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i The Medium Is the Metamessage

Conversational Style in New Media Inferaction

DEBORAH TANNEN
Georgetown University

Introduction

£ IN 1981 1 ORGANIZED the Georgetown University Round Table on Languages and Lin-
guistics “Analyzing Discourse: Text and Talk.” In my introduction 1o that yolume {Tan-
nen 1982a, ix) 1 explain that I regard “text” and “talk” not as two separaie
entities—text as written language and talk as spoken—-but rather as “overlapping as-
pects of a single entity™: discourse. I suggested, moreover, that the word “discourse”
is invaluable as a corrective to the tendency to think of spoken and written language
as separate and fundamentally different. Research by many of the participants in that
meeting supported this view. Bright (1982) showed that spoken discourse exhibits
verse markers like those associated with written poetry, and Chafe {1982) demon-
strated that spoken Seneca rituals contain many features of written language. In my

own rescarch (for example, Tannen 1982b), while ostensibly focusing on spoken and
written discourse as well as on orality and literacy, 1 emphasize that the division is
illusory. I suggest that we think instead of oral and literate strategies that are found
in speaking or writing.

Another major thread of my rescarch has been analyzing everyday conversation.
Early on I developed the notion of “conversational style,” whereby speakers think they
are simply saying what they mean and accomplishing interactional goals, but in do-
ing so they necessarily choose among many options for each of the full range of lin-
guistic phenomena such as pitch, amplitude, length of pauses, rate of speech,
intonational contours, relative directness versus indirectness, discourse structure, and
humor. These relatively automatic choices differ according to numerous cultural in-
fluences. I have tended to emphasize five primary influences: ethnicity, geographical
background, age, class, and gender, while noting that there are innumerable other in-
fluences on style, such as sexual orientation and profession. 1 have shown. further-
more, that features of conversational style function to communicate not only
messages—ithe meaning of words—but also metamessages—indications of how
speakers intend what they say and what they are trying to do by saying those words
in that way in that context.
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sider digital analogs to the pacing and pausing of turn exchange in spoken conversy-
tion. Following that [ present examples of metamessages communicated by the choiee
of medium, including the use of multiple media 10 send the same message. | next con-
sider medium-related challenges posed by the proliteration of media options. My lasi
example is of a miscommunication that resulted from the mechanics built into the
digital platform used when sending text messages, In conclusion | suggest that the
alarm with which older adults have greeted young people’s new media Practiges re-
sembles not only the negativity that commonly accompanies cross-cultural differences
in conversational style but also the alarm that accompanied the introduction of'a com-
munication technology that we now accept without question: the printing press.

All the examples 1 present and discuss are of naturally oceurring electronic dis-
course exchanged among friends and tamily. They were provided by students i ny
classes who gave permission for their use and who., along with the intertovutors in
their examples, are identified {or not) according to their preferences,

Metamessages

The concept of metamessages traces to Gregory Bateson's essay A Theory of Play
and Fantasy.” Bateson explains that “human verbal communication can operate and
always does at many contrasting levels of abstraction™ (1972, 177 78). He ilustrates
“the seemingly simple denotative level” with the sentence, “The cat is on the mat.”
He illustrates what he calls “the metacommunicative level” with the sentence, "My
telling you where to find the cat was friendly.” Bateson’s notion of metacommuni-
cation is key to his seminal concept of framing. He explains that during a visit to the
Fleishhacker Zoo in San Francisco, he observed monkeys at play and wondered how
a monkey knew that an obviously hostile move, such as a bite, should be interpreted
as play. He concluded that monkeys have a way of communicating the metamessage
“This is play,” thus allowing another monkey to correctly interpret the spirit in which
a bite was intended. In other words, the metamessage signaled the activity the mon.
keys were engaged in. Applying the concept of metamessage to human interaction,
Bateson further explains, “In these, the subject of discourse is the relationship be-
tween the speakers.” He notes that “the vast majority” of metacommunicative moes.
sages are implicit rather than explicit,

When 1 refer to messages and metamessages in spoken interaction, | am adupt-
ing Bateson’s framework to distinguish meaning at two levels of abstraction. 1 use
the term “messages™ to refer to what Bateson described as the “seemingly simple de-
notative level,” that is, the meaning of the words as they would be decoded by a dic-
tionary and a grammar. My use of the term “metamessages” derives from his Concept
of metacommunication, in which “the subject of discourse is the relationship between
the speakers” and is overwhelmingly implicit. That I8, metamessages communicule
how a speaker intends a message, or how a hearer interprets 3 message-—what it says
about the relationship that one utters these words in this way in this context.

