
employs a double hashtag topic as a case to explore the continuance of conversation in
Chinese social media.

1.4 The Representative Case of Weibo Discussion: #boycottingbaihe.com#
1.4.1 Background of the double hashtag topic. In 2014, a matchmaking company in

China, Baihe.com, broadcasted an advertisement ‘Because Love Doesn’t Wait® (A~ Z 2
£¥) (Baihe.com, 2014) on major Chinese television channels and online during the Chinese

New Year celebration. In the advertisement, a beautiful young lady, who graduated from
University and had a decent job finally got married through the service of Baihe.com as the
cause of love to her dying grandmother. This advertisement echoes the traditional Chinese
value Xiao’Shun (meaning being grateful and obedient to the elder family members). It is
worth noting that Chinese New Year celebration is the time when many single men and
women in China will be confronted with the question of ‘when will you get married’ asked by
their families. The embedded traditional value in the advertisement and the confronting
situation triggered heated discussion on Weibo, where many Weibo users see the
advertisement as ‘backward social value’ and ‘moral kidnapping on women’. A Weibo user

Chai Jinning started a double hashtag topic #boycottingbaihe.com# (#./7 A #E#1 7 4 9#) for

thousands of Weibo users to express and discuss their views on marriage, tradition and
women. It should be noted that this research does not aim to investigate the cultural and social
factors of the language used in the double hashtag topic. This topic is employed as a
representative case among millions of tagged topics in Weibo to reveal the continuance of
Chinese social media conversation.

1.4.2 Generality of #boycottingbaihe.com#. The tagged topic is different from other
‘micro topics’ in Weibo in three ways. Firstly, the double hashtag topic is closely related to

the life of Chinese people. It boosts their willingness to participate in the Weibo discussion
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and creates opportunities for them to start conversations. Secondly, the topic does not require
specific knowledge or language skills of Weibo users to be able to participate, which means
the spectrum of the participants in terms of their age and education background is wide.
Thirdly, the topic is not targeted by censorship, for it does not contain any politically sensitive
information which cannot pass the government’s regulation. By analysing conversations in
this double hashtag topic, the research aims to answer below research questions.

1.5 Research Question

The main research question of this study is: how a conversation in social media keeps
going between interlocutors. In order to answer this question, the following ones need to be
addressed.

Part (a): What are the main topics covered in the conversation?

As mentioned before, topic is one of the main characteristics of a conversation. If a
conversation in social media can keep going, topics should play an important role.
Furthermore, topics do not always remain the same in a conversation, they can be shifted or
further developed. It is anticipated that topics in the Weibo conversation also shift or develop,
and topic shifting or development may affect the continuance of the conversation.

To answer question (a), other related factors also need to be considered. 1) What are
the main topics mentioned in the double hashtag topic? 2) What topics have been kept in the
conversation? 3) What new topics have been introduced and developed, and how are they
developed?

Methodology required in this research to answer question (a) is cohesion, as it reveals
the semantic relations of lexical items in a text (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). The cohesive items
reflect not only the relations between topics covered in the conversation, but also the relations
between these topics and the topics mentioned in the double hashtag topic.

When a conversation keeps going between interlocutors, multiple conversational turns
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are generated. Therefore, it is also important to find out how conversational turns are
generated, which is the part (b) of the main research question. The pragmatic framework of
Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its four maxims is adopted to answer question (b), as this
framework governs the progress of a conversation (Grice, 1975, 1989). More detailed review

on the combined theoretical framework in this research is provided in Chapter Three.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Social Media Conversation: Twitter and Weibo

In recent years, conversations take place on social media, Twitter conversations in
particular, have drawn the attention of researchers to investigate various aspects of such
conversations. Several studies have been done on the patterns and structures of social media
conversations. In Lipizzi, landoli, and Ramirez Marquez (2015), the conversational patterns
of Twitter conversation on new products launching events are extracted and evaluated, using
the common ground theory from conversational analysis. Concept map of keywords is
extracted from the conversation to check the semantic relations of what has been discussed. It
is suggested that coordination on UGC by Twitter users require them have mutual
understanding on what is the subject of discussion. It should be noted that such study is
heavily quantitative-based, which provides large statistic results for the purpose of business
analysis and marketing; however, it could overlook the rich linguistic data presented in these
Twitter conversations, where the qualitative features may reveal more about how to keep a
social media conversation going.

Some studies focus on examining Twitter conversations at structural level. For
example, in Boyd, Golder, and Lotan (2010), the practice of retweeting is examined in terms
of how, why and what people retweet. The findings suggest that retweets can draw together
tweets and provide a valuable infrastructure for Twitter conversation. By retweeting, people
place them inside a conversation, thus the retweets can be referred as a conversational
practice on social media. However, it is arguable that the content in the retweets contribute to
the conversation, for the action of retweeting is simply forwarding (repeating) what other

people previously said. Although retweeting does form continuance of conversations at
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structural level, it is necessary to investigate tweets that facilitate conversations at content
level in order to reveal how conversations develop in social media.

As a counterpart to Twitter, Weibo also has been studied in terms of conversational
mechanism. Xia (2011) identifies four types of Weibo tweets as posting main tweet,
commenting on the main tweet, forwarding tweet (retweeting), and tagging tweet. Utilising
different types of tweets, Weibo conversations exhibit different conversational mechanisms,
such as chain reaction conversation and diffusive conversation. In addition, this study touches
on the topics in Weibo conversations by investigating what kind of general topics are more
likely to form conversation among users. It provides preliminary material on the studies of
Weibo conversations; nevertheless, due to the lack of attention on the actual content of the
conversations, significant finding cannot be found on the relationship between the topics and
the conversational mechanisms.

Apart from investigating the structural aspect of social media conversations, language
features in text-based social media conversations form another research area. Zappavigna
(2012, 2014, 2015) in particular, studies the language used in Twitter conversations and
reveals how tweets under the same hashtag topic create social affiliation. Adopting the
interpersonal function of language in Systemic Functional Linguistics, different corpora of
tweets are exanimated, especially, the lexical items in the tweets that have appraisal features.
The studies argue that those tweets contain a large number of emotional and evaluative
language, which makes tweets to orient towards the expression of interpersonal meaning. The
interpersonal function of tweets creates social affiliation among Twitter users, as well as
enacts social identity.

Extending the investigation on Twitter conversation at lexical level, other linguistic
research focuses on pragmatic features in Twitter conversations. Adopting Relevance Theory,

Scott (2015) argues that Twitter’s hashtag plays the role of activating certain contextual
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assumptions and guiding Twitter users’ inferential processes in conversation on hashtag
topics. Twitter hashtag normally contains a short description about the topic, which is
followed by the symbol #. This feature contributes to the relevance of conversation in which
the 140-character limit may affect the meaning of the tweets in the tagged conversation.

Few studies on Weibo adopt pragmatic theories. Zhang and Kramarae (2014)
investigate framing strategy used in Weibo conversations. They look at interactions generated
by feminism protest on Weibo and finds out three prominent frames in the tweets, namely
campaigning, debating and playing, which enlarge the public attention to discourses on
gender equality.

It can be seen from the mentioned literature, conversation in social media has its
research potential in a variety of areas. Despite the methods used and the aims fulfilled, the
findings, overall, contribute to the understanding of social media conversations. This research
also aims to fill in the gap in studying social media conversation, and the focus is shifted to
how to keep a conversation going by investigating topics and conversation development of
Weibo conversation.

2.2 Identifying Topics in Text-based Online Conversation

As previously mentioned (see Chapter one), a typical conversation consists of a series
of topics or remarks produced by the interlocutors. Without a topic, a conversation could not
continue or even start. Despite the important role of topic in a conversation, the definition of
it is problematic in the field of linguistics, as there is no unified definition on what is a topic.
It could be referred as “any object, person, location, action, state, or time that is mentioned in
the sentence to be respond to” (Schank, 1977, p. 422). While others argue that topic should be
differentiated by sentence level topic (Chafe, 1976) and local level topic (Walker, Joshi, &
Prince, 1998). This research follows Schank’s definition because what have been discussed in

the tagged topic (‘micro topic’) are related to women (persons), marriage and tradition
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(concepts). Identifying topics in a conversation requires key lexical items as an indicator
(McCarthy, 1991), and in this research, cohesion is adopted to examine how semantic
cohesion of lexical items across sentences reflect topics (Hoey, 1991).

Some existing research on identifying topics in social media adopts computational
approach to predict trending topics (Dang, Gao, & Zhou, 2016; Zhao et al., 2014) or to find
out the interests of social media users by extracting key keywords from their conversational
topics (Liu, Chen, & Sun, 2012; Vicient & Moreno, 2015). In the former, spreading patterns
of hot topics are calculated using different algorithms but the actual content of these topics are
not taken into account, which could be considered as a weakness of quantitative research on
topics in social media conversation. After all, ‘user-generated content’ is an essential property
of social media, and without the understanding on the content, the frequency of topic
spreading might lose its meaning. The later, on the other hand, does consider what have been
mentioned in the topics, which result in the extraction of co-occurring keywords from
text-based UGC. However, these studies only provide algorithm-methods for topic detection
on social media conversation, not much analysis has been done on the content of the topics.

Despite the fact that the above-mentioned studies have overlooked the content of
social media conversation, they have significant association with marketing and public
relations, where the prediction on topics in social media is vital to the operation of businesses.
The attention of social media users contributes to the collective awareness of what is
considered important for them. This effect may drive the directions of decision-making of a
company. However, there are certain factors may affect the accuracy of computational
approach on finding out valuable topics, especially topics in Weibo. A study on Weibo
trending topics (Yu et al., 2015) points out that retweets play an important role for the
generation and persistence of trending topics. The study argues that public relation companies

in China are responsible for the majority of popular topics on Weibo, and the content of these
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topics are heavily controlled and manipulated. In this respect, trending topics may not be an
ideal object for studying spontaneous conversation among Weibo users; therefore, this
research does not employ trending topics for the investigation of the continuance of a Weibo
conversation (see Chapter one for more details on the tagged Weibo topic in this thesis).
Topics in online conversation not only interest computational specialists, but also
draw the attention of linguists. Using dynamic topic analysis, Herring (2003) tracks the topics
that participants in online discussion forums have been talked about as conversations unfold
dynamically over time. She compares topics in one pharmacy teaching and learning forum
with those in three recreational forums and concludes that the conversations in recreational
forums are highly digressive and fragmented, whereas the discussion topics in the pharmacy
forum are relatively coherent and structured. The findings suggest that forums that are
designed for specific purposes might facilitate topics coherence. This conclusion is confirmed
by Stromer-Galley and Martinson (2009), who points out in her research that participants are
able to sustain relatively coherent topics in political discussion forums. Despite the fact that
topics in particular discussion forums have coherent feature in them, these researches have not
investigated the relationship between topics and the continuance of the conversations, for
topic is an essential component to any conversation. In addition, topics being investigated in
these studies are from conversations that take place in specific communities, for example,
people who study pharmacy or people who are interested in politics. In other words, these
participants have specific knowledge on certain topics and tend to talk about these topics to
people who share the same knowledge. Moreover, they have more control over the topics,
which could influence topic coherence. However, most of the social media platforms are
diverse places where all sorts of people interact with one and another. In this case, Weibo
could be a more suitable to find out features of topics and their relation to the continuance of

conversation.
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2.3 Grice’s Cooperative Principle and Its Four Maxims in Analysing Conversation

As an influential pragmatic framework, Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its four
maxims has been adopted to investigate both face-to-face conversation and online
conversation. In face-to-face context, Tajabadi, Dowlatabadi, and Mehri (2014) analyses
courtroom conversations, in which the maxims of quality and manner are frequently followed
but relation and quantity are not fulfilled. The authors suggest that the findings on patterns of
courtroom conversations provide basis for the analysis on legal communication. In Atifi,
Mandelcwajg, and Marcoccia (2011), the quantity maxim, in particular, is examined in
newsgroup discussion forums, where the authors argue that online conversations are more
likely to violate the quantity maxim due to the lack of contextual cue. By repeating what have
been said or providing redundant information, misunderstanding could be reduced, and
repetition can direct the participants to the core of the discussion topic, and hence, increases
the coherence of the discussion. Since other maxims have not been examined in online
conversations, this research aims to find out how Grice’s theory works in relation to the

continuance of social media conversation.
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3. Methodology

3.1 The Conversation in #boycottingbaihe.com#

3.1.1 Selection on conversations in #boycottingbaihe.com# for this research. The
double hashtag topic facilitates conversations among Weibo users who are interested in
expressing their ideas on marriage, tradition and women; however, it does not mean that any
conversation in that double hashtag is suitable for this study to work on. As this research aims
to investigate the continuance of social media conversation in terms of text-based language,
selection on the conversations in # boycottingbaihe.com # is necessary. Three selection
criteria emerge from the research aim: ‘text-based language’, ‘conversation’ and
‘continuance’. To satisfy the first criterion, tweets that contain only emoji or multimodal
resources are not selected. Retweets, individual tweets that do not initiate conversations are
not selected either for the restriction of criterion two. The final selection narrows down to a
conversation between two interlocutors which continues for 29 turns, for other conversations
in the ‘micro topic’ do not generate as many conversational turns as the selected one.

3.1.2 Methods for extracting and organising the texts of the conversation. Unlike
Twitter that has a range of applications available for extracting texts from it, there is none for
Weibo. After manually copying all texts of the conversation from the Weibo webpage to a
text editor, a small corpus of the texts is built (see Appendix A). For analytical purpose, word
count is done for the entire texts of the conversation as well as for each interlocutor’s texts
(also see Appendix A). Although the Weibo names for the interlocutors are available online,
for reference purpose, they are referred as MG and FY in this research.

3.2 Clarification on Important Factors of the Conversation
3.2.1 Background of the interlocutors. Some background information of MG and

FY is open to public. As the gender preference in their online profiles shows ‘Male’ for both
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of them, the pronoun selection in this research acknowledges their choices. The education
level of MG is tertiary and FY is unknown. The place of residency of MG is Sichuan and FY
is Beijing. As social background of the interlocutors is not essential to the analytical process,
their profile information will not affect the result of this research.

3.2.2 The time factor of the conversation. The conversation started in 2016, two
years after the initiation of the double hashtag topic. For the conversation to continue for 29
turns, the year of its initiation is an irrelevant factor in this research.

3.2.3 The conversational level of the conversation. Another factor that is worth
clarifying is the conversational level where the conversation takes place. Two ways for a
Weibo user to participate in the double hashtag topic are identified. Tweeting under the
double hashtag topic indicates a direct relation to the topic. This type of participation (or
tweet) forms the first level of the communicative organisation in the Weibo ‘micro topic’.
Second, commenting on other users’ tweets of the ‘micro topic’ and that creates a subsequent
relation to the topic, it is the level two communicative organisation of the tagged topic. The
selected conversation occurs at level two, where it is initiated by a level one tweet from a
third Weibo user. The level one tweet does not affect the analysis of the conversation, as the
third Weibo user did not interact with MG or FY. For displaying conversational levels of
‘micro topic’ in Weibo, the level one tweet is also provided in Appendix A.

3.2.4 The missing tweets prior to the conversation. The first tweet in the selected
conversation is the last response FY sent to an unidentified Weibo user X rather than to MG.
This Weibo user withdrawn from his/her conversation with FY in 2014, and all tweets that
s(h)e sent to FY cannot be retrieved. In 2016, MG responses to the last tweet FY sent to user
X and starts the conversation with FY. In the meantime, user X does not interact with MG or
FY. Hence, the missing tweets from user X have nothing to do with the selected conversation

for this research.
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3.2.5 The insignificant role emoji plays in the conversation. This conversation is
heavily text-based with few emoji used. This fact coincides with research findings suggesting
that Weibo users tend to compose tweets in one sentence or in a short paragraph when
discussing hot issues (Li, 2014), and emoji is not always an essential component in Weibo
tweets, although Weibo does have a range of emoji available (Xia, 2011). Under these
circumstances, the role of emoji is not significant or novel in contributing to the development
of the selected conversation. Therefore, emoji will not be analysed in this research.

3.3 Translation of the Conversation

The analysis is based on the Chinese texts, while English translation of the texts is
provided for essential analytical process. For the purpose of this research, the translation
strategy used here is semantic translation, which attempts to maintain the exact contextual
meaning of the original language text while the syntactic and semantic structures of the target
language allow (Newmark, 1982).

As online conversation can ignore language rules (Barton, 2001), the selected
conversation contains several typos that are not relevant to the research questions. Hence, the
typos are not reflected in the translation, and the correct characters of the typos are provided
in brackets next to them in the Chinese texts. The conversation also contains words created by
the interlocutors. The first time when a created word appears, Romanisation of the word is

provided, and the meaning of it is explained later in the analysis. For example, “47£0” is a

word created in the conversation and has no counterpart in English. Therefore, the
Romanisation of the word “Fu Quan” is shown in translation, and the meaning of it is
explained when analysing the texts.

3.4 Theoretical Framework: Cohesion and Grice’s Cooperative Principle and Its Four
Maxims

3.4.1 Cohesion: definition and justification for this research. Cohesion is a

relational concept in linguistics, which shows the grammatical or the semantic relation of one
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lexical item and another in a text (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Cohesion has an objective nature
as cohesive items are on the surface of the text, which can be observed, counted and analysed
(Tanskanen, 2006). Therefore, cohesive items in a text provide empirical grounded evidences
for researching text-based conversation in online environment. It should be pointed out that
cohesion relation is better to be analysed across sentences in a text, for this relation connects a
series of sentences that makes a text ‘hang together’ (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

As the definition suggests, grammatical and semantic cohesion are two broad
classifications of the cohesion domain, and they refer to different aspects of relation between
lexical items. While grammatical cohesion emphases the structural relation between lexical
items (Halliday & Hasan, 1976), for example, the conjunction words ‘firstly’ and ‘secondly’,
semantic cohesion focuses on the relation of meanings in different lexical items (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976). As this research interests in topics and topics shifting in a conversation,
meanings in these topics are vital. Therefore, semantic cohesion in a series of lexical items is
identified in order to reveal the relation of main topics in this conversation. As structural
relation of lexical items could not provide any insight on how topics are developed, this
research will not investigate grammatical cohesion in the texts.

3.4.2 Semantic cohesion: functions and types. Reference and lexical cohesion are
the two categories of semantic cohesion introduced by Halliday and Hasan (1976). They both
form semantic connection between different lexical items or between a lexical item and other
parts of a text, but reference and lexical cohesion are different according to their functions and
types.