Conversational Style in New Media Discourse
When the topic of conversation among my peers turns to new media usc, especially
texting, I frequently hear comments expressing alarm, disapproval, and sCorn toward
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young people’s tendency to send and receif/e te.xt messages while engag?n%lr} Ifdai:
to-face interaction. Most of my peers consider it self—evx@ent that an indivi uas at ‘
tention is owed to the people present, and diverting attention to a handheld du«xsclif
self-evidently rude. [ also frequently hear the parents of teenagers Qrfyou?glc'i umz»:
express disapproval, incredulity, and distress because their chxl.dren often lal :; ©
turn phone calls promptly—or at all. Although I tend to be relatively negtrathon mz\e r
topics, 1 understand, in an automatic, gut-level way, why paremsh an c; ir older
adults respond as they do. | was surprised, howgver? to 1ear1? from the stud cnt 'S N 3}(
class that they and many of their peers react wxlth incredulity to the suigges‘ ;f?the
exchanging text messages while in company rmght be mdew:}?d.ﬁ}ﬁ 1;39“ x‘:dumz
regard telephone calls as rude and imrum‘ve, a notion t}?at sparl:s para c?hx cld . ana
among older adults. These contrasting views, ;n(i thenrAassc')cmtmn Ww:; ‘ o’m; o
younger generations, respectively, are rcﬂccte(} in an article in The lasl (z;ng91 ‘ “Nm;e
(Shapira 2010) that quotes a mother’s complaint atl()ut her teenage chi relv : one
of the kids call us back! They will not call you back.. The same article qut»t;:ls? d’ i y”
year-old as saying, “There’s something confron}anonal jdb()u( someone ca }rg_, y(‘m‘f
These mutual accusations and the mutual mcreduhty they evo‘ke remmw me le
a pattern at the heart of my research on cmss—cu]tura] dxfferepces in Con;/-flbdf‘:);‘;_
style: the tendency to view one’s own sense of w}?at is fude ar‘u'l what is ;?0 /; e ?s;di F
evident, while regarding differing views as illogical if not dlsmgem‘loub“i’ pdrtt a%e
matic case of contrasting conversational styles that 1 hayc observed, c?nd Lt}l:?ne; i ue
at length elsewhere (Tannen 2005), is the use of avnd attitudes towar;i 117};3(21;{;::30“9_
overlap in conversation. Those whose style | identified and fies.crlt?x?( as ;xg volve:
ment” often talk along with others as a display Qf emhustainc lxstel?e'rs 1p{tw fd:m
those whose style I characterized as “high-considerateness rega.rd it as ‘;(c -::;) ; f;m
that only one voice should be heard at a time, so anyone vyho bcgji},s speztl x:; perore
another has stopped is obviousty—and rudely—.-mterru‘ptmg. Th‘c’?c cco;n;aim 2 o
versational styles can be understood as reflecting Robin Lakoﬁ .sA( 1.? é” v!) o
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness schemas. The notion tha} it mfu ¢ 4?0’\0 ‘ ‘
ize while another holds the floor corresponds to Brgwn and”Levmson ] nggatx;{f tp;)n
liteness and LakofFs first rule of politeness, “Don’t impose. The asswun}pgon a’ iy
attentive listener should vocalize to show inyolvement COI:I‘CS])O?(}? N;o‘ t’rgw:a;;a_
Levinson’s positive politeness and Lakoff’s third rule of politeness, : a;n ain can
raderie Everyone easily understands why peoplc.‘ regard as rude what t‘ ;{\y pe ceve
to be interruptions. It may be somewhat less obvious to some that tjrc;t't‘a \ el;:g ectivﬁ
can be equally unacceptable to high-involvement-style sp‘cgkers.l ‘1?:{ -;I:;s;der-
was articulated by one such speaker to whom I was explalr.\mg‘t}‘z‘.n igh c( o
ateness style follows Lakoff’s “Don’t impose™ rule of politeness. She responded,
- : not imposing is so offensive!” ’ . -
mu(,‘?z;\?:rsmi\.imal :yle differences thus result in mutual Q@usamins of' lr;idyl:;c]s:
regarding overlapping speech: for one group of spc‘akcrs‘ it li ix}?; to 1;1 na (,) ng,’;
whereas to another group it is rude for a listener to just sit thﬁﬂ ike a dgl tpwar;
log. These respective accusations are parallel to cmss—gcnyeratmnal am'tu ci i: el
use of communication technology: for many members of ope gen‘er.a‘tmt:i 1 w.m‘ikc
not to return phone calls, whereas for many members of the other, it is rude :

THE MEDIUM S THE METAMESSAGE 103

phone calls in the first place. Similarly, whereas members of one group find it rude
to use a handheld device to text while in face-to-face interaction, members of the
other may not—and may, in fact, deem it rude to fail to respond immediately 1 a
text message, regardless of where they are and what they are doing when it arrives,
Moreover, members of each group regard their own assumptions about what is rude
as self-evident while reacting with disbelicf-—or worse—to the other group’s coi-
trasting assumptions.

I'will present one more new media example that struck me, early on, as similar

to patterns 1 had observed and characterized as cross-cultural differences in conver-
sational style. My student Maddie Howard reported to our class that her brother and
her boyfriend, in explaining why it is not rude to send or receive text messages while
engaged in face-to-face interaction, commented, “But it takes so little time.” This ex-
act explanation reminded me of high-involvement-style speakers’ reactions to the
Jjudgment of high-considerateness-style speakers about a particular interactional prac-
tice. I experienced the practice I have in mind, and its geographic distribution, as a
native of Brooklyn, New York, living in California. Based on N1y eXPErienee grow-
ing up and living as an adult in New York City, 1 took for granted the appropriate-
ness of the following scenario: A customer in a departiment store wishes 1o ask a quick
question, such as “Where is the ladies’ room?” There is no unoccupied salesperson
in sight, so the customer approaches a salesperson who is serving another customer,
and hovers in a conventionalized way. The salesperson glances up, the custorner
quickly posits the question, and the salesperson utters a cryptic reply, such as “see-
ond floor”” The customer says, “Thank you,” and heads to the second floor while the
salesperson returns to the sales encounter. The kinesics of such an exchange are ¢lo-
quent: by hovering at a short distance, the inquirer signals a respect for the primacy
of the ongoing sales encounter; the occupied salesperson maintains a physical orien-
tation to the customer being served, simitarly signaling that their encounter is OnEo-
ing. The exchange takes only a few seconds and is not perceived by anyone to be an
interruption. When [ attempted to initiate an encounter of this type in California, how-
ever, I was stunned to be reprimanded by the salesperson: “I'm serving this customer
now. Il help you when I’'m finished with her.” My reaction was exactly that expressed
by Maddie Howard’s brother and boyfriend: How could anyone mistake this for an
interruption? It takes so little time. In fact, isn’t it self-evidently rude to expect some-
one to wait a significant period of time—especially someone in need of a ladies’
room—-to ask a question so fleeting that the answer could have been delivered in far
fewer words than the salesperson used to articulate the reprimand? | suspect that this
is the logic behind young people’s conviction that it is appropriate 1o send a brief txt
message while in tace-to-face interaction: not only does the exchange of text mes-
sages take too little time to constitute an interruption, but it would furthenmore be
rude to keep the sender waiting for needed information when providing that infor-
mation takes so little time.

As a native of New York City and a high-involvement-style speaker, | continue
to see self-evident logic and advantage to the conversational routine | have Just de-
scribed. As an analyst of conversational interaction. [ can see the logic of both per-
spectives, and can understand why the same behavior can be seen as polite in one
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part of the country but rude in another, In the following sections 1 show that parallel
processes of contrasting interactional routines can characterize gender- and genera-
tion-related differences in new media discursive practices.

Markers of Enthusiasm and Intensity

Many aspects of social media discourse that tend to ditfer from one group to another
can be understood as associated with high-involvement as contrasted with high-con-
sideratencss conversational style. In my previous work (Tannen 1986, 2005), I de-
seribe these different conversational styles with reference to geographic region and
cthnicity. Among usets of new media, the differing uses—and contrasting interpre-
tations of those uses-—tend to pattern by age and gender. | begin by exploring in more
depth the expression of enthusiasm and its relation to gender.

An element of high-involvement style in spoken conversation is what | call an
“enthusiasm constraint” An example 1 examine elsewhere (Tannen 1986) was pro-
vided by a Greek woman. She recalled that when she was a young girl, it she asked
her father whether she could go somewhere, and he answered, “dn thes, pas " ("1f you
want, you can go”), she knew that she should not go, because his approval had been
unenthusiastic. 1 he had really approved, he would have said something more like
“Nai, na pas” (“Yes, you should go™). L also describe a cross-cultural difference with
regard to the enthusiasm constraint within an American family. A mother who had
been raised in New York City was raising her own children in Vermont. When they
told her of some event in their lives, she frequently responded with expressive lexical
and paralinguistic features such as, “Wow! Oh my god!” In her high-involvement
style, her word choice and emphatic voice quality showed enthusiastic interest and at-
tention. Her children, however, who had tearned a relatively high-considerateness
style, would ook around to see what had frightened their mother. When they realized
she was responding to them, they'd groan, “Oh, Mom! 1t’s not THAT big a deal!” They
were certain that her overreaction was a personality quirk unique to their mother.

These expectations with regard to the expression of enthusiasm vary by cultural
or regional background: Greek in my first example, and New York City compared with
New England in the second. Parallel patterns have been described by Baron (2004)
and Herring (2003) as characterizing gender-related expectations of expressiveness
in electronic exchanges, such as in young women s greater use of emoticons. The stu-
dents in my classes have found similar patterns. Examples of text message and email
exchanges that they have gathered demonstrate that gender differences in the use of
new media conventions for the expression of emotion constitute a kind of cross-cul-
tural communication and potential miscommunication.

Example 1: Contrasting Expectations of

Enthusiasm Markers

A student in my class found evidence of a kind of cross-cultural miscommunication
in an instant message (IM) exchange she had with her younger brother, who was at-
tending a college situated midway between their hometown and Washington, DC,
where Georgetown University is located. The exchange began when she sent her

brother the following IM:
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Hey! So, I have an idea for President’s Day Weekend!
Her brother responded,

Oh God, you and vour ideas . . . what is it?

The student di ici
did >act ex vitlv fe 5 .
vice identified bmg rtim explicitly to her brother’s use of sarcasm, 4 rhetorical J
/ s . . ao< N > - [SE IR TG
I : erring (1995, 2003) as more common in men’s computer-medi
P oo ;m}mn thzu;lm women’s. She simply went on to explain her idea: to \"im
way home. (Her meaning was i s

- r was unambiguous., althe He s N

the way back™): & tguous, although she miswrote “on

P'm gonna g S
Com%ng “( E’O‘};Dmt ff()l;’l Saturday to Monday, but what do vou think of me
3 visit you on the way back? | ¢: 1 d ’
7 1 can take the train and stay g
oming to ¥isi you on ) ' ain and stay ovet
o ay éll(i Friday night. We can do something fun during the day on Frida
its supposed to be really nice out! ) o

Her brother replied

()kd} CO()l '] il Bl v i
3 HEE i Y IS €, but ave a ¢ T DAse { )
R v 1y 1s fin , Du 1 h Ve a Llui b 15 b‘ll tournament 1"'m I Win

N

Her next message said,
()h . ke Ta s e ot o4l
- . okay. Well we can get dinner and go out on Thursday then?”?

Her brother responded,
Dinner sounds good. I'll pick you up at the station

Her next response showe S i
Hern sponse showed how she bad been mmterpreting her brother’s messaves th
far. She, too, used sarcasm: e e

I N
Wow . . . good thing you sound excited . . |
Her brother denied the 4 i
rother denied that he had intended to communicate indifference:
What? Sorry, sorry, Fam. I am.