Reference signals the direct indication that information where a reference item appears
is to be retrieved from elsewhere, in other words, reference cohesion is realised between the
reference item and what they refer to in other parts of the text (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). This

specific nature of reference will reveal the connection among different topics in the
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conversation as well as among conversational turns. The identification of a reference item is
straightforward, as personals (e.g. personal pronouns), demonstratives (e.g. this, those, the)
and comparatives (e.g. more, the same) are the common types of reference items. However,
the interpretation of reference items requires more consideration, as they cannot be interpreted
semantically in their own right (Halliday & Hasan, 1976), the other parts of a text where the
items appear should be taken into account. For example, ‘The icebergs at the South Pole melt
at a dramatic rate. This is caused by global warming.” The lexical item ‘this’ is the reference
item in the example, and what it refers is not a nearby lexical item, but a statement goes
before it.

Compare with reference cohesion, lexical cohesion may play a more important role in
identifying main topics and revealing topic shifting in the conversation, for it is the only
category of cohesion that regularly forms multiple relationships among different lexical items
(Hoey, 1991). Reiteration and collocation are the two types of lexical cohesion, and they work
collaboratively to answer research question (a) proposed in section 1.5.

Reiteration of certain lexical items in the conversation plays the role of identifying
main topics in the conversation. If certain lexical items are reiterated many times in a
conversation compare with others, there is a probability that these items form the main topics.
The types of reiteration includes the repetition of the same word (mushroom-mushroom),
synonym (sword-brand), superordinate (Jaguar-car), and the use of a general word (We all
kept quiet. That seemed the best move) (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Apart from the four types
of reiteration, Hoey (1991) introduces specification, another type of reiteration, where a
lexical item contains some specified information on another (scientist-biologist).

Another category of lexical cohesion is collocation. It refers to a more complicated
and indirect relation of lexical items. The identifying of collocation will improve the

understanding on topic shifting in the conversation. The term ‘collocation’ is different from
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the traditional definition that describes two lexical items normally or conventionally appear
together. Here it refers to the semantic association which is achieved by two lexical items that
tend to appear in a similar context (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). For the complicated nature of
collocation, it cannot be divided into distinct types. The interpretation of collocation is on
case-by-case basis. For example, joke and laugh are collocated cohesively as they have a
causal association; basement and roof are also collocated for they are both a part of a house,
the relationship between the two lexical items is indirect (Halliday & Hasan, 1976).

3.4.3 Cohesive unit, presupposed distance item and cohesive items. As can be seen
from the examples demonstrated previously, lexical cohesive items come in pairs, and they do
have specific names for their orders of appearance in a text. Although a cohesive unit has
semantic meaning in a sentence, it cannot be cohesive by itself, for the cohesive relation is
formed through other presupposed elements in the preceding sentences. The item that has
gone before the cohesive unit is called presupposed distance item (hereafter PDI) (Halliday &
Hasan, 1976). Adopting Halliday and Hasan’s example “We all kept quiet. That seemed the
best move”, ‘the best move’ in the second sentence is the cohesive unit because it refers back
to the PDI ‘kept quiet’ in the preceding sentence.

In this research, cohesive units and PDIs are referred as lexical cohesive items.
Reference items and what they refer to (can be lexical items or an entire tweet) are called
reference cohesive items. All items that form cohesive relations are called cohesive items
regardless of their classifications.

3.4.4 Minimum unit for selecting cohesive items for analysing purpose. A
cohesive item can be as small as a single word or as large as multiple lexical items, such as
idioms (Martin, 1992). As previous examples indicate, single words are usually selected as
the basic unit in identifying semantic cohesion; however, for the functioning of cohesion in

the text, the number of lexical items in a unit is irrelevant (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004;
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Martin, 1992). Based on this ground, the selection of cohesive items for analytical propose in
this research does not restrict to single word but can be extended to multiple lexical items.

3.4.5 Selecting nominal groups as cohesive items to answer research question (a).
Although there is no restriction on the minimum unit of cohesive items, it does not mean that
any class of lexical items should be selected for analytical purpose in this research. As the
research involves the investigation on topics in the conversation, nominal groups in the
interlocutors’ texts are selected in order to identify the cohesive relations among them.
Nominal groups carry the information of topics in a conversation, which represents a person
(or a group of people), a thing or a concrete or abstract idea, and hence, it is crucial to identify
nominal groups in the selected conversation and to find out how they related to each other in
the conversation.

The term ‘nominal group’ is used interchangeably with ‘nominal phrase’ by some
people; however, they refer to different concept in linguistics. Halliday and Matthiessen
(2004) make it very clear that a group is “an expansion of a word”, whereas a phrase is “a
contraction of a clause”. This thesis follows Hallidayan tradition of ‘nominal group’. Adopted

from Fang (2015, p. 5), four criteria are needed to identify nominal groups in this research:

1. A nominal group must consist of a nominal head.
2. A nominal group may consist of only one word, which is the nominal head.
3. Nominal head can be expanded through different types of modification, for example,

modification of reference items.
4. A nominal group must represent a person (or a group of people), a thing or a concrete

or abstract idea.

3.4.6 Overview on the Cooperative Principle and its four maxims. The
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Cooperative Principle (hereafter the CP) and its four maxims describe the basic of human
conversation. Grice (1975, 1989) realises that human conversations exhibit cooperative efforts
of the interlocutors because talk exchanges (even casual conversations) normally consist of a
succession of connected topics or remarks. Consciously or not, each interlocutor recognises a
common purpose or a set of purposes in the conversation, and as a result, they collaboratively
engage in the talk exchange. From the mentioned characteristics, Grice (1989) formulates a
general principle as a set of over-arching assumptions that guide the conduct of conversation:
“Make your contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted
purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged” (p.26).

The way that Grice describes the principle makes people take it as a strict set of rules
that one must follow, but that is not Grice’s intention (Thomas, 1995). As mentioned before,
these are assumptions each interlocutor assumes the other party to work on in a conversation.
The CP provides guidelines for the use of language in conversation to facilitate cooperative
ends (Levinson, 1983). Another misinterpretation of the CP is the way people understand the
term ‘cooperation’ (or ‘cooperative’). Davies (2007) states that Grice himself did not provide
sufficient explanation on what is ‘cooperation’ or use this term in his later work; nevertheless,
the term in a Gricean’s sense is different from the everyday notion of cooperation, and
therefore, requires clarification. She points out that some researchers misinterpret
‘cooperation’ as ‘the general atmosphere of cooperativeness and harmony (Stenstrom, 1994)’
of a conversation; however, what Grice actually meant should be ‘rationality’ (Davies, 2007).
It should be made clear that the aim of the research is not about debating terminology of the
CP. The reasons to point out the misinterpretations of the CP are: firstly, this research
acknowledges the criticism on the framework, and more importantly, it is to show that the
criticism on the CP does not affect the result of the research because the selected conversation

does not exhibit a harmonious effect between the two interlocutors. This leads to the third
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clarification on the CP where the operation of the framework also works for people who have
different goals in a conversation. The interlocutors can have an argument with each other, yet
still act cooperatively in the talk exchange (Archer, Aijmer, & Wichmann, 2012). In this
instance, it is obvious that ‘cooperatively’ does not mean harmony at all. For the purpose of
clarification in this research, ‘cooperation’ could be understood as ‘collaboratively engage in
the talk exchange’ (adopted from Grice 1975). In the 29-turn conversation, the CP plays an
important role. If the interlocutors did not cooperate/engage in the tweet exchanges, the
conversation would not last long or even could not exist.

3.4.7 The four maxims in Grice’s Cooperative Principle. The CP includes four
maxims, Quantity, Quality, Relation and Manner, which offer detailed descriptions on how to
use language in a cooperative way. Each of the maxims accompanies with sub-maxim(s) and

they are formulated as follows (Grice, 1989, pp. 26-27):

Quantity: Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current
purposes of the exchange).
Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.
Quality: Do not say what you believe to be false.

Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Relation: Be relevant.
Manner: Avoid obscurity of expression.
Avoid ambiguity.

Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).

Be orderly.
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These maxims do not summarise all regularities in human interactions; they are only
one particular set of regularities for people to engage in efficient and effective conversation
(Thomas, 1995). In order to demonstrate how two interlocutors strictly perform a
conversation according to the four maxims, Thomas (1995) provides an example between

husband and wife:

Husband: Where are the car keys?

Wife: They’re on the table in the hall.

In this example, the wife’s answer is clear (Manner) and truthful (Quality). She has
directly addressed her husband’s question (Relation) and has said precisely what she meant,
with no more or less information (Quantity).

However, this research is not about investigating the efficiency or the effectiveness of
a social media conversation, or how two interlocutors perform conversation on social media
according the requirement of the four maxims, because it is an ideal case that people fulfil the
four maxims in a conversation from the beginning to the end. In real life, they often break the
maxims.

3.4.8 Non-observance of the maxims. There are four major ways which a maxim is

not fulfilled (adopted from Grice 1975, 1989):

Flouting: A speaker overtly breaks a maxim with the intention that a hearer will
notice this and infer an implicature.

Violation: A speaker covertly breaks a maxim which aims to deliberately mislead
a hearer. It is not the speaker’s intention to let the hearer notice the

breaching.
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Infringing: A speaker unintentionally breaks a maxim because he or she might
have some degree of imperfect linguistic performance.

Opt-out: A speaker shows his/her unwillingness to cooperate.

Using the husband and wife example, the wife could flout the maxim of Quality by
saying “ They’re somewhere over the rainbow.” The car keys could not possibly be in a place
over the rainbow; therefore, the wife has intentionally provided an untruthful answer to
generate an implicature that she wants her husband to infer, which is “I don’t know where
they are.”

An important clarification should be made here is that the non-observance of the
maxims does not necessarily lead to a breakdown in interaction (Levinson, 1983). Even if
people do not fulfil the four maxims, a conversation can still goes on. The non-observance of
the maxims reveals how interlocutors use language to achieve their communicative goals at
the same time keep the conversation going. In the selected conversation, it is expected that FY
and MG do not fulfil the four maxims, and by examining how they break a maxim, this
research addresses the strategies of making the conversation going.

3.4.9 Clarification on the non-observance of the maxims in this research. It should
be noted that in Grice’s theory, infringing occurs when an interlocutor have imperfect
command of the language. For example, people with aphasia or young children whose
language skills have not been fully developed may unintentionally infringe a maxim during a
conversation. In this research, the selected conversation shows no evidence that any of the
interlocutors has linguistic incapability; therefore, infringing is not considered.

This research strictly follows the Gricean terminology in terms of ‘violation’ (or
‘violate”), although some people use ‘violate’ and ‘break’ interchangeably when they refer to

any of non-observance of the maxims (Thomas, 1995). As mentioned earlier, the notion of
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violation is used to describe a speaker ‘unostentatiously’ misleads a hearer in the way a
maxim requires, and it should not be mixed up with other expressions.

The selected conversation is coded according to the non-observance of the four
maxims. Any non-observance of the four maxims is highlighted and marked for analysing

purpose (see Appendix F). Examples are given in the data analysis chapter.
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4. Data Analysis

This chapter aims to show how analysis is done in compliance with the proposed theoretical
framework. The analysis of the conversation starts with the identification of cohesive items in
terms of nominal groups in each interlocutor’s texts. Following cohesion, the analysis focuses
on the identification of non-observance of the maxims in the conversation. Due to word limit
of this thesis, the full analysis of the conversation in compliance with the theoretical
framework is provided as appendices. Appendices B and C cover the identification of lexical
cohesive items of the conversation. Appendices D and E include the identification of
reference cohesive items of the conversation. Appendix F presents the identification of
non-observance of the four maxims. Each appendix accompanies with a detailed description
of the symbols and codes used in the analysis. In each appendix, the texts are marked in terms
of conversational turns, for example, the initial tweet posted by FY is marked as T1, and
MG’s reply to T1 is marked as T2, and so on. All sentences of the conversation in Appendices
B, C, D and E are numbered for reference.
4.1 Selecting Sample Texts for Data Analysis

4.1.1 Selection criteria for sample texts to identify lexical cohesion. The selection
of a text is based on the number of cohesive units in it and the complexity of their relations to
the PDIs. It is expected that when the explanation on more complicated examples is provided,
the less complicated ones can be understood. Two pieces of texts from each interlocutor are
selected; they are T10 and T18 from MG, and T1 and T23 from FY.

4.1.2 Selection criteria for sample texts to identify reference cohesion. There is no
specific rule on which texts should be selected because the identification of reference
cohesive items is less complicated than that of lexical cohesive items. Many of the reference

items, especially the personals are very straightforward to be located and interpreted.
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However, word limit affects the selection. Therefore, if the sample texts selected for
identifying lexical cohesion also contain reference cohesive items, these samples are used to
explain the relation between reference items and what they refer to. One text is chosen from
each interlocutor; they are T10 from MG, and T3 (a) from FY.

4.1.3 Selection criteria for sample texts to identify non-observance of a maxim.
Three types of non-observance of a maxim are presented in this conversation (see Appendix
F), and they are flouting, violation and opting-out. Opting-out only has one example, which is
T28; hence, it is selected for demonstration. The manner maxim is observed in the
conversation, but the maxims of relation, quantity and quality are either flouted or violated.
T2 contains all three maxims that have been flouted, and it is selected. To demonstrate
violation of relation, adjacency pair of conversational turns should be taken into consideration.
As T2 is selected as a flouting example, the following turn T3 (a) is selected. Due to word
limit, T23 that has been used as a sample for lexical cohesion are re-selected for presenting
violation of quantity. T26 is used to demonstrate violation of quality.
4.2 Translation and Coding Scheme

Translation of the selected samples is provided when a sample text first appears in this
chapter. Translation of the samples that appear the second time is not repeated due to word
limit. Translation for T28 is not provided either, as it is the only example for opting out and
does not contribute to the continuance of the conversation (see section 4.4.5 for more details).
Therefore, T28 is considered as irrelevant to answer the research questions. Lexical cohesive
units are coded to categorise two types of lexical cohesion: reiteration and collocation (see
Table 1 below as an example). In below table, woman can be reiterated as housewife, for the
later carries specific information defining woman’s role at home. Reiteration in terms of same

word repetition is not explained in the following analysis.
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Table 1:

Coding scheme for the types of cohesive units

TYPE EXAMPLE CODING
Reiteration woman, housewife R
Collocation reproduction, population C

Coding scheme is not required for identifying reference cohesion. As mentioned
previously in methodology, reference items do not form reiteration or collocation relations. In
addition, the information that a reference item refers is not necessarily a lexical item but can
be an entire tweet. Hence, it is not applicable to have a coding scheme for reference cohesion.
The identification of non-observance of the maxims does not accompany with coding scheme
either, for the CP framework does not require such.

4.3 Cohesive Relation Identified in the Sample Texts

4.3.1 Lexical cohesive items in MG’s texts.

Sample text 1 (T10)

a2, (12) FIX2RIEE L TNIE RN E e, (13) KA ML YA
BHILEZTRRBAERAZ! (14) KLy, LA TFERSH? (15) R1F5E
B A Z AN (RA A Z X S ET 4! (16)

[Reject. (12) You are forcing girls to stay away from your theory. (13) No girl has
taken modern education wants to give birth to so many children! (14) You think,
giving birth to children without nurturing them is something one can be proud of? (15)
You must see the current marriage law and social security system treat housewives
very badly! (16)]
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Table 2

Cohesion in T10

Cohesive unit In Type  Presupposed distance item In
sentence sentence

girl has taken modern (14) R girls (13)

education

give birth to so many (14) C your theory (13)

children

giving birth to children (15) C give birth to so many children  (14)

without nurturing them

marriage law (16) C girls (13)

social security system (16) C girls (13)

housewives (16) C girls (13)

In sentence 14, the cohesive unit “girl has taken modern education” is a reiteration of
the PDI “girls” in sentence 13. The PDI is a general term that refers to any female person,
while the cohesive unit carries specified information, which defines a particular group of girls
who refuse to accept FY’s idea. Also in sentence 14, “give birth to so many children” refers
back to “your theory”. It should be noted that there is an indirect relation between the two,
and the interpretation of the collocation relation should consider the function of reference
item in “your theory”. More detailed explanation on this example is provided in section 4.3.3.

In sentence 15, the cohesive unit “giving birth to children without nurturing them” is a
collocation of the PDI “give birth to so many children” in sentence 14. In this collocation pair,
same lexical item “give birth” is repeated. However, the repetition does not form reiteration,
because in the cohesive unit “give birth” is followed by an emphasis on the importance of
raising up children, whereas that in the PDI focuses on the number of children to be born.

In sentence 16, the cohesive unit “housewives” is a collocation of the PDI “girls” in
sentence 13. The cohesive unit refers to women’s role at home, whereas the PDI is a general
term to describe female persons.

In sentence 16, both cohesive units, “marriage law” and “social security system” are

collocations of the PDI “girls” in sentence 13. Their relationships are built by another lexical
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item “housewives” in sentence 16. Housewives have a direct relationship with marriage law
and social security system mentioned in sentence 16, where MG argues that the current law
and social security system do not treat housewives well. As analysed before, “housewives” is
a collocation of “girls”, and moreover, girls are legally bound with marriage law and social
security system once they are married and become housewives.

Sample text 2 (T18)

IR L% T8 % E CHIII IS5 LR m T 196 20! (32) 4
KULFIAE! (33) MFAATE I, ESET, KR LT ARG R) ! (34) HH
LT HINELA T FER AR (35) IRFLIX A TR L 111 i
WiF R G A LI T 22 I RS ! (36)

[It is just because girls see the difficulties their grandmothers, mothers and other
female relatives have! (32) Then they stay away from disasters! (33) You can’t deny,
in a family, the role of father is often missing! (34) And a girl’s life is definitely not
only about giving birth! (35) When you confidently talk about your (understanding of)
women’s sacrifices, please also think about how to let them enjoy the harvest for their
sacrifices! (36)]

Table 3

Cohesion in T18

Cohesive unit In Type Presupposed distance item In
sentence sentence

family (34) C their grandmothers, mothers and (32)
other female relatives

the role of father (34) C their grandmothers, mothers and (32)
other female relatives

girl’s life 35) C girls (32)

girl’s life (35 C their grandmothers, mothers and (32)
other female relatives

giving birth 35) C girls (32)

giving birth 35) C their grandmothers, mothers and (32)
other female relatives

giving birth (35) C Sfamily (34)

women’s sacrifices (36) C Sfamily (34)

harvest (36) C Sfamily (34)

women’s sacrifices (36) C giving birth (35)

harvest (36) C giving birth (35)
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In sentence 34, two cohesive units “family” and “the role of father” are collocations of
the PDI “their grandmothers, mothers and other female relatives” in sentence 32. The women
mentioned in the PDI and father mentioned in “the role of father” are members of a family,
where they are all important parts.

In sentence 35, the cohesive unit “a girl’s life” is a collocation of the PDI “girls” in
sentence 32, as the focus of the cohesive unit is shifted from biological identity of female to
the social aspect of human existence. “a girl’s life” is also a collocation of another PDI “their
grandmothers, mothers and other female relatives” in sentence 32. Their relation is realised
through the PDI “girls”, as both PDIs represent different roles that girls play in certain stages
of their lives.

In sentence 35, the cohesive unit “giving birth” is collocated with two PDIs, “girls”
and “their grandmothers, mothers and other female relatives” in sentence 32, because the
collocation pair indicates female persons, and only female has the biologic ability to give
birth to children. “Giving birth” is also collocated with the PDI “family” in sentence 34.
Women who give birth to children become mothers, and both mothers and children are family
members.

In sentence 36, both cohesive units, “women’s sacrifices” and “harvest” are
collocations of the PDI “family” in sentence 34. As mentioned in the text, the difficulties
women have is a result of taking full responsibility to look after families, in other words, it is
a type of sacrifice they make for their families. Hence, “women’s sacrifices” and “family”
collocate with each other. The cohesive unit “harvest” is a metaphor MG uses to refer to the
payback for “women’s sacrifices”, the lexical item connects “ harvest” with “family”. There is
a same relation among the cohesive units “women’s sacrifices” and “harvest” and the PDI

“giving birth”.
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In sample texts 1 and 2, lexical cohesion can be found across different sentences
within one text. Beyond this level, the two texts are also cohesive to each other, for they are
connected by the PDIs and cohesive units related to the same semantic domain of women.

These lexical items form a chain of cohesion as follows:

girls(13)—girl  has taken modern education(14)—housewives(16)—girls(32)—their
grandmothers, mothers and other female relatives(32)—a girl’s life(35)—women’s sacrifices

(36)

The lexical items in this chain frequently appear in MG’s texts, and they will be
further discussed in the next chapter.

4.3.2 Lexical cohesive items in FY’s texts. As can be seen from the sample texts 3
and 4 below, FY’s tweets are not well organised in terms of sentence structure, especially
punctuation (see more examples in Appendix C). Full stops and commas are misused, which
creates sentence fragments and makes it difficult to analyse FY’s texts, because cohesion in a
text is realised across sentences according to Halliday and Hasan (1976). Nevertheless, as
online language often ignores language rules (Barton, 2001), if the texts are produced in that
way, they need to be analysed accordingly.

Sample text 3 (T1)

ARG XE, NEXAE, AEL. (1) RERE, —TMESHIRE, &
BT XXl E H1FE S BIRERE, IRAEX AN 2%, FZ PR “AR =X,
LR G —F2 2, HLRZEAREF], TARBARTELC. (2) B
L4 (80 2 AELE B THIBTIE F, R LI ko (3)

[Just to target you illiterate, knows nothing about culture, history. (1) You should
know, (for) a society’s development, you must stay away from feminism, rubbish from
the liberal society, what you should learn is “Fu Quan Zhu Yi”, Although the spelling
of Fu Quan and feminism are quite similar (in Chinese), feminism is selfish, Fu Quan
represents responsibility. (2) It is because with its prerequisite of giving birth to
children, Fu Quan protects women'’s rights. (3)]
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Table 4

Cohesion in T1

Cohesive unit In Type Presupposed distance item  In
sentence sentence
a society’s development (2) C culture (1)
a society’s development (2) C history (1)
rubbish from the liberal (2) C culture N
society
rubbish from the liberal (2) C history 1)
society
Fu Quan 3) C feminism 2)
Fu Quan 3) R Fu Quan 2)
its  prerequisite  of (3) C responsibility 2)
giving birth to children
women’s rights 3) C Sfeminism 2)
women’s rights 3) C Fu Quan 2)

In sentence 2 of T1, the Chinese word “F X (Zhu Yi) in “ Z#F X (feminism) and
“LIIF X (Fu Quan Zhu Yi) functions as the suffix “-ism” in English, but it does not affect

the meaning in Chinese. In other words, “Fu Quan Zhi Yi”” and “Fu Quan” are interchangeable.
As FY chooses to use the shorter version in the rest of this turn, it is analysed accordingly.

In sentence 2, the cohesive unit “a society’s development” is a collocation of the two
PDIs “culture” and “history”, for they focus on different factors of a human society. It is the
same collocation relation between “rubbish from the liberal society” and “culture” and
“history”.

In sentence 3, the cohesive unit “Fu Quan” is a collocation of “‘feminism” in sentence
2. Although the two concepts are different to FY, both relate to women’s rights in a society.
For the same reason, the cohesive unit “women’s rights” in sentence 3 is a collocation of the
PDIs “feminism” and “Fu Quan” in sentence 2.

In sentence 3, the cohesive unit “its prerequisite of giving birth to children” is a
collocation of “responsibility” in sentence 2, where FY claims that “Fu Quan” represents

“responsibility”, yet he does not mention what kind of responsibility he refers to. Later on, he
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explains “Fu Quan” by foregrounding women’s obligation of reproduction, which is

an elaboration on his understanding of “responsibility”.

Table 5

Sample text 4 (T23)

RN LVE RIS RE S HFIZ5 AT LF B 1538, X 4 ME LD iE Rl & (R ) (82)

————LUGHE, ZALEBTHIAETFE, GHFIEN. (83) BEK LI L
e, LB E A L THN A EZER B, LTI E, £ILE LA
FEAEFF RSN, A BN TZ Mok (84)

[Admitting women’s family-bound sacrifices and giving them a better treatment, it is
indeed difficult to decide (which one) should be taken action upon (82)————— from
now on, (women who) give birth to more children are entitled to childcare payment
and social welfare allowance. (83) And school for ladies should be established, (where)
certain good-minded girls should be trained to be dedicated wives and ideal mothers,
and let them understand, giving birth to children can keep a nation powerful and
strong, hope they can make more contributions. (84)]

Cohesion in T23

Cohesive unit In Type Presupposed  distance In
sentence item sentence

(women who) give birth to (83) C women’s  family-bound (82)

more children sacrifices

childcare payment (83) C a better treatment (82)

social welfare allowance  (83) C a better treatment (82)

giving birth to children (84) C women’s  family-bound (82)
sacrifices

certain good-minded girls  (84) C (women who) give birth (83)
to more children

dedicated wives and ideal (84) C (women who) give birth (83)

mothers to more children

giving birth to children (84) C (women who) give birth (83)

to more children

used in
certain

sacrific

In this turn, sentence 82 repeats exactly what MG says in T22. Same strategy is also
T15, T17 and T27 where FY quotes directly form MG’s previous tweets to address
points that MG mentions. In T23, FY addresses two points “women’s family-bound

es” and “a better treatment” in MG’s previous tweet.
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In response to the PDI “a better treatment” initiated by MG, the cohesive units
“childcare payment” and “social welfare allowance” in sentence 83 are introduced.
“Treatment” in Chinese can be referred to salary. This meaning is well reflected in “childcare
payment” and “social welfare allowance”, both are related to different types of social security
payments.

In sentence 83, the cohesive unit “(women who) give birth to more children” is a
collocation of the PDI “women’s family-bound sacrifices” in sentence 82. As analysed in
MG’s sample texts in T18, giving birth to children is a type of sacrifice women make, which
is also the same relation between the cohesive unit “giving birth to children” in sentence 84
and the PDI “women’s family-bound sacrifices” in sentence 82.

In sentence 84, both “certain good-minded girls” and “a dedicated wife and an ideal
mother” collocates with the PDI “(women who) give birth to more children” in sentence 83.
The two cohesive units are both related to women, the former emphasises on the quality that
women possessed and the later focuses on women’s gender role in a family, whereas the PDI
highlights the biologic ability of women.

Cohesion also exists in sample texts 3 and 4, and the lexical items form a chain as

follows:

giving birth to children(3)—(women who) give birth to more children(83)— giving birth to

children(84)

The lexical items in this chain are in the semantic domain of reproduction, which
frequently appear in FY’s texts, and they will be further discussed in the next chapter.
4.3.3 Reference cohesive items in MG’s text. As mentioned in section 4.3.1 (T10),

the PDI “your theory” collocates with the cohesive unit “give birth to so many children”.
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Reference item in the PDI plays an important role in interpreting the relation of the two
cohesive items. In the PDI, “your” is a personal reference item addresses FY, and it modifies
the item “theory”. This modification indicates that the theory MG mentioned in T10 has a
direct relation with FY’s ideas in previous turns. From Appendix C, it is not difficult to work
out that FY promotes the importance of reproduction and population. Therefore, “your
theory” refers back to what FY said in previous turns, and indirectly relates to “give birth to
so many children”.

4.3.4 Reference cohesive items in FY’s text.

Sample text 5 (T3 (a))

WAL IRARATZ M S, BATWAE T R Bk, AR, SZxEEn,

BNEIEZ, SBAAZNL, B MIERITZMEIEREE? ?

[If (all) follow what you are doing, our birth rate will sharply drop, population will

decline, lack of housewives, no one will give birth to children, which leads to

population ageing, society declining. Know the harm of your doing??]

Reference items in this text are “you” and “what” which both modifies “doing”. The
second person pronoun “you” (as plural in Chinese) indicates a direct reference to MG and
people who share the same view on feminist with MG. Therefore, “wha?” should refer to the
information in previous turns of MG’s texts. As can be seen from the Appendices, prior to T3
(a), MG only sent on tweet, which is T2; therefore, the information on “whar” refers should
be in T2 only. In T2, MG supports the idea of feminist, and it is the information that “what”
refers to.

4.4 Non-observance of the Maxims Identified in the Sample Texts

4.4.1 Flouting the maxim of relation, quantity and quality.

Sample text 6 (T2: MG to FY)

RGN, LT RKRAUANE S SABRIKI DR, LREIRES AT iR

P HFEEIEMER RIS 2R TR LR X o7 !

[You’d better not get married, (for) girls do not grow up without any difficulty. Fu

Quan is dependent on patriarchy, the spread of feminism is unstoppable! If it can’t be
popularised in a peaceful way, you’ll see the complete opposition you want!]
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This turn is the first tweet MG sends to FY, where MG flouts three maxims: relation,
quantity and quality. To identify the flouting of relation and infer the implicature, here as a
showcase, a step-by-step explanation in compliance with Grice’s procedure is provided. In the
rest of the analysis in this section, general explanations are given.

The sample text above contains three sentences. The first sentence presents a flouting
of the maxim of relation. Detailed explanation is as follows: (1) In T1, FY promotes his idea
of “Fu Quan” and expresses his disagreement with feminism. (2) If MG tries to be
cooperative, he should attend to the topic that FY initiated in T1. (3) However, the sentence is
irrelevant to the topic which means MG breaks the maxim of relation. (4) On the assumption
that the CP is in operation, MG has no reason to be deliberately uncooperative unless he does
not want to have a conversation with FY. (5) Hence, it is not MG’s intention to suggest that
FY should not get married, for girls do not grow up without any difficulty. (6) MG flouts the
maxim of relation. (7) There is an implied meaning in the sentence. (8) To infer the
implicature, what is said in the previous turn and what is said after the implicature should be
checked. (9) In T1, FY creates a term “Fu Quan”, by using which, he argues that women’s
rights should be reproduction-bound. (10) In the second sentence in T2, MG suggests that
FY’s “Fu Quan” is subject to patriarchy, which reflects MG’s disagreement with FY. (11) In
a single turn in a conversation, the interlocutor should keep consistence of what he or she
argues for. (12) Therefore, sentence one in T2 is an expression of MG’s disagreement in
another way. (13) To express the disagreement, MG implies that every girl should stay away
from people like FY who advocates “Fu Quan”, because if a girl marries someone like FY,
she will be at the mercy of FY’s interpretation of “Fu Quan”, which in MG’s opinion is
something girls should definitely avoid. (14) Hence, sentence one is not irrelevant to the topic

in the turn. It shows MG’s strategy to imply his disagreement. (15) MG expects FY to infer
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the implicature. (16) This implicature signals that MG is going to shift the conversational
topic to his own interest.

In sentence two, MG repeats FY’s “Fu Quan” from T1. The repetition bridges what is
said in T1 and what is said in T2, which reflects MG’s willingness to cooperate in the
conversation, even though the two interlocutors disagree with each other. In this sentence,
MG flouts the maxim of quantity by not providing adequate information. He does not explain
why the spread of feminism is unstoppable, so the link between “Fu Quan is dependent on
patriarchy” and “the spread of feminism is unstoppable” is missing. What MG implies here is
while feminism fights for gender equality and encourages women to become independent,
“Fu Quan”, is a dependant of patriarchy, which means there is no equality between men and
women. That is why “Fu Quan” is not acceptable or sustainable to MG. As this deduction is
not provided in the turn, “the spread of feminism is unstoppable” is a flouting of the maxim of
quantity.

In the last sentence in T2, MG flouts the maxim of quality. In T1, FY fiercely
criticises feminism by introducing his self-created concept of “Fu Quan”, yet he does not
mention he wants to see any serious conflict between the advocators of feminism and those of
“Fu Quan”. Therefore, when saying the complete opposition is what FY wants, MG is not
telling a truth, which flouts the maxim of quality. By doing so, MG implies the consequence
of being against with feminism is not what FY wants, which strengthens what MG stands for.

4.4.2 Violation of relation. The sample text to demonstrate violation of relation is T3
(a), which is the reply to T2. The original text and its translation of T3 (a) are already
provided in section 4.3.4, same information will not be repeated. T3 (a) is the first reply FY
sends to MG, where FY addresses what MG argues for by using the deixis “what” and “you”
in the clause “If (all) follow what you are doing” at the beginning. It shows FY’s gesture of

observing the CP rules. However, the role this clause plays is only a condition of what is
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introduced in the main clause, where FY’s real focus is revealed. In the main clause, FY shifts
his topic to social issues that are not mentioned before by either of the interlocutors. In other
words, FY introduces new topics that are not relevant to the current talk exchange, which
means he does not fulfil the maxim of relation. As analysed before, FY’s intention is to
advocate “Fu Quan” that emphasises on women’s obligation of reproduction. In T3 (a), FY
suggests that feminism encourages women not to have children, of which the consequence is
a chain reaction from low fertility rate to society declining. By addressing this chain reaction
that may be caused by feminism, FY foregrounds the significance of reproduction and shifts
the discussion topic from feminism to the one that interests him. Therefore, FY violates the
maxim of relation. His intention of wanting MG to be misled by the consequences of
feminism is reinforced by the interrogative sentence in the end of T3 (a) to question MG
about the harm of feminism to a society.

4.4.3 Violation of quantity. As mentioned in section 4.3.2 (T23: FY to MQG), FY
directly quotes a sentence from what MG says in the preceding turn (T22). By quoting, the
same information in the current talk exchange has been repeated, and hence, the quantity
maxim is not fulfilled. The direct quotation does not generate an implicature to be inferred;
therefore, the maxim of quantity is not flouted. It seems that FY observes the information in
the preceding turn (T22) by quoting a part of it; however, following the quotation, FY begins
to express his own ideas. In other words, FY violates the maxim of quality by quoting.

4.4.4 Violation of quality.

Sample text 7 (T26: MG to FY)

HEA AT LA 25 VR IR, IR H B AEZ T HI S Z N TE P IE R L AETE, IR FRE !

WNTHRN ! UNTH FRSLFEH O —PEFIIN L HEERHIINE ! R

BIEANFR T KFHANE! BANSTy TGN, BREEE CHIEZT!

[(I can) tell you clearly, no (one) who loves (their) children will send them to the

so-called school for ladies! They are people! They have the rights to choose what kind

of person they want to be! What kind of life (they want to live)! You stop lying to

young people! We are not fools! No one will let their children suffer for the sake of
satisfying you!]
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The violation of quality take places at the sentence “You stop lying to young people”,
as MG tells an untrue statement that fails to fulfil the quality maxim. It is observed from the
previous turns that FY has never mentioned directly or indirectly that his ideas target young
people, for he aims to send his messages across to people who support feminist. MG breaks
the quality maxim not for generating an implicature for FY to infer, his intention is to mislead
FY that young people are those who support feminist, and they are different from the older
generation who can be easily fooled by the so-called tradition.

4.4.5 Opting out. The action of opting out signals the uncooperativeness of an
interlocutor, which a maxim requires (Grice, 1975, 1989). The consequence of opting out is
straightforward in this conversation, which lead to the end of it. MG is the first one to signal
his unwillingness to continue the conversation in T28, the second last turn of the whole
conversation. MG clearly states his intention to end his conversation with FY by saying “No
need to argue anymore” at the beginning of T28, which is irrelevant to any topics discussed,
and there is no new topic coming afterwards. In this way, MG opts out the relation maxim. As
MG withdraws from the conversation in this turn, the strategy of opting out does not
contribute to the continuance in the conversation, further analysis on opting out is not
necessary for this research.

4.4.6 Statistic data of non-observance of the maxims in the conversation. As can
be seen from Appendix F, the number of times that non-observance of the maxims occurs in
the conversation is 67. Some maxims are more frequently violated than others are, whereas
some are more likely to be flouted than violated. Concrete evidence is required to verify the
observation. Therefore, statistic calculation is needed to find out which maxim is most
frequently not fulfilled, and which type of non-observance dominates the conversation. The
statistic results (see Appendix G) will provide evidence for discussing the roles that

non-observance of the maxims play in continuing the conversation.
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It can be seen from Appendix G, violation appears in more turns than flouting does in
the selected conversation. In 29 turns, violation occurs in 26 of them, whereas flouting takes
place in 8 turns (violation and flouting can both exist in a turn). The number of times that the
maxims are violated is 54 compared with 12 times when the maxims are flouted (a maxim can
be violated or flouted for multiple times in a turn).

The most frequently violated maxim is relation, followed by quantity. However,
violation of relation and quantity exhibit different patterns in each interlocutor’s texts. Both
interlocutors violate the relation maxim, where MG violates it in 11 turns, and FY does the
same in 13 turns. Although the maxim of relation is violated for 20 times in FY’s texts
compared with 13 times in MG’s texts, given the fact that FY’s texts is about twice as long as
MG?s, violation of relation plays an important role in both interlocutor’s texts. In the 29-turn
conversation, FY uses violation of quantity in 11 turns with the frequency of 18 times.
Conversely, none of the quantity maxim is violated in MG’s texts.

It should be noted that the statistic results are not for explaining why violation of
relation is preferred by both interlocutors or violation of quantity is only used by FY in the
conversation, for this research aims to find out how a conversation keeps going between two
interlocutors on existing textual evidences. Consequently, the role of statistic results is
providing support in answering the research questions.