The sister reported that she had tr
o pmspectt,;;c;?:f :)::1‘(1 5'}31:th§1d tlxlul”y s;u%pcctcd lhu(t her brother was not thritled with
Nt 1-cpc;ﬂéd “g;) c :\t‘cr c{{@t)uﬂff:"td {x)dcmndem evidence that he was,
o by had Con,lmumc(,{ zdly ;mdh fam” in his reassurances, but, more mpor-
oo communy )d (& grl‘tllus:izxs:x?1, as he called her repeatedly on the phone
et oty g her u? f'mct his ('ncudsl. Note the significance—the metames-
sae of end sias ommunicated by his choice of technology: the telephone rather

This example s < the a eihli i

" use: g:i;u‘]:fi;:lz([)]\t’;/:u:l:;ﬁnt]ht sfl?lllflgs sharcq certain assumptions about new me-
e e en mgh‘u a‘A‘ ‘bmf‘ ed by making tclgphwnc calls, but they differed
Gy atayions of how enth :1{51};?{%1{1 'be comnmqu:atcd in digital discourse. The
Orcnmusmgm o ass members, believed tl;m! differences regarding the display
patterned by gender. This observation is supported by Herring and 7 zv

lenkauskaite (20093, who fi
{2009), who found that women tend to use more nonstandard typography
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ncluding repeated letters and punctuation, and by Waseleski (2006}, who found a sim-
ifar gender pattern in the use of exclamation points. In order to see what made this
brother was not enthusiastic about her proposed visit,

young woman suspect that her
we can compare his responses to those of the young woman in the next example.

Example 2: Enthusiasm Markers as Shared Conventions

Example | illustrated cross-gender miscommunication due to stylistic differences re-

garding the display of enthusiasm in digital interaction. Example 2, provided by Kim-

berly Garity. demonstrates how an enthusiasm constraint operates in digital media

discourse among young women. 1t is a text message exchange between Kimberly and

her friend Jillian, who had previously lived in the same dormitory. Jillian wrote,
tley so [ haven’t seen you the ENTIRE week and 1 receally miss you!

What are you doing tonight/tomorrow for meals?

Sorry | had to miss funch yesterday!

But really, this needs to change because

only because | can’t just stop by your room to chat!

{ miss McCarthy 8

Here is Kimberly's response:

{ miss you ool

R you going to Justin and Lance’s tonight??
Slash wanna do din tomorrow??
1 can’t wait to catch up on tife!!
In analyzing this exchange, Kimberly noted a range of enthusiasm markers, includ-

ing multiple exclamation paints (1 miss you too! 111 and “T can’t wait to catch

™y, Even question marks were reduplicated (“R you going t0 Justin and
«glash wanna do din tomorrow??”). (The word “slash,” which
refers 1o the typed symbol [/], designates an option or a topic switch—a fascinating
example of how digital discourse represents spoken discourse, even if it means more
keystrokes.) Kimberly observed, however, that these markers of enthusiasm were not
meant literally. Rather, they are expectedw-—unmarked in the linguistic sense. Had she
ot used them, it would have been marked; that i, their absence would have carried
special meaning, and her friend might well have concluded that Kimberly was unen-
thusiastic about getting together.

When we discussed this example in class, sev
they regularly repeat the final vowel in the salutation “Hi,” so it reads, for example.
SHHLT A single-i “HIY they explained, comes across as cold, even sutlen. One stu-
he had to tell her mother to please add “i's” 10 her salutation to
that her mother did not intend it. Be-
¢ vowels in that position

up on life!!
{ance’s tonight??” and

eral women commented that

dent reported that s
avoid this impression—even though she knew
cause reduplicating word-final vowels 1s unmarked, singl
take on negative metamessages for those who have become accustomed to letter rep-
etition as an enthusiasm constraint. As with all el
reactions to unexpected style features ar
the impression of coolness con
as the result of cross-cultural misc

ements of conversational style, our
¢ emotional and automatic. In that sense,
veyed by her mother’s single-i salutation could be seen
ommunication, Telling her mother to please add
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“1's” is thus parall “orrecti
pinge ‘;pcak{:r. " elto u)rru}img the grammar or pronunciation of a nonnative lan
S er: the corrector knows what the s k erance docs-
| . 1e speaker means . .
B peaker means, but the utterance does
A similar exa i i
R 3 n 2y v T4 oy M
s me;w ,‘, flelc n A.rabxc was provided by a student from Oman. She reveived
an email v ssage from a friend with the subject line “Salaaaaaaaanaanaa: anf
an email message from a fiend with the ct line “Salaaaaaaanaaaaaaainaia: -
o0 W;/am ' ‘;oogfl is a diminutive form of the recipient’s (pseudonymous) xm;x
and , the Arabic equivalent of “hi™ renc in B ‘ i hasized
& 17 rendered in English letters, i
o &3 " > ) ' ] k g e o N
by repetition—for a total of 23—of the vowel “a.” ) e i b

Example 3: Volubility versus Taciturnity
if a young man’s omissi -

n's $810 : . )
the xiistal%en s omn{ssl‘on 01‘ convgnnonahzed enthusiasm markers could result in
of negativity can tr)er ation of negativity by his sister, in other cases the impr@ on

> > o ) . ReS P

on Mlxrr‘ay>3 " e ;ﬂ‘l?;ldcd. In the following example, which was provided by Lau

..~ l Cn ¢ %M ”,,__r 3 g P I y " -
with whom’ che had hf:] Aary”—a pseudonym) initiated an IM exchange with a friend

ad had an argument in order to see i . :
5 . h see whether the friend was red

put the fight behind them. Here is how the exchange went: s ready o

MARY:  Hey.