As the statistic data indicates that violation is a significant type of non-observance of
the maxims in the conversation, the following chapter (section 5.4.1 and 5.4.2) discusses
more on the roles which violation of relation and quantity play in keeping a conversation
going. Although flouting is not a significant strategy compared with violation in this
conversation, implicature generated by flouting a maxim is the central idea in Grice’ theory.

Therefore, section 5.4.3 discusses flouting used in the conversation.
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5. Discussion

5.1 Revealing Main Topics in the Conversation

In the preceding chapter, two lexical chains of cohesive items are identified as a result
of their shared semantic domains in each interlocutor’s sample texts. In the rest of the
conversation, certain lexical chains also exist. For discussing purpose, these chains of
cohesive items need to be grouped according to their general semantic categories. By
screening Appendix B and C, in which all cohesive items are highlighted, certain semantic
domains in each interlocutor’s texts emerge. Below sections discuss the semantic domains in
each interlocutor’s texts and the overlaps among them.

5.1.1 Semantic domains as main topics in MG’s and FY’s texts. There are total 82
cohesive items identified in MG’s texts, and 208 in FY’s. The large difference in the total
number of cohesive items in each interlocutor’s texts might due to the fact that FY’s texts are
as twice long as MG’s, with a lot of repetition of certain lexical items (textual repetition will
be discussed in section 5.5.2). In order to demonstrate the semantic domains of the cohesive
items, seven categories of the domains are identified from the lexical chains of the cohesive
items, namely, female-related descriptions, reproduction, population, tradition, society and
others. The relations between certain cohesive items and the categories which they belong to
are not very straightforward to understand because of the complexity of the collocation
cohesion. Female-related category includes lexical items of male, (such as father and man) for
female and male sometimes appear together in the same context and form collocation relation.
In the society category, the description of family is included, which reflects the idea of
collectiveness in the society.

There are some cohesive items, especially metaphorical items, in the conversation

which do not form cohesive chains, and these cohesive items belong to the others category.
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Although the others category takes 16% of the total cohesive items in MG’s texts and 20% in
FY’s texts, this category is not significant to form the main topics of the conversation.
However, it does not mean that the cohesive items in the others category do not contribute to
the development of the conversation; they form paired cohesive relation with other lexical
items to join sentences as a unified whole.

From below Table 6, the cohesive items related to the description of female takes a
major part in MG’s texts, whereas the items in the domains of reproduction, population,
tradition and society are limited but almost equally distributed. On the contrary, FY’s texts
consist of a large number of cohesive items related to society; other categories, such as
reproduction, population, tradition and female-related take relevantly similar proportions. The
semantic domains exhibit different patterns in the interlocutors’ texts; nevertheless, they are
all reflected in both interlocutors’ texts. In other words, the semantic domains are shared
between the two. This finding suggests that such overlaps in the conversation show cohesive
relation across two interlocutors’ texts, and the domains can be regarded as the main topics
being discussed in the conversation.

Table 6

Semantic domains of the cohesive items in each interlocutor’s texts

Semantic domain The number of The number of
cohesive items cohesive items in
in MG’s texts FY’s texts

Female 38 25
Reproduction 6 17
Population/people 8 27
Tradition 10 18
Society 7 81
Others 13 40

As mentioned in the Introduction Chapter, the topics in #boycottingbaihe.com# have
three major topics: marriage, tradition and women. It is not difficult to find out whether these

topics are kept in the conversation, since the main topics in the conversation has been
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revealed. By comparing the topics in # boycottingbaihe.com # with the revealed main topics
in the selected conversation, the topic on marriage in the tagged topic is not kept in the
conversation, whereas women and tradition are preserved in both interlocutors’ texts. New
topics, in terms of reproduction, population/people and society emerge from the conversation.
In this case, it is worth investigating that how a topic is maintained or developed in the
conversation.

5.2 Maintaining a Topic in the Conversation

Taking the topic on tradition as an example, this section demonstrates how this topic is
maintained in the conversation. Traditional value is initially reflected in the advertisement,
where the young woman gets married in order to fulfil the Chinese tradition. In the
advertisement, there is no explicit linguistic cue on the word ‘tradition’; however, the netizens
on Weibo recognise the meaning of it from the advertisement, and makes it a conversational
topic under the double hashtag topic.

The topic on tradition is initially kept in T3 in FY’s texts, which is the first tweet he
sends to MG. In this turn, FY speaks about the loss of ‘traditional family values’ in some
countries. The idea of tradition is maintained as a modifier of the nominal group ‘family
values’ that functions as a PDI to form semantic connection with another lexical item. In the
next turn T5, FY explicitly mentions ‘tradition’, the PDI that connects with the cohesive units
‘family responsibility’ and ‘ethics and moral’. It should be noted that MG does not cover the
topic on tradition in T4 but on different expectations of woman and man. Furthermore, MG’
T6, the reply to TS, does not mention tradition either. T6 extends the topic in T4, which
clarifies what kind of responsibilities man should take. Reciprocally, FY does not continue on
any of the topics that M@ initiates in T4 and T6. It is until T8, MG speaks about the topic on

tradition, which is four turns after FY firstly mentions it. Later in the conversation, the topic is
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maintained for another four turns until T13 in which FY gradually shift the topic to
population.

From the above analysis on the path of the topic on tradition in the conversation, it can
be seen that maintaining a topic requires the cooperative effort of the interlocutors. At the
beginning of the conversational turns, each interlocutor holds on their own positions on what
topics they want to talk about, which are both relevant to the double hashtag topic. For the
conversation to continue, at least one interlocutor needs to be cooperative for accommodating
the other one’s choice of topic. In the case of maintaining the topic on tradition, FY initiates it
and MG adapts to FY’s choice, although not immediately, it still signals MG’s intention to
continue the conversation with FY by using key lexical items in the topic on tradition.

5.3 Developing a Topic in the Conversation

Three new topics emerge from the conversation (see section 5.1), and it is worth
knowing how they are developed and their relationship to the continuance of the conversation.
This section demonstrates on how the topic on society is developed in the conversation, for
this topic has the furthest semantic relation with the topics in the double hashtag topic.

The topic on society is initiated by FY in T3, where he claims that ‘society declining’
is a negative consequence of the spread of feminism. In this turn, ‘society declining’ is a PDI
which form a collocation connection with ‘the harm of your doing’. In his next turn (T5),
modifications are added to the lexical item ‘society’, which create two cohesive units as
‘low-fertility society’ and ‘aging society’. They form semantic relations with the PDIs
‘population and reproduction’ and ‘population balancing’ in the preceding sentence. By
adding modifiers to the lexical item ‘society’, the topic on society form semantic connection
with new topics, namely population and reproduction, in the conversation. These topics are

kept by both interlocutors, which contribute to the continuance of the conversation.
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In T17, the topic on society is shifted by adding the modifier ‘benefit’ to the lexical
item ‘society’ (as in ‘society benefit’), and this PDI is collocated with the cohesive units ‘jobs’
and ‘social security payment’. This kind of modification can narrow down the general topic to
a more specific area that forms a relatively close semantic connection with the mentioned
topic.

As can be seen from the demonstration, an interlocutor can develop a topic in two
ways by using modification to a key lexical item of the topic. Developing a topic can be
achieved by modifying the topic using cohesive devices that form semantic connection with
other topics in the conversation. The topics are connected by their semantic relations, which
can be further discussed or developed by the interlocutors in the conversation. Alternatively,
modification can specify a general topic, which creates relevant sub-topics for the
interlocutors to discuss. In this regard, semantic relations play an important role in developing
a topic, which contributes to the continuance of the conversation.

5.4 Networked Topics in the Conversation: Cohesion across Interlocutors

In section 5.1, five main topics in the conversation are identified, two of them are old
topics from the double hashtag topic and three are newly introduced topics. Although each
interlocutor focuses on the topics that they are interested in, they still manage to cover other
identified topics in the conversation. In other words, topics overlap with each other and flow
between the two interlocutors’ texts. The interchange of topics takes place at semantic level
rather at structural level. As discussed in section 5.3, topics can form semantic connections
with each other or can be specified by cohesive devices that act as modifiers. The complex
connections of different topics in the conversation form a network of topics. For example, the
female-related topic is connected with reproduction by women’s biological role, and
reproduction is linked with the topic on population, because reproduction generates

population. Moreover, labour, the sub-topic of population has an indirect relationship with
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society, which is mediated by economy of a society. The topic on society has an indirect
relation with tradition, for they are linked by traditional family values mentioned in the
conversation. The network is reflected in the cohesive relation among them. As both
interlocutors talk about the identified topics, cohesive relation extends from one interlocutor’s
texts to both interlocutors’ texts.

The networked topics in the conversation enable the conversation to keep going. Each
interlocutor can draw a semantic connection between two main topics or between one main
topic and a sub-topic derived from it. It should be noted that the networked topics are either
directly related to the ones in the double hashtag or further developed from them. This finding
leads to another issue that is worth clarifying. The continuance of the conversation is
influenced by two types of topics: pre-determined topics from the double hashtag topic and
conversational topics that are identified in section 5.1. Although not all pre-determined topics
are kept, some of them are semantically connected with conversational topics, which signals
that pre-determined topics scaffold the direction of conversational topics. Without the
restriction of pre-determined topics, conversational topics could become digressive and
difficult to form a continuing conversation.

5.5 Non-observance of the Maxims as Strategies to Keep the Conversation Going

5.5.1 Violation of relation. In the last chapter, the statistic results show that violation
of relation frequently occurs in both interlocutors’ texts; nevertheless, the conversation still
continues between them. Levinson (1983) points out that violation is not a necessary indicator
of breakdown in a conversation. In this regard, it is important to find out the role violation of
relation plays in keeping the conversation going. One way to examine the function of
violation of relation is to see how it works in connecting adjacency turns in the conversation.
Violation of relation enables an interlocutor to mislead the other one in the current talk

exchange by shifting the degree of relevance of it. In other words, violation of relation does



55

not exist by itself in a current turn but is connected with what has been said in a preceding
turn. As can be seen from the full analysis, this connection is formed at semantic level but not
at structural level. Considering the relation maxim is realised through semantic connection of
the talk exchange, cohesion can shed light on how violation of relation works in the
continuance of the conversation.

The role cohesion plays in violation of relation for connecting adjacency turns.
Comparing cohesive items in Appendix B, C, D and E with the parts contain violation of
relation in Appendix F, some cohesive items which have been previously identified are found
in the parts that contain violation of relation. This phenomenon shows that lexical items in the
parts contain violation of relation form semantic connection with other items in a preceding
turn, and the function of violation of relation may be reflected in the cohesive items in it. As
cohesive items have two different categories (lexical and reference), each category may have
its own role in violation of relation; it is worth examining both of them to draw a clear picture
on the functions of them. In 4 out of 24 turns that contain violation of relation, both lexical
and reference cohesive items are used in the violation of relation, while the rest, only lexical
cohesive items are found.

In the cases (T4, T7, T18 and T25) that both lexical and reference cohesive items are
found in violation of relation, cohesive items can work together or independently to form
semantic connection between the part that is violated and what is mentioned in the preceding
turn. For example, at the beginning of T4, MG violates the relation maxim by saying, “What
prevent girls from being dependent on (men)?” The reference item ‘what’ refers to what MG
says in T3, which links the two turns semantically. The reference relation creates an
impression that MG is going to continue the topic on what FY has been talked about
previously. However, the lexical item ‘girls’ in the above mentioned sentence is adopted from

MG’s own turn in T2, which indicates that MG is going to shift the conversation to his own
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interest. This finding suggests that for both lexical and reference cohesive items within the
same turn to function as semantic links with previous turns, they need to form independent
semantic relation with what have been mentioned previously.

Reference items can be the modifiers of the cohesive items in violation of relation, in
which the reference items may loss its function of connecting adjacency turns, depending on
what the reference items refer to. For example, in “girls see their grandmothers, mothers and
other female relative” at the beginning of T18, the reference item ‘their’ appears before the
lexical items of female persons, which refers to the word ‘girls’ in the same sentence.

For most of the time, only lexical cohesive items are found in violation of relation,
which form semantic connection with other lexical items in a preceding turn (T3, T6, T8, T9,
T10, T11, T12, T13, T15, T16, T17, T19, T20, T21, T22, T23, T24, T26, T27). Drawing on
the discussion on the cohesive relation found in networked topics in the conversation,
violation of relation occurs when a new topic is introduced, or an existing topic is shifted or
developed. This finding shows that the relations among cohesion, topic and violation of
relation are intertwined. In the CP framework, Grice did not define what is relation or provide
more information on what he meant by ‘be relevant’ in a talk exchange. It is supposed that
interlocutors should not change the topic of a conversation in order to be relevant. However,
in real life (as in the selected conversation), it is very difficult to keep talking about one topic
from the beginning to the end of a conversation, as topic can be shifted or developed covertly
by using cohesive devices. Therefore, to determine whether the relation maxim is violated,
both topics and cohesion should be taken into account.

Textual response: connecting adjacency turns at semantic level. From the full
analysis (see Appendix F) for non-observance of the maxims, a noticeable feature emerges,
which is the use of textual response in a conversational turn. In this study, textual response is

located at the beginning of each turn, which bridges a current turn with a previous turn (i.e. a
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preceding turn or a distance turn). It should be noted that textual response does not take part
in non-observance of the maxims in a text, as it functions independently in terms of linking
two turns. In addition, the size of a textual response includes but is not limited to a phrase, a
clause or a sentence.

Textual response is used in 15 out of 29 turns to link a current turn with a previous
one, which means textual response is used in 52% of the conversation. The turns are T3, TS,
T6, T7, T10, T11, T12, T13, T14, T16, T20, T21, T22, T24 and T26. In the 15 turns that
contain textual responses, violation of relation appears in 13 turns, except in T16 and T26,
where the quality maxim is flouted. It shows that textual response is a significant feature in
the turns which the relation maxim is violated. Therefore, it is important to reveal how textual
response works as a bridge in these turns to connect with other turns, and its relation to the
part of the texts that contains violation of relation.

To reveal the function of textual response, cohesive items in textual response should
be considered. As the previous findings suggest, cohesive items in violation of relation
connect two turns in the conversation. Given the nature of cohesion that forms semantic
connections of lexical items in a text, it is also worth using cohesion to find out how textual
response works. In order to see if cohesive items appear in textual responses, cohesive items
identified in Appendix B, C, D and E are matched with textual responses underlined in
Appendix F. the result shows that some cohesive items which have been previously identified
are found in textual responses. In 13 turns that contain textual response, cohesive items are
identified in 10 textual responses. While the textual responses in TS5, T7 and T21 have no
semantic connection with the preceding turns or the current turns. The 13 turns also contain
violation of relation. In 6 of the 13 turns, textual responses show collocation relation to the
parts that relation maxim has been violated (T3, T6, T10, T12, T13, and T14). In T5, T7, T11,

T20, T21, T22 and T26, no cohesion can be identified with the parts that contain violation of
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relation.

Cohesive items in the textual responses play important role in linking current turns
with preceding turns and/or distance turns. A textual response can contain reference cohesive
items to connect a current turn by one interlocutor to a preceding turn and/or a distance turn
by the other interlocutor. A reference cohesive item appears by itself in a textual response
(T11, T12, T22), which connects two turns. The reference item can be a second person
pronoun to draw the attention of the other interlocutor (T12, T22), which directly links the
current turn with the preceding turn. First person pronoun can also be useful in connecting
two turns; however, it is considered as indirect compared with second person pronoun (T11).
A reference cohesive item can be a part of a nominal group, which works as a modifier in a
textual response (T3 and T10). The modification refers to what is mentioned in the preceding
turns. For example, the reference cohesive items within the nominal group in T3 clearly refer
to the preceding turn T2, because T2 is the first tweet that MG sends to FY, the second person
pronoun ‘your’ and the demonstrative pronoun ‘these’ in FY’s T3 can only refer to what MG
says in T2. In addition, the reference modifier can refer to distance turns as well. The
reference cohesive item within the nominal group in T10 refers T9, and on top of that, T10
also refers to some distance turns (T3, T5 and T7). In T10, the nominal group ‘your theory’
refers to the importance of reproduction and population, which FY promotes in T9. Although
the lexical item ‘theory’ does not have a cohesive relation with any other lexical items in
previous turns, the second person pronoun clearly indicates that ‘your theory’ refers to what
FY says in previous turns. Drawing the analysis in Appendix B, ‘theory’ has an indirect
relationship with the cohesive unit ‘bearing so many (children)’ in the same turn. This
cohesive unit and the cohesive items ‘reproduction’ and ‘population’ in T9 are all in the
categories of reproduction and population identified in section 5.1. The idea that FY promotes

are not only included in T9, but also in the distance turns mentioned, because the distance
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turns also contain lexical cohesive items which are in the categories of reproduction and
population and female-related nominal groups.

A textual response contains only lexical cohesive items to connect a current turn by
one interlocutor to a preceding turn by the other interlocutor (T6, T13 and T24). The lexical
cohesive items in a textual response of a current turn form semantic connection with other
lexical cohesive items in a proceeding turn. The semantic connection is formed when a lexical
cohesive item in a textual response in a current turn shares the same semantic domain of
another lexical cohesive item in a preceding turn. For example, ‘the standard of men’ in T6
and ‘a dependant husband’ in TS5 are both in the category of female-related nominal groups, as
they are both the collocation items to the category.

A textual response contains both reference cohesive items and lexical cohesive items
to connect a current turn by one interlocutor to a preceding turn and/or a distance turn by the
other interlocutor (T14 and T20). Each lexical and reference cohesive items works
independently in a textual response of a current turn form semantic connection of other
cohesive items of a preceding turn.

From the above explanation on the relation of textual response and cohesion, it is
suggested that the function of textual response to bridge turns is realised through semantic
cohesion. However, as mentioned before, not all textual responses contain cohesive items to
connect turns. There are certain turns (T5, T7 and T21) that work as a bridge to connect turns
without the help of cohesive items. In the three turns, textual response is used to connect turns
but no cohesive relation can be found at the surface of the lexical items; therefore, their
relation to the previous turns is not determined by cohesion. Such textual response can be
treated as acknowledgement of what is said in the previous turns or as the indication to start a
new turn.

Cohesive items in the textual response play an essential role in linking turns to make
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the conversation going. This type of textual response signals the relation between a current
turn and a preceding turn, and to an extent, indicates the continuance of a conversation.
However, textual response of a current turn does not necessarily contain cohesive items in
relation to those in a previous turn. It may work as an acknowledgement sent by one
interlocutor as a signal of receiving the information from one interlocutor or that of starting a
new turn. Although such feature is not significant in this research, the function of
acknowledgement could be further investigated in future studies.

5.5.2 Violation of quantity. The quantity maxim regulates an interlocutor to provide
no more or no less information than required in the conversation (Grice, 1975, 1989).
However, the function of violation of quantity might as well affect the continuance of the
conversation, for it is the second frequently used strategy by FY in the conversation.
Violation of quantity in the selected conversation is presented as frequently using reiterated
lexical items (T3, T5, T7, T11, T21, T29) and direct quotation (T15, T17, T19, T23 and T27).
The findings from the data analysis suggest that violation of quantity has three main features
in the selected conversation. Direct quotation from the preceding turn links the current turns
with the preceding one. By using which, an interlocutor violates the maxim of quantity,
because the exact same information has already been provided in a preceding turn. In the
current talk exchange, such information is not required. Leading by direct quotation, violation
of relation follows. The quotation contains cohesive items that form semantic connection in
lexical items in the part that contains violation of relation. This function of violation of
quantity is similar to textual response which is discussed previously.

Violation of quantity as reiteration plays an important role to re-introduce topics in
previous turns of one interlocutor’s texts. Depending on the location where a violation takes
place, this strategy has two functions in the conversation. Firstly, if the violation takes place

at the end of a turn, the lexical items that contain repeated information have been reiterated
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from a previous turn work as a recap in the current turn. For example, in T7, FY mentions
girls should be virtuous and reproductive at the beginning, and this turn ends with social
consequences related to population decline, in which lexical items have been reiterated from
previous turns. Secondly, violation of quantity as reiteration sometimes follows by violation
of relation. In this situation, the lexical items that have been repeated are further collocated
with other lexical items to shift the focus of the current talk exchange. For instance, in the
second sentence of T23, FY violates the maxim of quantity by repeating the idea that women
who give birth to more children shall receive social security payments, which he already
mentioned in T17 and T21.

No matter where the violation of quantity takes place, it can sustain the topics
mentioned in previous turns. According to the analysis on lexical cohesion of FY’s texts (see
Appendix C), information related to social issues such as population declining, population
ageing and society declining are repeated in T3 (b), T3 (c), TS, T7, T11 (a), T15 and T29 of
FY’s texts, which are reflected in reiteration of same lexical items in the texts. The repeated
topics are kept from the beginning to the end of FY’s texts. Atifi et al. (2011) argue that, the
non-observance of the quantity maxim can preserve the continuity and the consistency of the
talk exchanges when a large number of people participate in online discussion forums such as
newsgroup discussion. However, those online discussions involve multiple interlocutors,
whereas the selected Weibo conversation starts in the form of a dialogue between FY and MG,
and there is no other interlocutors join or interrupt during the conversation. It is reasonable to
make an assumption that non-observance of the quantity maxim of an interlocutor contributes
to his or her own textual continuity when he or she are engaged in a dialogue conversation,
and at the same time, this strategy also makes the interlocutor stays on track with his or her
main ideas during the conversation.

5.5.3 Flouting: its textual features and a hearer’s reaction to a flouting. Grice’s
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theory (Grice, 1975, 1989) suggests that in a conversation, by flouting a maxim, a speaker
generates an implicature and expects a hearer to infer it. There are two aspects which can be
further developed in Grice’s theory. The role that flouting plays in connecting turns at
semantic level is not examined in much detail so far. Grice studies a variety of implicature
generated by flouting, for example, metaphor and irony, which has been developed in the area
of pragmatics. As Grice’s theory suggests, when a speaker produces an implicature using
flouting, s(h)he expects the hearer to pick up the implied information in the implicature,
which may influence the continuance of a conversation. This provides a new direction in
which hearer’s reaction could be looked at in responding the flouting. As online conversation
is lack of extra linguistic cues and paralinguistic cues, hearer’s reaction is to be interpreted
through textual evidences.

Analysing flouting. As can be seen from Appendix F, flouting occurs at sentence level,
so it can be analysed by identifying cohesive relation with other parts of the turns or other
turns. Identifying these cohesive units in Appendices B and C and comparing them with the
analysis in Appendix F contributes to the understanding on how a flouting is initiated after the
preceding turn and how it is followed by the coming text in the current conversational turn.
By doing so, four features related to flouting are found in the conversation. It is not always
the case that cohesion exists in the flouting, and if there is a cohesive unit in the flouting, its
relation with other sentences in the current turn and the preceding turn(s) can be identified.
There is no cohesion can be found in the current turn (T22 and T26), as metaphor is used in
the flouting in T22, so it is very hard to identify cohesive relation. No cohesive items existed
in T26 either in relation to other part of the turn or other turns.

Relation in a flouting is found with other sentences in the current turn (T2, T3¢, T12,
T16, T24). For example, in T12, the lexical item “flesh-eating and blood-drink feudal

tradition” in the sentence being flouted is collocated with “semi-colonial and semi-feudal
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society” in the preceding sentence as well as “feudal superstition” in the following sentence.
Cohesive items in the flouting in the current turn form relation with the preceding turn. A
flouting can connect a current turn with a preceding turn in one interlocutor’s texts (T12), or
connect a current turn with a preceding turn in two interlocutor’s texts (T2, T3c, T16, T24). In
addition, cohesive items in a flouting form relation with both current turn and preceding turn
(T2, T3¢, T12, T16, T24). For example, in T2, the second sentence being flouted contains
cohesive units “Fu Quan” and “feminism” and they are collocated with the PDI “girls” in the
first sentence in T2. Moreover, “Fu Quan” and “feminism” are reiterations that refer back to
the same words in FY’s T1.

Hearer’s reaction to a flouting. As mentioned before, Grice’s framework focuses on
the implied meaning generated by a flouting. However, the selected texts cannot show if the
implied meaning is picked up or not by a speaker, unless the hearer indicates directly that he
or she picked up the implied meaning by saying “I know what you really mean...” or “what

29

you want to say is...” etc. Therefore, in real life conversation, it is difficult to find the
indicators showing an implicature is picked up or not.

Nevertheless, to explore how a conversation continues, texts generated by the hearer
that reflects his or her response can be analysed. In other words, it is useful to look at the
hearer’s reaction to a flouting at the textual level. Identification of flouting shown in
Appendix F and locating lexical cohesion units presented in Appendices B and C provide the
lenses to screen the hearer’s reaction to flouting in the conversation. Moreover, it should be
noted that between the two interlocutors, a hearer to a flouting in a turn generated by the
speaker is also the speaker of the next turn. For easier understanding of the analysis, “hearer”

is used to refer to the person who has any reaction to a flouting, and hearer’s reaction refers to

what can be found in the text or turn that he generates.
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In this section, the hearers’ reaction to all 12 floutings in the conversation are
categorised and counted according to: 1) If there is a visible textual reply to a flouting, 2) how
the hearers respond to flouting in the text. The findings are presented below in this order.

Some of the findings show that there is no visible textual reply used by the hearer to a
flouting. This happens when the flouting is companied by another flouting in the same turn
and the latter has a visible textual reply by the hearer. For example, it is very hard to tell if T3
reacts to all three floutings in T2. In this case, the hearer reacts to another flouting in the same
turn, which shows his willingness to continue the conversation. A hearer can react to other
parts of a text other than the flouting by using cohesive items. For example, MG reacts to the
idea of ‘school for ladies’ in T25, rather than the flouting ‘your rubbish’ in T25.

There is no visible textual reply by the hearer to a flouting, and the hearer quotes
textual features from other sentences in the turn where the flouting is located, but there is no
textual reply to the flouting. For example, in T23, FY does not response to the two floutings
in T22, but he quotes the last sentence of T22, which is not a flouting. The similar case can
also be found in T27 where FY partially quotes a sentence in T26 that does not contain the
flouting. In these cases, the hearer makes response to other parts of the speakers’ texts rather
than the flouting.

In six cases, there are visible textual replies to flouting and the hearer can respond to
flouting in the following two ways. Firstly, the hearer can respond to flouting using textual
reply that quotes the whole flouting. For example, in T17, FY quotes the last sentence in T16,
which is flouted. Secondly, the hearer can also use some cohesive items of the flouting in the
textual reply to it. For example, in T13, the textual response at the beginning of the turn that
suggests “China was poor and backward” contain lexical items “poor” and “backward” that

has an indirect relationship with other lexical items “feudal traditions” and ‘feudal
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superstition” in the preceding turn where two floutings are generated. Similar example of
textual reply that contains lexical items from the flouting can be found in T3 as well.

From the findings presented above, it can be seen that 6 out of 12 floutings have
visible textual replies by the hearer, whereas 6 out of 12 floutings do not have visible textual
replies by the hearer, but the hearer responds to other flouting or lexical items in the turn
where the flouting is. Therefore, half of the flouting in the conversation are responded to by
the hearer and even a hearer do not respond to the flouting, he still makes responses to other
linguistic features in the speaker’s turn, which keeps the conversation going.

At textual level, an interlocutor can ignore a flouting in a conversation, but continue
the conversation by focusing on other textual features of it. In this case, flouting is an
essential feature in the continuance of the conversation. When an interlocutor reacts to a
flouting, it is reflected in the cohesive relation of the flouting and the text reaction. However,
it should be noted that with or without flouting, a conversation still keeps going as long as
both interlocutor use cohesive devices to connect conversational turns.

5.6 Cohesion as a Linguistic Tool to Determine Non-observance of the Maxims

Grice did not provide more information on how to interpret non-observance of the
maxims. Non-observance of the maxims is developed from face-to-face conversation, where
both interlocutors share the same context, and they are able to utilise all sort of paralinguistic
cues. These features in face-to-face conversation can help one to interpret non-observance of
the maxims. In the online environment, contexts and paralinguistic cues are reduced to a
minimum. In order to determine non-observance of the maxims, text itself plays an important
role. However, not any part of a text can be helpful in interpreting non-observance of the
maxims, lexical items that form semantic relations are feasible in this circumstance, under
which, cohesion can be used to determine violation of relation. Collocation shows the shifting

of semantic relations of lexical items in a conversation, which makes a current conversational
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turn less relevant to the preceding one. Cohesion can be used in determine violation of
quantity. Reiteration of lexical items shows certain information that have been repeated for
several times. According to the CP, it means an interlocutor provides more information than it
is required in a conversation. Although cohesion cannot be used to determine flouting and
infer implicature, it is a valuable tool to check if the flouting and hearer’s reaction can keep

the conversation going.
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6. Conclusion

This study starts with the investigation on the topics in the conversation by identifying
semantic cohesion, and later extends the investigation to the whole organisation of the
conversation, using Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its four maxims, a macro level
pragmatic framework. The findings suggest that the continuance of a conversation, in part,
depends on the maintaining and development of topics. Non-observance of the maxims,
violation of relation, in particular, contributes to the continuance of the conversation as well.

Maintaining a topic in a conversation requires the effort of both interlocutors. The
minimum requirement found in this research has two factors. Firstly, one interlocutor should
initiate and keep a topic in the conversation, and secondly, the other needs to adapt to the
choice of the topic and act cooperatively to continue the conversation. In terms of developing
a topic, each interlocutor can modify an old or a new topic using cohesive devices that form
semantic connection with other topics in the conversation. To develop a topic, it can be
specified using cohesive items as modification, which creates relevant sub-topics for the
interlocutors to further discuss.

Conversational topics can form networks which reflect their semantic relations. The
networked topics in the conversation enable the conversation to keep going. The interlocutors
can produce conversation that is related to the pre-determined topics from the double hashtag
topic. Pre-determined topics function as restrictions to the direction of the conversational
topics, although not all pre-determined topics are kept. Without the restriction of
pre-determined topics, conversational topics could become digressive and difficult to form
conversation. The findings provide guidelines for businesses, government departments and
other public sectors that rely on their conversations with the public to make decisions or

policies. The continuance of a conversation requires a pre-determined topic, and with the
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constrain of the pre-determined topic, the conversational topics, to some degree, can be
developed. In this regard, solely relying on computational analysis for detecting valuable
topics from social media conversation will overlook many linguistic factors in the content of
the conversation, and that requires manual analysis to determine the semantic relation of
different topics, especially when topic modifiers are attached.

It is confirmed that Grice’s maxims is not only a set of assumption applicable to
face-to-face conversation, the maxims also exist in online conversations. As mentioned before,
non-observance of the maxims does not lead to breakdown of the conversation, and the
conversation can continue. The interpretation of non-observance of the maxims is heavily
relying on cohesion. Violation of relation and quantity plays an important part in the
continuance of the conversation. In addition, hearer’s reaction to a flouting is investigated in
this research, and the findings suggest that hearer’s reaction contributes to the continuance of
the conversation by using cohesive devices.

Textual response is another significant finding in this research, as it functions as a
bridge to link two turns. Although textual response does not necessarily contain cohesive
items in relation to previous turns, it may work as an acknowledgement sent by one
interlocutor as a signal of receiving the information from one interlocutor. Such feature is not
significant in this research; nevertheless, the idea of ‘minimum cue’ could be further
developed in future studies.

The significance of this research is in threefold. Firstly, social media plays an
important role in facilitating conversations among individuals and groups, especially among
individuals and business or government. These sectors rely on having conversations with the
public to achieve their goals. Even if conversations take place, it does not mean that they can
continue. Without the continuance of a conversation, the goals for a conversation may not be

fully achieved. The findings in this research can help to guide those who need a continuous
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conversation on social media. Secondly, the proposed theoretical framework, cohesion and
the Cooperative Principle, is initially designed to answer two sub-research questions
separately. During the analysis process, it is found that the two are complementary in
answering the research question. The combined framework has its potential in future studies
on online conversation or even on face-to-face conversation, since previous researches have
not realised the benefit of employing the combined framework. Due to the scope of this thesis,
the research investigates conversation takes place on one social media platform. The findings
in this research can be used in further studies that focus on comparing the similarity and
differences of conversations on the same topic across different social media platforms in
China. Thirdly, this research could be extended to future studies on other forms of UGC in
social media, cohesion among multimodal resources, in particular. There is a trend currently
on social media to post multimodal resources, such as memes, gifs (Graphics Interchange
Format) or text-based language accompanied with images. These forms of UGC also facilitate
conversations. The proposed theoretical framework in this research could be applied to the
mentioned area. The findings in this research together with the potential areas proposed could

build a holistic picture on conversations take place in social media.



70

Reference

Archer, D., Ajjmer, K., & Wichmann, A. (2012). Pragmatics : An advanced resource book for
students New York: Routledge.

Atifi, H., Mandelcwajg, S., & Marcoccia, M. (2011). The co-operative principle and
computer-mediated communication: The maxim of quantity in newsgroup discussions.
Language Sciences, 33(2), 330-340.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2010.10.011

Barton, D. (2001). Directions for literacy research: Analysing language and social practices in
a textually mediated world. Language and Education, 15(2-3), 92-104.
doi:10.1080/09500780108666803

Berger, A. A. (2014). Media analysis techniques (5th ed.). Los Angeles: SAGE.

Bluebook of microblog. (2012). Retrieved from Data Centre of China Internet:
http://www.dcci.com.cn/report/index.html

Boyd, D., Golder, S., & Lotan, G. (2010, 5-8 Jan. 2010). Tweet, tweet, retweet:
Conversational aspects of retweeting on twitter. Paper presented at the 2010 43rd
Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences.

Chafe, W. L. (1976). Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects, topics and point of
view. In C. N. Li (Ed.), Subject and topic (pp. 25-55). New York: Academic Press.

Dang, Q., Gao, F., & Zhou, Y. (2016). Early detection method for emerging topics based on
dynamic bayesian networks in micro-blogging networks. Expert Systems with
Applications, 57, 285-295. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2016.03.050

Davies, B. L. (2007). Grice's cooperative principle: Meaning and rationality. Journal of
Pragmatics, 39(12), 2308-2331. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2007.09.002

Fang, J. (2015). The systemic functional grammar of chinese nominal groups: A text-based
approach. (Doctoral thesis), Macquarie University, Sydney, Australia. Retrieved from
https://trove.nla.gov.au/version/233661483

Gardner, S., & Alsop, S. (2016). Introduction. In S. Gardner & S. Alsop (Eds.), Systemic
functional linguistics in the digital age (pp. 1-10). Sheffield, South Yorkshire

Bristol, CT: Equinox Publishing Ltd.

Grice, P. (1975). Logic and conversation. In P. Cole & J. Morgan (Eds.), Syntax and
semantics (Vol. 3, pp. 41-58). New York: Academic Press.

Grice, P. (1989). Studies in the way of words. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Gu, Q. (2014). Sina weibo: A mutual communication apparatus between the chinese
government and chinese citizens. China Media Research, 10(2), 72-85. Retrieved
from
http://simsrad.net.ocs.mq.edu.au/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?dir
ect=true&db=uth&AN=95778835&site=chost-live

Halliday, M. A. K., & Hasan, R. (1976). Cohesion in english London: Longman.

Halliday, M. A. K., & Matthiessen, C. M. I. M. (2004). 4An introduction to functional
grammar (3rd ed.). London: Hodder Education.

Herring, S. C. (1996). Introduction. In S. C. Herring (Ed.), Computer-mediated
communication : Linguistic, social, and cross-cultural perspectives (pp. 1-10).
Amsterdam and Philadelphia: Benjamins.

Herring, S. C. (2003). Dynamic topic analysis of synchronous chat. Paper presented at the the
New Research for New Media: Innovative Research Symposium, Minneapolis, MN.
http://info.ils.indiana.edu/~herring/dta.html

Herring, S. C., Stein, D., & Virtannen, T. (2013). Introduction to the pragmatics of
computer-mediated communication. In S. C. Herring, D. Stein, & T. Virtannen (Eds.),




71

Handbook of pragmatics of computer-mediated communication (pp. 3-31). Berlin:
Mouton.

Hiltz, S. R., & Turoff, M. (1978). The network nation : Human communication via computer.
Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Hoey, M. (1991). Patterns of lexis in text Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Huang, J., Thornton, K. M., & Efthimiadis, E. N. (2010). Conversational tagging in twitter.
Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 21st ACM conference on Hypertext and
hypermedia, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Kaplan, A. M., & Haenlein, M. (2010). Users of the world, unite! The challenges and
opportunities of social media. Business Horizons, 53(1), 59-68.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2009.09.003

Kietzmann, J. H., Hermkens, K., McCarthy, 1. P., & Silvestre, B. S. (2011). Social media?
Get serious! Understanding the functional building blocks of social media. Business
Horizons, 54(3), 241-251. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2011.01.005

Levinson, S. C. (1983). Pragmatics Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Li, J. (2014). #4 s 2544 rp AR B SRS TR B R AE R RS, S fE4R, 22(11), 127-128.