FRIEND: Hi.

MARY: 3 at’s got ! )

AR Hey ‘tvhat s going on? | haven’t talked to you in forever
FRIEND: Nothing much. ‘
MaRry:  Cool. How's work going?

FrIEND: Good. Busy.

MaRy:  That sucks. Is it fun at all?

FRIEND: Not really.

M e “ ol od IV

ARY:  Sweet. Have you met any new guys in the office?

ERIEND: Not really.

MARY:  Oh, that sucks. Well, I'm sure you will. Ha

FRIEND: Ha. |

mMary:  Omg. The other ¢

nm}g;.oirnhg g}thltx Iday [ heard Pat dropped out of school and is delinitely
g back. I can’t believe it. It’s s 'l { M B
‘ s so terrible. You k o

FRIEND: Cool. s
MARY:  Oh, yeah. Did you find an apartment yet?
FRIEND: Nope. -
MARY:  Alrighty then. I guess I'm gonna go now,
FRIEND: Bye. ’

As this exchange unfolded, i

e bccauzngtﬂxﬁioldcd it became clear to Mary that her friend was sull angry
, because all Mary's attempts to get a conversati i .

: $ to get a conversation going were i

tic. usually monosyllabic respons on going were met with oryp-

lowine ‘M()n nznng‘sylldbllc responses. Perhaps most striking is the reply "Cool” ;{ii

ar S Yot iis P re N ’ ) y )

her e""hlati(y,n Ot‘?}u"mlmn that a mutual acquaintance “dropped out of school™ and
E of this news as both surprising (* ¥ i et

ceryo . sast surprising T slieve it .

(“1t’s 50 terrible™. p g (" can’t believe 1t7) and regrettable
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i i 148 as gender rela auren Mur-
To test whether this expectation of enthusiasm was gu‘.dukru(;a;ed,ﬂ[, ?uim -
\ me i and asked for their interpre-
¢ ¢ exchange to seven women and five men ar ‘ ’
ray showed the exchange to se men a ‘ i imerpre-
ni[i(ms‘ All five men attributed the friend’s short responses to hc:i being . ymr
: . 5 - ) 1] [ o Frie S an b
i:)dif“fcrcm but not angry. Six of the seven women said that the fnu? ;}:/aS CO; gmm—
the women, at least, the enthusiasm constraint was at work: terse replies
cated coolness.

- . Boneriti apitalization .
Example 4: Repetition and C ' o end 4 mewative
I th(,[;t; xt example, as in the preceding one, taciturnity is used to send a ; o e

D s a use of intensity markers the

iti is ex: e de strates a use of intensity
ssage. In o this example demonstrate tha
metamessage. In addition, . e e
i i i Fthe e s1as nstraint. Example 4, p
i : ir us service of the enthusiasm co > 4. )
is parallel to their use in se n C ( > e
byp{'u“quc!ine Fogarty, illustrates the use of enthusiasm markers in the i g
Jac , 2
apology. . . 3 o here together,
v I’%c}‘}kie and a number of friends had gathered in order to £o sorr?gwhuald“gnwm
-~ M M aeleio e A o a las -
As everyone in the group piled into taxis, only Jackie \,\{?s ieh d\}ditizilé, :Lm e
‘ / indi self alone, Jackie se
“the gre / ad been delayed. Finding herse ,
ber of the group, who had ye et e
lowing (sarcastic) text message to a friend who was among the grouy

Thanks for waiting for Melissa with me thats cool
The friend responded, ' -
JACKIE 1AM SO SO SO SORRY! | thought you were behind us in the ca

pay for it for youuuuu

| her & cither actual or repre-
The friend conveyed the sincerity and depth Qf ber épology (u-”,};-l ;;izl:(uj/\cﬁm
sented—it is nc:i{};cr possible nor necessary to distinguish) by capitaliz;

icati " word-fi / s (at the

d tition (“SO SO SO SORRY™), reduplication of word fmatl ;owel; { e
wOord repe Po AW e LW B » . - ' i - .
end of “‘Iz.o” in “1 feel s00000000 bad!” and at the end of “you™ in “ill pay
ouuas). i TN i sting, since
g The ripctiti(m of the final vowel in “youuuuu” is ’parmulaﬂif u"nrtet;c; W(izj e

7 : h \ » . o . 5

its impact is solely visual. When reading “*s00000000,” one can f:; he word S0

‘ : asonet 2s someone saying,

1 ¢ vowel s c ated, as one imagines som .
with the vowel sound elonga T ’ Rt
t:v d!” But repeating the final “u” in “you” doesn’t work the samclwg Eto“(m ¢ MG;

. in the ’ i > -digi .
the vowel sound doesn’t reside in the letter “u” bgt in the dotzjb ionlg:amd P
imixmant “hearing” the sentence in one’s mind W:th that soun 13 %gz o omphinte
for it for y()otmcvomm”) doesn’t sound like anything anyone wou N .gszisual mphasis
It seems instead that the reduplication of the word-fmz;! kfttcr 1;31 oual means 1o

: ‘ icate si ity epth of emotion,

i asis communicate sincerity and dep '  mu

rovide emphasis and cor ¢ ! : ! o
?rcvious’ly discussed repetition of the final letter in the salutatio
k In reply to her friend’s message, Jackie texted,

no its fine we are walking

i : he resultant i csston of tac-
in this message, the lack of expressive markers, and the rc:aultanit !’mprc T
H o AT AV \ . ' e ol .431'“ then wr )
iturnity, indicated how less than fine it really was. Jackie’s frie

THE MEDIUM 1S THE METAMESSAGE

seriously Jackie please, get a cab, | fee 50 bad!i!

Here the friendx repeated final e

xclamation points indicate the d
and hence the sincerity of he

epth of her fectings
rapology. But Jackie was 1ot to be mollified. She replied,
we are walking there its fine.

Throughout thig example, the friend uses expressive spelling, capialization, reperi.
tion, and reduplicated punctuation to send a metamessage of intensity along with ler
message of apology. And Jackie's omission of these features indicates her conting-
ing displeasure and reluctance 1o let her friend Off the hook.

Indirectness and Its Discontents
As far back as Lakoffs (1973) early work on communicative style, Hnguists have fo.
cused a great deal of analysis on indirectness in conversation, with its powerfyl po-
tential to communicate as wel] as its risk of misinterpretation. Lakoli made clear tha
indirectness is fundamental and pervasive in convers

ational interaction: it iy stmply
impossible for speakers to make expl

icit in every utterance all the assumptions. in-
plications, and metamessages intended or, in Goffman’s scnse, “given ofF —that iy,
communicated unintentionally. Indirectness is pervasive
well; indeed, the opportunities and the |
constraints of the media themselves,

in new media Mteraction ax
iabilities of indirectness are enhanced by ihe

Example 5: Brevity as Indirectness
The word “cryptic” suggests that brevity can be associated with unstated, even hid-
den, meaning. Thus brevity, which is commonly regarded as characteristic of 1ot imps-
sages, frequently entails ambiguity. Example 5 shows the potential ambiguity inheren
in a one-word text message. Fiona Hanly wrote the following description of the com-
plex potential metamessages that she and her friends ook into account when consid-
ering how to interpret a missive composed of a single word

On Thursday evening, out to dinner with several friends, one of my friends,
Lauren, received a text from a boy she was interested in that read simply:
“Hey.” To which she wondered: what did he mean with “hey?” Did he really
mean just hey? Was he checking to see if she was busy? Was he actually
interested in her like she was interested in him? Was he bored? How should she
respond-—should she assume that there was something implied by hiy text,
address the frame of the conversation, or just respond on the message level he
had set up?

Brevity is a common motivation for texting rather than telephoning: one does not have
to say, “Hello, how are you? Did I cail at a bad time?” betore getting 1o the content of
amessage. Neither does one have to signal the end or take leave: 10 “Okay, Ul tulk 1o
you later” is required, nor even a fleeting “Take care.” This example demonstrates, how-
ever, that the brevity of the text message “Hey™ means that the text message could be
interpreted in many different ways, each possible interpretation entailing indirect mean-
ings that could plausibly have been implied—and equally plausibly denied.
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Example 6: An Electronic Link as Indirectness saning interpreted, and possi-
(d" Bennett provided another example of indirect meaning nt o i the form
¢g Dennett . : notice: ; ralt
k,’;lrtg’ lied, by a common new media discursive practice: providing a e e
. “ g M b 3 O < &
o to be clicked on. The participants in this exchange, a young e ter-
a URL to ° but the woman was beginning to develop a m‘“;{“l deo
. ac < a YouTube vide
{ in the man. One day, he posted a link on her Facebook Wla“ t'(:jd Yeumd to im
est in the man. > X . o video seeme -
:h;u featured a song with rather romantic ly.ru.s‘ Pleas@ th';t’t S\:m L TOMS mes
ply that his interest in her was also becoming romantic, s i,memmg?" He replied.
R : i say :
ing, “Saw the video. Were you trying to st ack
sage saying, “Saw the video. X o T ught her bac
Sdgh St:z):n : i just thought it was a cool video. why? Tb‘b Te}I".IY t:;(c’ni: he was not
dummm ca‘rt‘h) with a thud. She concluded that she had misread his i :
own to earth w . !
; interested in her after all, o
antically interested in her a o N . inherent am-
mm‘ii‘}}“ik' uyamplc illustrates both the communicative potmt:ﬂ and\fi\:wbt i
118 CXd & K . such as a Yo >
biguity of posting a link to another mec‘hum OF MESSAEE, SUE teraction. The example
% of indirect meaning that is particular to electmm}c1 in " airecmess -
a torm 8 : ' sational style with respect to s
e - patterns in conversational style o indi
also parallels gender patterns mn ¢ v : ) e oe reparding indi-
Lﬂwiﬁ?ﬁrectnc’; In a discussion of conversational style dlf:“;miieiep :atcdlyga%kcd
Sus i ex: f a man who ha $
¢ the example 0 \ ! ’
cctness (Tannen 1986, 79), T giv ~ertai erally 1o interpret
Nﬂnc‘*“ (coworkcr to join him for lunch, and was ur.u,ertdm ho»\‘i‘ é!ltenx )]/qn«uions for
e fusals. which were always accompanied by plausi e}e pt; . Lgs up by
e . e tried to clear things up b}
s to accept. He tried
le rather than unwilling , , ing to tell me
: ean you can’t, or are you trymg
“Do you really mean you » or are .
Y h me so | shouldn’t ask again?” Even though t‘ha Iatt
s e say, “T don’t wan
ter assumption was accurate, the woman could not bn;}l% hcg‘e‘f;on Zﬁre you know
crass - ” i @ thing like, “Oh, well, N s
: —ever.” so she said something ke, ; ur N
ave lunch with you—ever,” SO ‘ ) failed because
o have hilv busy ti?,ne for me.” His attempt to force her to be direct ¢
it’s a really bus : 1 firee an invitation.
indirectness was the only way she could refuse an invitat le differences with regard
Looked at from the perspective of conversational style d the link to a YouTube
ooked ¢ s ) ted the li . .
to indirectness, it is possible that the young man w?ho pyo;»;;g e However, by
; ic interest in the yo - He :
ideo really was developing a romantic interes k ving to sa
video really was deve o it indirectly. By asking, “Were you trying to say
p ink. he was expressing it indirectly. By as A : g
ysting a link, he was expres A i fy ct to direct com
ft:;:dgmm“ the young woman was asking him to shxtt. frox:x :;:g:;m ool
5S¢ g7 3 e . 1JUS g
. o cpe clueless “ummmm . . ] he
‘ation. His seemingly ¢ ) rong to interpret the
ﬂ\'“{l?:}nxigln reflect, as she concluded, that she had been Wr(v)}?jmight aﬁ-u bive
;.1(1: v an indirect expression of romantic mtcrcst.g;lov::»tzgt smwmse o ented
ink as 4 ! ! N < possible that his resp
i awi . conclusion. It 1s poss ’ - of such
cen wrong in drawing this . s mantic nteres or than a lack of suc
?t‘vudi ‘mm%om with direct expression of romantic interest rather
s dis