Lipizzi, C., Iandoli, L., & Ramirez Marquez, J. E. (2015). Extracting and evaluating
conversational patterns in social media: A socio-semantic analysis of customers’
reactions to the launch of new products using twitter streams. International Journal of
Information Management, 35(4), 490-503.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2015.04.001

Liu, Z., Chen, X., & Sun, M. (2012). Mining the interests of chinese microbloggers via
keyword extraction. Frontiers of Computer Science, 6(1), 76-87.
doi:10.1007/s11704-011-1174-8

Martin, J. R. (1992). English text : System and structure. Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

McCarthy, M. (1991). Discourse analysis for language teachers. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Number of social media users worldwide from 2010 to 2021 (in billions). (2017). Retrieved

from https://www.statista.com/statistics/278414/number-of-worldwide-social-network-users

Newmark, P. (1982). Approaches to translation. Oxford Pergamon Press.

Page, R., Barton, D., Unger, J. W., & Zappavigna, M. (2014). Researching language and
social media : A student guide. Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Poore, M. (2014). Studying and researching with social media. London: SAGE.

The report of weibo users. (2017). Retrieved from Data Centre of Weibo:
http://data.weibo.com/report/reportDetail ?id=404

Schank, R. C. (1977). Rules and topics in conversation. Cognitive Science, 1(4), 421-441.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0364-0213(77)80017-7

Scott, K. (2015). The pragmatics of hashtags: Inference and conversational style on twitter.
Journal of Pragmatics, 81, 8-20. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2015.03.015

Seargeant, P., & Tagg, C. (2014). Introduction. In P. Seargeant & C. Tagg (Eds.), The
language of social media: Identity and community on the internet (pp. 1-22).
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.

Stenstrom, A.-B. (1994). An introduction to spoken interaction. London;New York:
Longman.

Stromer-Galley, J., & Martinson, A. M. (2009). Coherence in political computer-mediated
communication: Analyzing topic relevance and drift in chat. Discourse &
Communication, 3(2), 195-216. doi:doi:10.1177/1750481309102452

Tajabadi, A., Dowlatabadi, H., & Mehri, E. (2014). Grice's cooperative maxims in oral
arguments: The case of dispute settlement councils in iran. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 98, 1859-1865. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.616




72

Tanskanen, S.-K. (2006). Collaborating towards coherence : Lexical cohesion in english
discourse. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Thomas, J. (1995). Meaning in interaction : An introduction to pragmatics. London:
Longman.

van Dijck, J. (2013). The culture of connectivity : A critical history of social media. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Vicient, C., & Moreno, A. (2015). Unsupervised topic discovery in micro-blogging networks.
Expert Systems with Applications, 42(17), 6472-6485.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2015.04.014

Walker, M. A., Joshi, A. K., & Prince, E. F. (1998). Centering in naturally-occurring
discourse: An overview. In M. A. Walker, A. K. Joshi, & E. F. Prince (Eds.),
Centering in discourse (pp. 1-28). Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Wang, W. Y. (2013). Weibo, framing, and media practices in china. Journal of Chinese
Political Science, 18(4), 375-388. doi:10.1007/s11366-013-9261-3

Which tongues work best for microblogs? (2012, March 31). The Economist. Retrieved from
https://www.economist.com/node/21551466

Xia, Y. H. (2011). RAEAF BT NG FE T 3RS K SHIERT IE. B 51648017, 5,
43-51.

Yu, L. L., Asur, S., & Huberman, B. A. (2015). Trend dynamics and attention in chinese
social media. American Behavioral Scientist, 59(9), 1142-1156.
doi:10.1177/0002764215580619

Zappavigna, M. (2012). Discourse of twitter and social media : How we use language to
create affiliation on the web. London: Continuum.

Zappavigna, M. (2014). Enacting identity in microblogging through ambient affiliation.
Discourse & Communication, 8(2), 209-228. doi:10.1177/1750481313510816

Zappavigna, M. (2015). Searchable talk: The linguistic functions of hashtags. Social
Semiotics, 25(3), 274-291. doi:10.1080/10350330.2014.996948

Zhang, W., & Kramarae, C. (2014). “Slutwalk” on connected screens: Multiple framings of a
social media discussion. Journal of Pragmatics, 73, 66-81.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2014.07.008

Zhao, J., Wu, W., Zhang, X., Qiang, Y., Liu, T., & Wu, L. (2014). A short-term trend
prediction model of topic over sina weibo dataset. Journal of Combinatorial
Optimization, 28(3), 613-625. doi:10.1007/s10878-013-9674-0




73

Appendices

Appendix A

Full original texts of the selected Weibo conversation (the web version of it can be retrieved
from https://www.weibo.com/1677479775/AvDA08gf6?type=comment)

Note 1: the texts in below table is the corpus of the conversation in this research, and the text
in italic above the corpus is the level one Weibo tweet mentioned in section 3.2.3.

Note 2: the total word count for the conversation is 4290, with 1463 words for MG’s texts and
2827 for FY’s.

HHREH T

2014-2-7 18:11 2K [ iPad % /'y

#ITNHCH T B PIR AR TG L VS TEIE A W T e IR 5 4545, e e “38 7 454 ?
Noo BIENTHEEVE] what ? U WK 2 L1 E LB TG AT s AP A
FIRHIE ML IIN A E, 0 LA, U 5 T IR 7 228 T/ i,
BT 3R 119 TR 372 (T R TE -6 2k B A I 52 L 1 it 3«

Conversational | The Texts of the conversation Time sent
turn interlocutors
T1 FY MR ARXSCE, A, ANETE. | 2014-2-11

PRERE, —MESIRE, L3 Lixs | 22:17
B AL R, IRAEX A%, R
TR EREX”, ZRAER R T
27, HARGEAER, MEBRAR T
fEt . WNHEZRELETZ TR T, R

R SEY DY &
T2 MG RA AL, 2T RRKBAR S . HRUK | 2016-1-8

B SAAL, AU R R AT L Ry | 20:36
FBIEMER, RITSE BT ZE MR
XAz

T3 FY (@) A BRI B s, FoAT1i 4 & skt | 2016-1-8
SRE, N, BZxpEEE, BAL | 20:54
LB, SEADZN, HEmR, AER
XA a2 2

(byiEHE, EE, EAHA, JERER, A |2016-1-8
BHCAMR™E, REMRCEIURG, % |20:58
RALGREN S, EREFRRE, DT
FEH T E, DUEMRATBURDIE TN, 4
Kemild, HEAREZELT, SGRE
NS AR RIS SR O I ARVEAT
A AEERAT EE 5 AT I
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(e 215 /N NAE TR I I AN b azE ] 28 ——
RAGRAR B, W N RS B
K, EERZIEWErE, skZm KHG, AEE
FHTRE R PRI 45, AT
ABEIR 7o XA AR, R E R
5, E4RET.

2016-1-8
21:01

T4

MG

WA AL LT ATE A 2R A0
A, EEECEESET. LHZE TN
BORA R HARL R0, TR %A1, w
Wy, AR T .

T5

FY

XS, ZRRAE RSB, RER
GG, THKM . EEFKETE, BHIE
8. EREEE, FAERBENES.
A"t B, DgERFALAT, 4EFA
FoPf e S0 E AR R Tkt 2, Zi
thoz, BATHSCHARE, kR, thah

SRR

2016-1-8
21:05

T6

MG

FAERIbME; NG T7ITE, TR TR, X
VLB L, R EMK S, DNPAZMS
o, TEWEERL, AREWRAN, FELX
P, FIETAEIR L, DAE R
CUETING, TRIZEEIPL, WEEEGH, 2oy
2, AR, AR bb LM E AR !

T7

FY

FLZE, EREE Rz B, LT
ARV RIBE, BILE &, EFNLEL,
B RIFSANFELET =T, DR
fhe P, ANBPPl. S— B AH 3R,
I 5t R A [ T

2016-1-8
21:09

T8

MG

FRAL T 17 KON SO IR AN BN IR B AR
Gio SEIM 24 LMK, SERERE
Ho WRITHILGE L& R Az NI, 45

B!

T9

FY

@RXEF? 7 ARMAERET, 4fFA
FALSs, DURAAEILARL S, 588 ORI
i, Ftgek 7. BN, RBUE DL SR
HRIT . KA. WERBATME, iR
—HERBEAR, FATREFHKT T .

2016-1-8
21:10

(b) e EAf 2, MEACRE, T/EAMELG? ?
W R K RIRA BE AL — DM KE S, DR
WAL AR R NE R . R BEA XA K E
Ko MRFAHE DN RRE—R A
RBAH M EL R, E K F
rhR, ERABHERX AL H PR REZ,
REAR G SCEA.

2016-1-8
21:13
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T10

MG

4. (RXREIEAE L% A B AR B
o BAEMZEARAFTNLEZTRE
B AZ AR, A THERHT? IR
5B 2 BLAE IR S BV AL ORI BE A 2 5 ANk
FEEEA!

T11

FY

@R, ZRFERNRMEE, E25FF
ml, BONRERR M. AR
BE, WERLZILAH AN, RFHg. mtind A
WFERR, BRI A REE NEE S E
EH. AR T, ARG AL IFER,
REATCH, A HAD R A5, s
B sk

2016-1-8
21:16

OAZBEATEANRZ, JURS LR, #
TOEHELRE, SN ORI, AR
T FAVEREL BRI EIE? 2 AR AR
WA, XA 5UE, WA IRIZ
LT . WA NOLET, BEIET, W
AR RMATTH .

2016-1-8
21:18

T12

MG

BARGRRAT. T kS A5 R R
B BAE RN, SEFEAIATH T 24 RATE
TN SR I4 AE Sz N DA e N L ) 3 32
it AFIPTIE ! AEATRGE EIR S . T
B A2 T AL M ALF I AT
FE 72 T B RE M SRS ST ARSI 2318, fH
XAA R AL G L R P !

T13

FY

HEAEE, MRS E TS, B
Traafagest, Pl BRI S, S btk e
R T o SRR E A, A R
FHEGAIR D T2ER, SBHETHBA
AEREZE. REAGES 0, FEEY
MANER TEZER. AReikhE A4
M. CGCE A, IEHEEEAE

2016-1-8
21:24

T14

MG

B 144N, IRERKRS T . 590, 00,
10, HELEFLZ RS, ADt
SAUT HEFE EACTTE . RSO 0
Mo AT ANk — MR B ARSI
PI#RIEAT o IBAAISRMATEER, LR H AR
PILESATTAN G ? 3K P 4F 3 50 e Ldm S R AR 2
ARAERT L B WA SIMEA A 2 N5 !

T15

FY

B 14N, IREERT . ———FH
ARANDZ, MeEANE, BERHE A
& 50~60 Jg, 120 FjEeBEN; MEK
BHRwmAaAND, NOY% EREE L,
IR E R ARG T . BIIEILEnZ g It

2016-1-8
21:29
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RN, REERRRZ AD 2, LifEiR
DR

T16

MG

W HARA BN SR D, RE N
BRTIR! RRBATX R (BiFiEH 80 51
—#) ML TFAIRA S =2 R
Fpa g !

T17

FY

(a) 2 A% 7 A1 AH 2 4k 52 2 52 G B USRS A8 T
ol ————AEER MR b, ERAEEN
—UIGF AL, WA, AL AURHETHE, A
JE A IAERIN, B 24255 3
Ko AOUIRABEA R . LUE ZAE TR K
fr, FARFIFNES AL AT, HUER
FETERIN - B A B A At 1%~

2016-1-8
21:31

OIRBAAET . DUs2BOHRE S, AR
LB, WAEZTIN, BERGEHESE
e AVUCAA RS, A H 53 ) IR
i, NTRHAMRE, FEER™EZE.
H AR AR~

2016-1-8
21:34

T18

MG

ER 4% 7 A B g B il
LHSRIB AT A 2R A S B o !
TRRATEIN, FERREA, SO QR H Rk
Bt B AR TN A AR T R A A
MY AR KA BRI L PR B
7 00 AR 4 A AT 52 52 546 R SR
%1

T19

FY

(a) &A% T A ) e 38 b A 5 B2 Ak AR 1t
Bo ————XFCAM A, XA STE,
FATHI GGy, BER, #RAILE LA R
. FHRMWRAIEMLE, R 5~6 %
T AR, RITTE AR REER 3
f£.

2016-1-8
21:37

O EZMATHTTER, BikhEAEZ KA
H, A ReSEEAG LBI573 11, el
AL, BSOS T E RN, ROKFE
FER2VETT N AZEIR, T N B 5738h 7e
Ay AP B P, bR E
MK o

2016-1-8
21:44

(OBANIABAE ML LG, A SE 7 2 M 573l
J1, AR AT, Oy Tk R E .
74 75 [ SR AR AT B, gl [ A 57
T BT . R ER AR, A
KA B 5B AR 1?7 st AiE H
MER], BB 2T,

2016-1-8
21:46

(DRBEPEMAEFHEAND, FE AL, A

2016-1-8
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PEE SRR FATERE RN [ 4k R
FEORAE IS, A AHE TR DTk
AR IZAEA], BATERORAT R, I LR A
B Z L B EA X IRBESR I
B, RstE dig e, ROZE.

21:48

T20

MG

WAEAS A K, A AR, R IRA R T
A EE, ST AT A HE A2
4, ) A8 A — I 7 o ST
1Y ARRBEAFIIE, ERATER, Z %L
PERT- 10, Rl ir bk O, IR R A
At JCHGR AT T3 N U B2 v (54 !

T21

FY

(ANEE, FHI NS B A X . 5T
[N PNACIE &/ Y WA N D PANETE (30
(] 2T, Z2AEFRFERDRELES
WL e e R A, AR . R
FHRLN, BAZERZIZXEEA] . Bk
HHEE, AEAK. ZHRAT.

2016-1-8
21:51

(b)E ZR KT EN A, B KR ZTTHR
ANE HERpAE T o KRR BB E,
PEFERBENSAAT . A E B2 N E KTk,
AokaA k. AIREe, AR, AR
WE M, TR AL, AR EKHEITER
N, BiED R EZAE SRS A . WIRA
E'Z

2016-1-8
21:54

T22

MG

RWg? tR 2T o @ W B B
SIEREBANIL? BHCARIIB A A Sm L
FT AR AR IR A B NI Y, R 2
TR, N A E R R A AT
i, AT ERASENR, BRARITESE
RABFIRAE 5 ) R Pt Uhiesk, 7N ZhEm
FEEAS R Ee d AT SE 4 38, I 4 3 A
YE 1A 2

T23

FY

AN I G2 4] HE A5 ot AT T B8 4 PO 45388
X A 3 DLk E Fgs & ———— LU RUE
ZHEEGTHATERE, AEMEN. T2
SRR, 4B — e AR R T 1 L 2% T B
W 2 R A, AR A, EJLE L
EAEFF I Z R K, A B T2 ook

2016-1-8
21:57

T24

MG

B R K BN OB, (HImRBgme T,
PRERAEZ LS L8 R R AR AN, R 2
—EEAS, RIEREEA, ARIRZEIL T
W, gk RIEERFR S R, A
Br R AL, RATR Zah gt HE T
SR ...
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T25

FY

RAEHS LI A AR 2 A% T, AR A T
LEBFE, SHXE, LSRR, N
R Aok, R I e AE 4 X RE i b iR
o TREANINGRL, RISHIE~ (JRIX5
W, RV 7o MR~

2016-1-8
22:00

T26

MG

BT LA &5 VR, A HIEREZ TS
AT TR B AEBE, WAL AT
RN AT BARIERE H RN ERIAL
WAHBERBNE R 2N ERT !
KEHAMRY BN TEERAT, #E
BH O T!

T27

FY

() T W2 BT 2 PR A LB HE . L
FRWAEEN ————— R RESK
NEEFEE, BATHRE, R A
RERME? 7 RIS IER LT AR E XK
AR, FENE B2 MRS K
MFFEE. i HT?

2016-1-8
22:03

(b) R ZE e LA, FRE, KICESE
R LT BB LB, WA LS
W, MWFEREE WHIEEITIET, W
Gk, SMARSUT A BRI L AR W

AT~

2016-1-8
22:05

T28

MG

ARGFR T, LI R, ILEZN
ANEH, REREZEER. FALLEFX
1, IR AR T4k 2 S AR B 2 A
2, T HERERRE, A2 0 NRR—FE !
AR —FE NG00 R R i L ARAT T 7 Bt
RGP IR | B R

T29

FY

HEERZES ———XMfks, K
54—, RARBRARFKE. FAH
RSN RIREMEAR, RIZKEM, Tt
BERBCK T o REFIFIRIF SR, BORG IR
AFHY, IR LA, AUREAD TR
BE, WRAREE. ZRERNHEEN A
LONEPSIE S 3 O

2016-1-8
22:11
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Appendix B
Cohesive units and PDIs in MG'’s texts

Note: All cohesive units and PDIs in the category of nominal group are highlighted. The first
PDI in each text is marked as P, and the following ones are marked in the order of their
appearance (e.g. P1, P2 and etc.). Reiteration or collocation unit of the first PDI is marked as
PR or PC plus the sentence number in which the PDI appears (e.g. [PR15], [PC16] and etc.).
Reiteration or collocation unit of the following PDIs in the same text is marked, for instance,
as [P1R17], [P2C17] and etc.