of ic
young man, were friends,

her repeated re
why she was unab
asking a direct question: (
you don’t want to have tunch wit

interest.
Electronic » (
and pervasive in electronic interaction.

A 3 r g P ar to
tinks. then, can be seen as a form of indirectness that is particule
inks, \ > S

Pacing and Pausing in Tum‘-Tcking
A final linguistic feature (?i new med iscoune |
spoken interaction is relative pacing "11 tf f,xgo;n i
everyone has a sense of how long a pd.t'mf% 19 E.‘d ne
the impression that a current speaker is finished s

dia discourse that parallels conversational stylg 1‘n
¢ of turns. In spoken conversation,
1 within a turn before listeners get
another is free—or obligated—to

e

THE MEDIUM IS THE METAMESSAGE ik

take the floor. Elsewhere I demonstrate at length {Tunnen 2005)
tural and cross-subcultural differences in pacing and pausing, and that these differences
fead to mutual negative evaluations and frequent misinterpretations. When interlovu.
tors have differing expectations regarding the length of interturn pauses, the one why
expects a shorter pause will get the impression that the other has finished wher that other
is simply waiting for the length of pause that signals an open floor. The latter foels that
the former is interrupting and hogging the floor, while the former feels forced
the interactional work with someone who either has nott
anything. In both cases, the speed of response has led to interpretations—sometinies
valid, sometimes not—about interlocutors’ intentions and abilities.

In the exchange of electronic messages, it is ¢l
ended, but interactants must still decide how
ceive, and speed of response carries metames
dents tell me that they frequently confer on the appropriate way to respond to
electronic messages, and have advised friends, “Don’t respond right away; you don't
want to seem desperate.” This advice is predicated on tt
reply indicates enthusiasm, and that when it comes to the delicate negotiations of ro-
mantic interest, too much enthusiasm equates with desperation. In the same spirit, a
lengthy response time could indicate a lack of enthusiasm. Furthermore, as with Spo-
ken conversational style, interpretations can turn out to be mistaken, A student re-
ported that when her boyfriend did not respond quickly to a text message sl
she concluded Yhat he was angry at her. It turned out that the reason was merely tech-
nological: his celf phone battery had run out. The interference of such purely techni-
cal phenomena—all electronic cquipment can malfunction, break, or run o of
battery power—introduces the risk of unintended meaning that may be seen as a kind
of indirectness particutar to electronic interaction.

The examples thus far have illustrated digital discourse anal
conversational style in spoken discourse. I first showed that volub
nity, capitalization, repetition, and emphatic punctuation can be
markers of enthusiasm in digital discourse, particularly
suggested that brevity of text messages, the prov
ing of turn exchange all constitute kinds of indirectness that are particular to digital
interaction. Like indirectness in conversation, these aspects of computer-mediated in-
teraction entail the sending and interpreting of uns
In the next and final section, | turn to

that there are cross-cul-

to do all
ring o say or is unwilling 1o sy

ear when a sender’s tirn has
quickly to respond to messages they re-
sages with regard to intentions. My siu.

e assumption that a speedy

S LN

ogs to clements of
ility versas tacitur-
requisite, unmarked
among young women. | then
ision of electronic tinks, and the pac-

tated meaning. or metamessages
a phenomenon that is particular 1o new media
interaction: the metamessages communicated by the choice of medium.

The Medium Is the Metamessage
In the multiplatform environment of electronic discourse, the choice of mediom i
self sends metamessages. My use of the term metamessage” in this context is par-
allel to Gershons (2010) notion of “second-order information.”
The mere use of a medium communicates meaning. For ex
Bennett told of a blog post he had written that was related to t}
Fasked him if he had received any responses, and he said,
eral answer to my question would have been. “No, the bl
sponses.” But that would have indicated a lack of

ample, when Greg
1e topic of our course,
It got thirty hits" The lit-
og hasn’t received any re-
“interest on the part of readers, or
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isleadi "he level of reader inter-
even a lack of readers, which would have been mtslcadmgt; "{:L }’wd a:i ;iy i
e anorting the number of “hits™: on Ty stpad
vt was better comununicated by reporting A  thirty separa
e e aread gaged with the blog. (We don’t know whether this was thnt}«
ould represent a new reader or a return rcadpr.) Emhu:;\-
a metamessage indicated by their use of the

occasions, a reader had en
separate readers; a ‘hit” cou
asm or interest among readers was

medium.