T2 PRMEEEIE, LT P K RKWAES . (1) ER[PCIIHKI BALPCL],
LZRFIRRE PIPCIIAAT ! (2) W A RIF B [P1C2) ik,
AT B RN TR L (3)

T4 WREH AR L ZTAT P M ? (4) ERHA[PRAJM AN, EiZESD
PI[PCAIH &R HTF. 5) M HLEFAIRNER[PCAA = HIE 4%
W, TS TFAIPCAIPIRS]WE, WIm, fAFIET . (6)

T6 BAEMPRHE Ps (7)) NMBTTHE, FRTEE, SILLZERHGS, ©&fF
TR, NANBAEFMLE, TEMELLE, FReElRN, KEX
KETIE, KELRMREE, DREERZETIN, FHE
P, BEEEE, 2l AR, BAERE bb LAEMIZE AR
[PC7]! (8)

T8 FARBE R SR, ANEMPSLEGE P. (9) 553 24 F L
[PCOfiEi R, REIREKRER . (10) MRATEIESE[PRO] AR ANIZ
NIEBM, A5 (B BH/ A (1)

TI0  #H4d. (12) FROX & EER LA P SRIITMILR P1. (13) &H
AR 323 BARECE I 2% T [PRI3] & AR EAE X 4% P2[PICI3]! (14)
RELH, AETMATR[P2CIAVMEAR Y ? (15) VR1335E 2 LA 1 45 4R 12
[PC13]FI4: R BE[PCI3]H £ W AN kE FEEH[PC13] ! (16)

T12 AR P ZRNT. (17) AT ik abEiERAHEEME R P1 & B RN
P2, SEIFEMIPCLTTH T 241 (18) MRITXHEA[PICIS]E SR TE %
Wz N A e AL PR3 A5 49 P3[P2C18]? (19) AENFTIE ! (20) 7E3T Tk
H#E KA [PIRI] L, 0B EFFHEZ T LR &AL B
[P3C19]. (21) FRATTINLE 2 75 e A 2R # SC B AR Y 19 AR 7
[P3C19], {HIXZEAEHELL[PIRIIERFMELM ! (22)

T14 L 144N P, RERKKRT . (23) Bt 90, 00, 10, HELIG—
I LT PI[PR23]% 5, AM[PR23|WEL A LT ek HALm
o (24) MRRMEEMELTIE . (25) AAEEKRN[PIR24]— B KL T
PERESRIRN ZE IR IEAT o (26) FRAANISEMATI[PIR24]%S, i4 2 HoAth
JREE P2 iEABAI[PIR24]IAES? (27) X W 4E 582 44 Sk [P2C27] SR 4%




RAYIER ! (28) HNWMASIREIBA 2 N[PIR24]F & ! (29)

T16

I HARA RO NS>, IRZ N P #EZATIR P! (30) R
BATE—AR (BFIEH 80 JEM—4) ML FA1[PC30]HH 44k 2
2 R GRARHE [P1C30]M S ! (31)

T18

IERFANZZT PEE B CRIYYINEILILEE L o8 w4 P1 G
ZIRAE (32) AmImERHE (33) RATEIN, 1EZEE P2[P1C32]
i, SR ME[PIC32) 4 — AL 34) W H L& T AL
[PC32][P1C32] 4 A ] e if & A2 A2 2E P3[PC32][P1C32][P2C34]! (35)
PRTFIX 44 RS ULIREI LM 4] [P2C32][P3C35]HT, B RkAHAHE
2R MATT = 52 B4 H R B SR SE[P2C32][P3C35] ! (36)

T20

B2 K, S RIE . SRR T A E E, S P
T2 (37) WAIROAT AR EI R, A5 TR 0% BRI LB T Pl
2T P (38) IR MR RE, ERMEK, %A
[PR37/38][PICI8IIE T-T 10, 45HIAFWAF Ik, EASHIE AR, Tt
BT A [PCISTEME HAZME ({5101 (39)

T22

RUE? (40) LbIREZ D7 (41) Hh4rd ¥ rp 32 B 6 S il 2 ¥ i
FL? (42) AAEERATVIB A 25! (43) YA Tt Rk A L A5
AT P, BIF RN PL, FHENBHAERRENAR! (44)
A, AT ERASENE, BRAERITEBR RN & 8 5 %
Pio (45) VEAESR, AIAZZMEI S EE AT H [PP1C44] R0 45 Wt AT B8 47 I 15
JE[PP1C44], HiX 4 e DL fig r (LS (46)

T24

FE 5 KRB D P , (RWRBEHMPL £ 7, R ESiLILE
MAER) P2 RN, BT R—FE—A, RIFEEMLE, R5EZLEP3
BOT TR, 4RSI 47) RIEEARIII & B, A2 FiX i )L
[PP2P3C47], M1 R B S 5 — % F[P1P2P3C4AT] IR Z A
(48)

T26

T2 7T LA 5 VR AR, B HAEZ #2710 P sl fiT P1 £ Pris i
LHYE, WA ! (49) WAl P1AESEA P2! (50) WhAlT P1 A BEAKIE
FHCRENERMAP2RS0]! (51) #AEFEIIAL [P2C50]! (52)
WA HBINFR T (53) REEAE! (54) A N[PRA)=A T
WEPRAT, BEEEE H SR F[P1R49/50/51]! (55)

T28

FHEWT, BEhk&IHT 2, ILEZHANES, REHRERZA
BF. (56) ATZMFXE, EFME TS EREE P HEKL
fha, THBRERE, B2 NFR—FE (57) FIfR—FERIN Pl
o %t f SR A L (58) RATT A B PHAS A P O #R [PCST]
[P1C58]! (59) @S ReE @) [PC57][P1C58] ! (60)

80



81

Appendix C
Cohesive units and PDlIs in FY's texts

Note: All cohesive units and PDIs in the category of nominal group are highlighted. The first
PDI in each text is marked as P, and the following ones are marked in the order of their
appearance (e.g. P1, P2 and etc.). Reiteration or collocation unit of the first PDI is marked as
PR or PC plus the sentence number in which the PDI appears (e.g. [PR15], [PC16] and etc.).
Reiteration or collocation unit of the following PDIs in the same text is marked, for instance,
as [P1R17], [P2C17] and etc.

Tl AR SRIXCE, A P, RS Pl (1) fREE, —4
#L & 1 K J& [PC1][PICL], Ze L E L P2 X Fl H M 4L & 1 M
[PCI1][P1C1], RAXIAZY:, RiZ2=0 iz “EREN P3”, &
BRIEARRE —F2 2, B4/ P2 RAMLEFR, MiaM P3 Rk
{E:0 P4, (2) RN L (AR [P2C2][P3R2]ETEA B % T HIRTHE[P4C2]
T, fRHIFELZ AL [P2C2][P3C2]. (3)

T3 (U R EARMNTX MR P, BATHAT RS &EE P1, A
P2, #RZFREEFEWE P3, BALEILE L P4, FEANZEL PS5, &3
1B P6. (4) FIEAR XL R fE [PP1P2P3P4PSP6C4]? ? (5)

OEE, EE, &8 4, EREZXR P7, AMNREEK[P2R4] &R ™
H, KFERCEDURN, ERESZFKENS P8, 4RETREY
[P1R4], />FAL[PIP2RAJIEH &, IAEMATMBURGE T, %4
WebihsE, FERFEEZEEZT, GREANNN. (6) REREXF
BIE LRI AEIEAT A[PRA][PRC6], T IATE K [PTR6]H A FEMK
{3120 [P6R4]. (7)

(c)"E e F PO[P3CA] 5 /N AMEFR, i NIASHDIZE MI4% (8)——IX & AR
e, g N[PORS] KA w2 b 5B M [POCS] & ik, BBk = ks, Sh=
R EN, REBELHEEE. (9) BeRMI[PORSIIXFE 1, RATMHE
SAHREEIR[P6RA] 7. (10) XA IEGRAN, i EMm R FEE[P6CH],
EBafeT. (11)

T5 Ak, ZRIEEIESGEEES P, EREHEY P1, ZEKH
P2. (12) WEEZKEETAE P3[P1P2C12], {BFEIESE[PRI2]. (13) FEKEE
@i [PIP2CI2][P3C14], 1E At REIIE & P4, (14) 11
[PRI2], EEZ Y[PR12], DI4es NIZEE P5, 4E3r NP4 P6. (15)
75 ) B 5% 48 b AL 2 [PSP6CLS], Z s At & [PSP6C1S], FRATHI
YRR, HeRE[PACI4], HAeELEEE. (16)

T7  ROZH, EREE RAUZIREIREE, LT P EELVERIE, AL
B P, WEWRE, i (17) RFBAFEPCIVEE =ATX
[PIR17], VA4EFethssFair P2, AP P3. (18) A 0—H AFEER
[P3C18], [EZX IR E B [P2C18]. (19)

T9 (QIHFHEE P? 2 (20) ARHEE[PR20IEIWAET P1, 4 A DA




P2, PUKEAN P3 fEHEHELE, ZH KRN, BEH#EKT. Q) &
M, RIEE T4 RS I R[P3C21]10 T (22) 2438, (23) tn BFA1imH
SZ[P3R21], W 2R —FE EFAH R, FATH KK [P3R21] F 5t K T2
[PIP2C21]7 . (24)

(b) W 7 B 24 [PR21], i EAEEE[PC21], FEALSE [PC21]? 2 (25)
R RAKRRE P4 AR —KEZK PS5, /NRIEHELHEE/NE
Fo (26) H[E[PSR26]6EH X 4 K EZK[PSR26], &K AH—4K
R —— P N [P4R26] . (27) R KA —DMRES — KKK %
[P4R26], [EZK[PSR26]F VU4 1, EREHIEX A HFILRE
%, IREZEHEAR. (28)

T11

@B, ZRETANREE, BEFFEHL, SCIRERR P
L5k, (29) WH - MNFREPC29], AN A, NEHE .
(30) hindifRA AR, KM —FE. 31 AL AFEERELES
P1[PC29]. (32) R AH P2[P1C32)#F#EM T, IRIERERTUTAEVE P3, 1R
FARTH, N HARMNIR A, w2l fisEEk PA[P1C32]. (33)

(b)AAZ A E A £ [P2C33], W% 1B [PIR32], & TLHEL
i, FKRMIE, iR T . (34) BATERE S PR Fh
AV [P3R33]? ? (35) RN AR UFAEVG[P3R33], SUOANAEARHAL & TT/E
P5, WEHRIXATCHER. (36) %A AOAH [P1IR32][P2R33][P5C36],
WA 5781 7] [PAR33][P5C36], WKl < &K B [P3C33]F1 4 5 i 7%
[P3C33]. (37)

T13

HEAN P %G, BREEWAXBE TS, —HBFGRESN, UHREA
Kk P1, D bEiREERT . (38) BKFEH E A[P1C38]H: T .
(39) E A ffs: P2 fEENAIIA ST P3[PC38]ZEE, FEA X
ffI N PA[PC38)EH H L JG{8 P5. (40) &0t 216 FI[P2R40], F5K
B BH ) A [P3P4R40][PC38]4:F T £ J51R [P5R40]. (41) A ReikH[H
A[PR3SIXAHRA . (42) (SLH[P3P4C40]—A, EMEIHAAE (43)

T15

B 14N P, HRREKKF T o (quotation of MG’s text in T14) (44) —
———H[H Pl A& A% P2[PR44], MiRAZANZ, BIERFEAN P3
HAE 50~60 J5, ARAT120 FFf5 A2 N P4 (45) A RA AN FRHEND
[P3C45][P4C45], A I[P2R45]5 | k% JL{Z[PR44], FA1HEZ A
[RIE[PIP3RASIER IR 1o (46) BLLEHPLLnZ G SR ) A [P3C45], RfE
HRAERZANOZM, TR EER[P4CAS]. (47)

T17

(LT A PR A AR 2 22 S B BWRAFIE P11 T ! (quotation of MG’s
text in T16) (48) ————HfERX M2 b, E2 S i—VIFIHE,
Uf 2B V5 [P1C48], kb iR 53 4E P2, ABEAMEFTIEM A
P3[PC48], I EZAETE PA[P1C48]. (49) A FHR[P2C49]A4
ReH EIHR[P4C49]. (50) LA B TAEXNL, 4@ A #MIL[PAC49] 45
M EF, HUEY FEETHER A[P2C49][P3C49]. (51) B EFI
A[P3RASTH % 1Z~ (52)

(IR HIAR 7. (53) L& HUHRE R PS, $efE7R)LIE, BAEZT
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HIA[P3R49], WiiE R L. (54) MLUNERRS, AAZEI7]
FIRIE, NTHEAMRE, #E4 [PSRM]SHIZMEN. (55 HE
AEARIE~ (56)

T19

@LZTFAEEREE P LR NS k&, (57) ———XFhA
NYHIE[PRST7], XFPAYTIAE P1, BATMG, BEEP2, #E4AILEL
XEE P3 IR, (58) AL [P2C8M AL S TH, F7i% 5~6 &1
[P3C58], MATRXFEATE, AT ARREBET X T{E[PIRS8]. (59)

(bYER MR TTER P4, Wik E PS HEZHAD P6, A RESEIRANT
BHREWT A PT, ERIARMAL P8, HONtHF T P9. (60) HE
[PSR60]AEUERS, RAFEREH P N D328, T E[PSR60]A M55
AT [PTIR60], A X AF=HH[PIR60]4% # 2 o [F [P5SR60], ikF,
I EHER. (61)

(o) FRAVE B IF £, w2 5E70 B 15578 I[PTR60], 7 A8 itk
ST [POR60], kA Tlk ok [E [P8C60]T » (62) T 777 [E K 4 r= T
B, B b E X AN T [PSPOR60TZA HUAR T . (63) TEAE AT E
[PSR60] R Iz & W 3, M SRS 21138 [E ZX [PSR60]/E 4 5 K AR K 2 2
(64) HAEEFAA R, Wk FE[PIRS8]. (65)

()R BFEEH A B [P4C6011E A& N T [P6R60], F55h /178 & [PTR60], 45
B E KRR [PSC60]. (66) FATE AHs ok i o [E [PSRO0]T 4k £ I 15 5if Ak
K%, BN AFEMTTER [P4R60]. (67) D fTTlk i) A[PAC60]ME /D1t
WA, A ERAR, X% A IR A & K BE[P2C58] 4 %t
(68) VREEARIEREIXFE, HmhEH T, %M. (69)

T21

(AL, HEHIEGEER) P LS AL 4 5. (70) TTERKIA P1
BEHRK[PCT0]. (71) TTER/DRIANERELDN. (72) 28T, Z24HEER
FKEE P2[PICTIF LIIRFE 4K [PCT0], ] LIESE % HE K AZ[PCT0],

HREAMER [PCT0]. (73) DAEGE B L) P3[P2CT73], HiNZEZIX
LEAEF] [PC70]. (74) SEibABAII[P3R741E H E#E, HAEBERK. (75) X4
RAF. (76)

(OE KK P4 gt 752 AN PS, RANSKEE [P2R73AR X vTMR N H1, 4EHF
AF P6. (77) KREEEYEFHCHIESE, 4eRFFEEMS[P2CTIIA 1T,
(78) 4B [P6RT7]%: £ N E ZK[PARTT] 5Tk, 76 TLMR[PSCT7]%L 7 B
[PC70]. (79) A F#&4[PCT0], A tLIR[PCT0], ASLehsita /s, sr%k
JEA, A EAE TR A[P3CTA], % S =2 SRR [PCT01A4
o (80) HARAF. (81)

T23

AR K BE (T H P FIZA WA TR AT A ApiE P, BtIX 4 3 DLk e FildE
4= (B 45) (quotation of MG’s text in T22) (82)———LAE#lE, 24
T P2[PC82)H 7 4:[P1C82], A ABHENE[P1C82]. (83) LE K,
SEHA AR, e AR R R (9 2 7% T [P2C83] B I BN R 2 R R
[P2C83], iLutfiIBH A, 4 JLE &[P2C83 A4 Redifr E Kom K, b
12 Moimk. (84)

T25

AR AR LT P, AR IERA ERRE, R X
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B, S AT, NERMETER, RN R R ES I
(85) THHFARUIFEAZLF, RIS~ (86) (RIXBZIK[PCSS], HoRE A
T . (87) MaHE~(88))

T27

(@) F % I 2 i At () AT 25 B il B0 2o B8 B . I 5L P AT 2
A! (quotation of MG’s text in T26) (89)—————— WIRBEIENESE
KEE P1, IEANTHBHEE P2, IRULMAILASERIE? 7 (90) MRS
WAEMZZT P3 AEER CEWZT, =25 B2 (91) MHeEAE
FEHRAUF R BE PA[P1P2RIO0]. (92) i 4f H 1 P5? (93)

(b) R E g AP A VR [PSRI3], (BE )P K BE[PAR2], KITEFERE o
M) & % 1 [P3R91] & J& & 2 L M8 JE, & 2% KX [PR89] % L il &
[P3R91]. (94) 4'W%3E R BE[P3CO1]. (95) T HiLEH# ATk, bk
I, SR [P3ROLTA RE N LM &L 24 4% [PR89]. (96) PATAME~
©7N

T29

HEFREE ! (quotation of MG’s text in T28) (98) ———iXFiilf&
4, feiR 5% —P. (99) X[PR9IA REAMAEMIHES: PL. (100)
NSCHA P2 R FE— AR P3 LAE7R I, [REZEM, SCHA P4 A ) 5%
KT o (101) UREFEFFRIF AR, BURGIRU T L, BRI LR,
BIRGATHFIE, ERFE. (102) ZHAAEBTRAEN, ibITE
K Ja 9 E X [P1R100][PCI9][P2P3P4C101 %k Bt i Tk . (103)
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Appendix D
Reference units in MG'’s texts

Note: reference units are highlighted in each text. If a pronoun forms a part of a nominal
group, the pronoun is marked in bold.

T2 RAEEE, LHETRREARES. (1) SRR BR, iRk E
BT (2) WRAT R B IR, RI14E BRI A ZE 4]
[ESANE))

T4 WAL ZEZTATLMAN? (4) ZORBINKIA, & ESEER
BT 5) WLH LTI RA S ARk, T H 710,
W, HABIZET . (6)

To6 FAERbRE; (7) NS TITHE, TR TERE, MILLERL, B5%
RS, DNPAEZME, TR L, AR, FELRK
B, KRR EE, DMEERZ BT, T M2
R, BEEEEE, 2o, MOREL A ERE bb LAEMZEAR!
®)

T8 A Z I I E SRR, ANEMEIRMESE. (9) FRE 24 FL
ok, SBERHRESR. (10) RAITH0ME S &R A NiE R
i, A () ERFEAM! (1)

TI0  fE45. (12) MRIXREEEE LZ I ERAIBER. (13) &AM
ZHMRABNLEZTFERBEERX AL (14) RPN, ETAFE
BIRHL? (15) RIS 2 BLLE IS IR A AL AR R 2 0 AN R g
! o(16)

T12 ARG (17) 97 k5 A5 R dah e 9 [ RGAE R IH, 5B
FEANUSH 720 (18) ARATZREN f& R AE W N PRI IE N I ) dF
EALSE? (19) ARPTIE! (20) FEITHERRE B, BT EEEE
JEAZ T FLA L ALFAB . (21) RATHLAE R 75 ELREM SLKS 1 SCHTAN
MVERIARVE, (HRAEAREEAEGERNE D! (22)

T4  Br 14N, WEKKERET. (23) 55 90, 00, 10, HELJF—F
MLz THRY, NOWDAN LT HEE L. 24) KA
M. (25) BAE SR — B FIE TAERESRRN 2 T #EAT
(26) MANIERMATEE, &R FHAMFEFLMAIAE? 27) XWNEE
BRI BAREALRIER ! 28) BB ALSIFFI4 %2 N
(29)

T16  HHARANFABLNNZESOE D, RE2 A AZATIR! 30) R2RAT
X—R (B 80 JFHI—4) ML TR 4 gk 5 = 2 G B I
FFBEmD! (31)




T18

ERFALETEE H MY P AMEID 2 Lo g {1 1 23R
Ml (32) AomEUHE! (33) IRATFIN, AEFREF, EMBE
WAL 34) A ZETMNELATTREHRAEEL! (35) IR
FIX A H RS VAR B L R4 R, SRR AR AL i 5 2 3
T RRIRSE! (36)

T20

IR A K, AUtk KE, MRRAER TR EE, SlA
T2 (37) MBS A BIEIR, 50 P AR 2 — A L % T2
AT (38) WKMEASE, ERMNEGR, B ELHBRTTH,
FEAGF IR AT R AR, R AR R, LR AT 55N U R s (15
! (39)

T22

R ? (40) LR\ Z D2 41) @%b AR IRRE LIS &%
TL? (42) PRI 4528 (43) WE T EKIARE L N H
AT, BRIFRICAEN, FENBIAERRNAR! 44) ]
f, BT ERASEEE, BRARRATE PG R &8 R,
(45) VAR, AN LM S BE AT H ARG I AT TR AP AR, X 4
LAYk TS 7 (BLE) (46)

T24

B R oR AR E N D34S, HREgME T, RetflshikbiRe ZE
HIESIAENE, RIFR—FE—4, REEEMRE, REZEILT HH
I, dkseAEng. . @7 RIEERBM SR, EZTFEMEIL RN
REF O h—He Ltz IR (48)

T26

A2 nT LR 5 VRAR, E BIE B % T 216 At () 71 25 Bl (1 Lo f
Y, WA (49) MAITARE N (50) M1 BRI E R ANE
BERIANL (5D HHIBEBRERI N (52) IRFAF ZIE/NFER T 1 (53) K
FHEAE (54) BHNENTHERNT, SMEEEEREZT ! (55)

T28

AHERT, ReELE&FY R, LEZMAER, REHRAZHE
BE. (56) BATZMIMXS1E, 1FH 8 T2 E R B AR N 2R A
A, T HBREEMZE, 720 AFR—FE (57) FIAR—RER N 40t
PLEER R (58) M E 2 S b R (59 HEs
FE2A=7 ! (60)
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Appendix E
Reference units in FY’s texts

Note: reference units are highlighted in each text. If a pronoun forms a part of a nominal
group, the pronoun is marked in bold.

Tl BARMOIRIXCE, AESCh, AMEDE. (1) REME, —4Mts
HIRIE, R SOXFE AL SRR, (R AL, IRIZENZ
R AR EST , KRRARRE — 722, BERUEEREF,
MERURARR T L. (2) BAEL (AR REABTZFRIMIRT,
PRIEEZ IR (3)

T3 ()t R BARMT X F i, BATIA B Ria g, ADED, 6t
ZHREFE, BANEIILEL, FHAOZN, 2R, @) MIER
RIXFRHEEREE? ? (5)

b)yEE, HEE, *FHA, RER, AORECKESE, KEH
RIZEIURM, BREGFENS, GREFRZL, LTiblEw™
&, BEMANTRBUGGE T, S%EAE, FERKFRELEE
T, &RBEBAWBL, (6) (REMZXFETEOLMAEET N, Baindk
IEZ W ANZER RS . (7)

(c)MEZLF- 5 /N NHEFR L SN IZE 8 (8) —— Il RIRBLHS, &N
R BRI, EsZ it shZa KEs, A BT
BUGR. (9) BRI 35, FATRAE AR 1. (10) ZHH
SR, MEBRRAFERE, BEamgT. (1)

T5 X, ZRRE R ES O EEE, REREHEY, FEKK. (12)
EEFRE AT, BHEE, (13) BXREEE, FATESERRES,
(14) #4758, HEEL, DR ADESE, f3A0F4. (15 S0
FERD TS, 2RSS, BRIOIMWCHERE, HakE, e
HEIR. (16)

T7  NAZI, EREE BEAUZIR AR, KT EESVRIE, £ILE
o, WEFWEE, $%; (17) REFSDMFELET =1L, U4t
2P, NPT (18) B — B AN 3R, FE W ERE E M %% .
(19)

T9 (@RAFEF? 7 (20) ARMGBHFERET, g ACOMSE, EAET
HAELAE, SRR, Btk T . 21) B, RIESEER
ZHEM T . (22) %KFE. (23) WHRBAIMM S, WER—FHBERAE
Fl, BATMRIBEREHATT. (29

(b)NWE T G2, TR, FHEALLE? ? (25) MR KRIKA 6
L= AN RES, DRGSR DNEZ . (26) PEEHIXA KK
ExK, HaENE—DMRRE—DIEN. 27) BREA—DMRES
—HIRRR, EZXEUs R, EREANAERX AL H i RE 32,
IREFESSCEAR . (28)




T11

@FIN N, ZREEANRKEE, BAEFFRYL, SNFRERTY
doo (29) WA —ANIFREE, WRUERF A, HBENE. (30) Hiund
REFERE, XM fE—F. 31 AR ANEREREAE. (32) RAH
HREWCT , IREREI ARG, IRERTCH, AvEHAMINIX A%,
RFF . (33)

OAZFATEALZ, KRS IEE, ELELE, S5 KRR
15, HBARAIRIE T . (34) BATLRELBUAERXFLFAERE? 7 (35) IR
R4, NAERIEAE 2 T0E, W IRIZ A B0 . (36) A A
HAH, BAHHN, MRS RRMATHH . (37)

T13

HEANEE, BREHHsiE TS, —BFEREs. UFEAR
i, B EmtkREER T . 38) REERE T E ARY. (39) Hitits
RHEEFIRSFE2AEE, FEE MW AEETEL G, 40) 2
SR, SEIBMMAET TELEFENR. @) FiibhEAX
LR, (42) (CE—AS, IEMRIEIHA T 43)

T15

L1412 N, IRREEKET . (quotation of MG’s text in T14) (44) ——
—HEARAAZ, MeENE, RERDEA#Z 50~60 5, i
fi120 FFAARN: @5 WREEFAFEAD, AOL EREEFL
1, AT EZFRGEH M T . (46) MARLEREITRIAN, R
FkEZ NH 2, 2FERMER. (47)

T17

@ TFAMEA I B2 G R WERFBEM ! (quotation of MG’s text
in T16) (48) ————EfERXMEL b, ERESW—VIFAE, G4
W, BB UK THE, NEEAHITERMAN, W EZHSITHN
Ho (49) HITkA BEA EHR. (50) LAUREAL TAERAL, Ao AmF xS
SMEHET, BAPREFTEMA. 1) B BER B ABEZ~
(52)

OIRBAIAE T . (53) LUa=BUHIRER, RIBFILDIE, BELZTH
N, BERBEHEB . (54) BILUNAE RS, N H 5780 ) 5B I
&, NLHAMRSE, FREEXTHEIZER. (55) B SEEE~ (56)

T19

(@)L ZTAENE A 8 BRI B 2R I S . (57) ———— XA
Jeil, AT, RATHIGYS, BER, HORAEILE LR R .
(58) FASCRMRTERTH, /& 5~6 &7, MATRRFEER, R4
AR AR TUE. (59)

O ERMATHI TR, HibTEEELZMAD, FRESHRITE 20
M55, eI, BONIER T . (60) WFEAEUREE, RAFEE
AT ANNEER, MAEANOFHATRE, 7 NAEFEMEER
H, iERATBEBEEK. (61)

() BATEBUE AT, MREREMG S/, FeEMiR T,
BRI TAVERE . (62) TP 77 B K A 21T 5, Bl op EX AN 5 T
JHEEART . (63) WEEAET EIRZEEH, MRS E K EARK
EE? 2 (64) HUAE AR AR, Btk ST{TE. (65)
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(DRXBFPERABHEAND, 553 ine, A RBEXKMEE. (66) Al
BORR SR I E 4k SR R AR IS, A AFREMTTIR . (67) DT
BRIt D2 AR ], B EARAAR, XEARA LA E L LT NRE
A%Fo (68) MRELSRERRIXFE, MEiEH Nz T8, RAZH. (69)

T21

(@QAEE, Gl EGER) LA BT (70) TTERK B ARLE
WK (71) TR AREREEADN . (72) 28T, ZHEFRERER IR
HaRE, WA LM HE AL, ARANE. (73) DEBE BT,
A X EZXEAER . (74) SibfIEhBEE, 84K, (75) X
RA-o (76)

OEFRBRMTEEAND, BAFEMZAMALD, 4FEE. 77) K
KEBBEAFCHEIEME, FRHRERESAIT. (78) EFHANEKIT
wk, AoTEkEt A Bk, (79) BFREL, AR, IBEBERLG, i
B, DREAMIERIN, %D =2 S5 A%t (80) iR
AT (81)

T23

AR PR R BE AT RS AT SR A B R IE X 4 Mk DLk E BT Ay
(BL45) (quotation of MG’s text in T22) (82)————LLE¥lE, L4
THIATR S, FEFENM. (83) BB ER, E—SEER
AU L P BN R A, iR A, 4)LE oA fedEreE
FamK, B2 Mok, (84)

T25

R SR L A I s, B MRS ERA B R RE, BRAE,
s A s, NEFMTTER, BEN R RED FIFEE. (85)
TAFHF ARG LE, WEIEIEHE~  (86) (R B, MREM T . (87)
M~ (88))

T27

() F & T I 6 M)A 2 FriB i P, WAL dhAT#B 2 A
(quotation of MG’s text in T26) (89)—————— WMHREBNE ZEXK
BE, BGANTEFEE, RUb@ITSASZERE? 2 (90) FAFAIS ILTE
Wz TARER AW, EE25) B2 91) HERHREERA
IFFEE. (92) iiFHF? (93)

)RR AN, NITFRE, RIEEFRERNZETFSBE
BT, WL ELR L. (94) BBRFEREE, (95) 1 Hib T
T, WGUT, SMAHSUT A BN . (96) BHETE~ (97)

T29

BEEREET! (98) ——RXAfLLE, LRSS . (99) BA R
AR FF A 2o (100) B SR 5E — A IR 2% K i, R
W, SCHIMAE MK T o (101) IREFUFFRIF SR, SORG R4 F5
Lo BRI AL BB THEE, BRRE. (102) 2L
AR, AT G 9 E 5 s Tk (103)
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Appendix F

Non-observance of Grice’s maxims

Note: textual response is marked using underline. Any non-observance of the maxims is

highlighted using comment function.

T1

FY

BARAIRZICE, AMEX, AL, RERE, MMt
MR, BE SO A AL R, IR AN %, Rz
fiZo ] R L, DBAIARUA A — 72 2%, HaiU2A
AEF, TEBGRAE T ED. B () —ELE T & T 1
HIER T, PRIEE LA EE

T2

MG

WRAIGEISIE, L% FRAREAE B JOBURI BAL, LBt R R 5

,,»(Comment [1]: Flouting: relation

AET Y RN I T B IEEE, VR4 BURA AR S X

,,,»(Comment [2]: Flouting: quantity

AN

T3

FY

(WU R RARI TR AR i, FRATAE T RSBk, ANHED,
REREEE, BANEILER, FEALDEN, H23ER, 8
PRATEAME R 2 2 |

(b)yiEHE, EE, SHHA, JEREZR, NORBROZSMR™E, K
EHRCEHIURE, BREGRENS, HREFERE, b1

WARF T, BUEMAIMBURIE TR, SRenitE, &8
RFEBLELT, SRV, RER PSR AR AR EAT
A, BSIEIRATE RN .

(ML T 5 /N A AEF 0, IR N 28— — i AR 4, A
AR BTG, T e, BTk E O, A
BRI G R BARITXRE s, BRI SRR 7] X

,,w(Comment [3]: Flouting: quality

A N N

,,w(Comment [4]: Violation: relation

,,w(Comment [5]: Violation: quality

,,»(Comment [6]: Violation: quality

,,w(Comment [7]: Flouting: relation

LA, WIEIRR A, B4R

T4

MG

U JE 2 AL e T 1 A 2 B A BERT, e B e
WL E A AR AR, T BT, ]
W, FAREIET . |

T5

FY

AXE, [ZRREE AL SGEEIERE, RERAHY, FHKH.
FEEFKETE, RHEEE. ERERR, FARSKRIREN.
teof, BN, DMERRADAT, 4RADPE. [EERE

BB P2, RS, RITMCHRE, HERE, th
AR, |

T6

MG

WAk NBTTE, TR TEE, MIILLERC, E5%
xRS, PADAEZKMLE, CEBERL, ARERAN, KEL
FEIIL, FIRTCKEHIR G, DREERREE TN, T
%ﬁ,%Egﬁ,ﬁﬁﬁa,ﬁﬁﬁ,ﬁ%%%bbﬁi&ﬁﬁz
FE!

‘[Comment [8]: Violation: quantity

,,w(Comment [9]: Violation: relation

(Comment [10]: Violation: relation

- (Comment [11]: Violation: quantity

- (Comment [12]: Violation: relation




T7

FY  WiZH), PEREE RliZRERE, KT Er2 R RIE, &
LB, WEFELEE, HY: BRFGIFEETEATL, 4
%ﬁ%?%,AD¥@}'§W~EAD§E,E%&ﬁ%iE&
%
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T8

MG BRI H e AR, B AR5, [Tk 24 LM

ik, SBIREKEE . OIS R0 A SR, 5
() B! |

T9

FY (aottfhe? o | REmEEWES, BEAORY, BURAERL

IR, KRNI, FRBAT. ol RECAER
LERIT . %A, WMBRIIMS, W RARER, &
AIRE SR T, |

(D) AE TR, RERH, BEEG? 7 FURE N AR e
B AKEF, SRR NER. b E A XA KR
HE, SRENE A KRE—BEA. WEEHMRES
KR, R FRII T, BRI AL H T AR
%, RERSEA.

T10

MG E4. JRIXREEIEAE L TR BRI . A AT 525 I
REBEMLEZTEFRERAZ! RN, EMAFREETH?
PRI 48 DUAE A QS A0 A AL R 1 BE A 22 R AN X B2 324 !

T11

FY (@A, ZREZARMEE, LEFAEL0, SCIKER
BN, WH MFRE, WEERFEAD, KHNK. stk
AR, R —H. MR EEFEER. RADO#HE

- (Com ment [13]: Violation: relation

,,w(Comment [14]: Violation: quantity

- (Comment [15]: Violation: relation

,,w(Comment [16]: Violation: relation

(Comment [17]: Violation: relation

,,,,»V(Comment [18]: Violation: relation

,,w(Comment [19]: Violation: relation

,,w(Comment [20]: Violation: relation

(Comment [21]: Violation: relation

Wy, REREL AT, REGETCR, DI H AN X 45, 8

’

- (Com ment [22]: Violation: quantity

RT5 ) 1 |

ORFENFEAOZ, SUESIER, RhMEE, FHKE
RO, BB AIROE T BATBERE BUAEX AL T ? 2 AR
ML AR, MR TUE, AR ATHR. &AA
HAER, BAEFNN, WRESKRMAETE .

T12

MG AR Py T ik B A5 B B 2 11 [ BQAE R, S 38
A T 20|t WRATTISK A N S5 8 Sk vz A A Wy N L ) 3

,,w(Comment [23]: Violation: relation

N A

,,»(Comment [24]: Violation: quantity

(Comment [25]: Violation: relation

Gi7 ST | HEAT R kA5 B, R R B T AR

,,»(Comment [26]: Flouting: quality

JEE e FLAR B . ERATTELAE 2 75 2 RE M SLRE A S AN ) R 78

EIX AR B A S R B !

T13

FY R AR, PRSI BE S, — B hRAs, L
NHSk, B EgRBRET [REHZ P EAER. fs

ISR TEAH, SBACUIANEEESZER. £
RIS, SBEIIALE T EEENR. 4 il E AKX
LB, CCE—A, ERREEHAE |

(Comment [27]: Flouting: relation

A N N

,,»(Comment [28]: Violation: relation

,,w(Comment [29]: Violation: relation




T14

MG

POl 140N, ARREKRR T o B4 90, 00, 10, HAELUE—FH
LT, NOERAONLT HSE LCmE. (RS0 EE
W, ALK — B E TSN 2 LT . AR
U R AITER, B H AN SR AR AR TGS ? X AR B T R o kR
RARARIER ! B AT A2 N B L
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T15

FY

B 14 1LN, IRRBSRE T, ——— W EARAOZ, MR

,,w(Comment [30]: Violation: relation

- (Comment [31]: Violation: quantity

A%, BUERIHEASR 50~60 5, Hfi] 20 25 2B EN; [
BEAFIAENT, AT ERBEI L, BT E 50 R A
BT . BUENSEIBTIRION, RASEAREA NS, L5
FER {05 8.

T16

MG

L ELJR R 500 DA E RO b, 1R % A B AUR ¢ [P ATk
—f (HVREH 80 JRHI— M) 10408 T R4 A G B
FAEEMO |

T17

FY

@& TR 44k 5 22 52 S S el B! ———— AR

b, RIS, AR, SBAUKIETE, A
BREABETEMAN, BRNEZE2FIHRR. FinmA A b
o DURZEIETAERAL, HSWAAMES L E LT, HHEPE
FEFAERIN AL BRI A 03 1%~ |

(bWRBAE T . LIESENFRE S, REFRILFE, BEZTH
N, BERGEEB R, DU RRSG, NA555) 7R
%, NTHAMRE, HRESSTEZMEN. HoEEE-|

T18

MG
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Appendix G

Statistics of non-observance of the maxims in the conversation
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Type Frequency | Frequency | Frequency | The The The
total in MG’s in FY’s number of | number of | number of
texts texts turns out | turns in turns in
of 29 MG’s FY’s texts
texts
Flouting 12 10 2 8 6 2
Flouting of | 1 1 N/A 1 1(T2) N/A
Quantity
Flouting of | 7 6 1 6 5(T2, 1 (T25)
Quality T12, T16,
T22, T24)
Flouting of | 4 3 1 4 3 (T2, 1(T3¢)
Relation T12, T26)
Violation 54 14 39 26 12 14
Violation 18 N/A 18 11 N/A 11 (T3,
of Quantity T5, T7,
T11, T15,
T17,T19,
T21, T23,
T27, T29)
Violation 3 1 2 2 1(T26) 1 (T3 b)
of Quality
Violation 33 13 20 24 11 (T4, 13 (T3,
of Relation T6, T8, T5,T7,
T10,T12, | T9, T11,
T14,T18, | T13, T15,
T20,T22, | T17,T19,
T24, T26) | T21, T23,
T25, T27)