Example 7: Communicating Intensity by Using
Multiple Media

In example 4 Jac :
repeating words and word-final

queline Fogarty’s friend emphasized the sincerity of her ap(,)lt)si}»t y
) vowels in text messages. In example 7a ;:oﬂegg stu
i ity 1 apolog a different sort of repetition:
dent sends a metamessage of sincerity in an apology by a (élﬁc;; e)niard Lol écn pore
using two different media to send the same message. Madsxe ;:}er e QPOL
udy i sk her a ques oon after, k
1 hen a frie ted to ask her a question. ‘  apol-
studying when a friend interrupted t ; fon. Soon after, e Zene B
ogi?Zd g;ur the interruption by sending both a text xms:lgc “mdh'ugnleilmg o
0 oeenee. (The phrase “app rising” refers to "Appalac
the email message. (The p ' ! achia
ence held at Georgetown 1o Oppose mountaintop removal mining.)

1 and sorry for barging into your study ses las e
Iks and i was gonna see if i could drive L

| h last night! there were
great 1} o or
some stranded app 2 rising fo

’ i a2 ey (TS oo ave
Maddie also received the following text message the same day

. o
ies for i i i swork time last night!

Apologies for intruding on your home |

two separate messages, cach

issi > CO icate apology; sending : .
Fach missive alone communicated the apology; e . of he

by a different medium, added empbasxs. It is wolrt}}y ?( ‘ni(;-;ous e perhaps
Fonse that instigated this apology 18 less thzmlthdt in t‘1’c prey S
?hm is why this email message includes only a single exdamatmt; pm;} (.n st 3}, v
o & . i ¢ opening )7 ¢ > closing /7). This
although it does include two emoticons (the opu;\x;%j d:l ‘;1;131 :} ;chce o ;iewmk o
seems fitting. as the inconvenience visited upon : ;b 1}, B e aranded
;ion briefly interrupted, is less than thz.lt expcm.’m.e vy a’c, > who -
;1?’; .t friends. The emphasis by multiple media as comp'ared with ?inpx : ﬁs{oﬁhe
ijl}‘:ili:z;inn zm;i repetition seems, respectively, perfectly suited 10 the seriousness

respective offenses.

3’"’“"""_‘“?‘" "" ()yflillll:éz\g’:i::; communicated by the choice of medn‘uvn was rc:
Ai::\ri? '1; g;(lti?x‘i)tltn Sudman. Caitlin noticed that the Facebook status (;f 21 f;x;r:iilsi:jz
\ : ‘ P y i ” 18 Q » v > aiprie Cn 3 D
:ﬁd changed from “ina rclationship"' to “single. Tms 5tatx}1)s jﬁ?‘.ﬂg& ;1 f;:] ;ny ot
book friends that Sue and her boyfriend had broken upS. Lr: F;wbo,gk O
e auer that o o ?UXPO“ : n:;d;y::‘iﬁy:; b; Que's close friends. Caitlin
4 however, that none of those MEssages were Sue’s cl nds Gty
: is di an that her close friends cared less about Sue ar

i ?i‘i::;fi?:::gi;dt Sue would have contacted hf;zr closcfﬂgn;ﬂi
such as email or telephone—before making the
|able on the public medium of Facebook, Learn-

notice
was certain that tl
her Facebook friends. S
by another medium-—a private one,
information about her breakup avai
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ing an important development in a close friend’s Tife on Facebook would be distun-
ing, even rejecting——a sign that one was not, in fact, a close friend,

Awareness that choice of medium sends metamessages is not a new phenom-
enon. Older adults can recall when we had to choose among several media 1o son-
vey information: face-to-face conversation, telephone, or letter. A later,
furthermore, could be handwritten or typed. Today those same options are avail-
able, but so are many electronic options as well. The dilemma posed by sorting
through the potential metamessages associated with each medium was described
by a student in my class:

I recently had to contact someone for the potentially awkward purpose of
asking him to be my partner for an upcoming ballroom dancing competition,
The message [ had to convey to him was to let me know ASAP because
registration had to be in, ideally at the end of the same day. He had earlier told
me he would Jet me know well ahead of time, but he didn't. | had several steps
to take and decisions to make along the way in contacting him and they were
all tied to issues of which medium to use. The first step was to decide which
medium to use to contact him. The message needed to be prompt, but 1 also
wanted to avoid the face threatening act of contacting him by phone or in
person because that would make it harder for him to say no. I wanted to give
him an out if he wanted to decline. 1 rejected email as too formal. Such a tone
would have seemed odd and possibly demanding, even desperate. My
remaining choices were texting or Facebook. While texting would have been
ideal in terms of time and tone, 1 didn’t have his phone number. So. | turned o
Facebook. The first thing was to check whether he was on Facebook Chat,
Unfortunately, he wasn’t. 1 had to then decide whether I wanted to post my
question or subtle reminder about the deadline on his wall or in a privaie
message. A wall post would have better conveyed the idea that [ was not being
pushy and was simply reminding him that he agreed o give me an answer
betore the deadline. A private message would make it less awkward for both
parties involved if he preferred to dance with someone else. However, while
nowhere near the level of email, a private Facebook message 15 formal in the
context of the three, well four if you count the Status message pings, ways of
contacting someone by Facebook. 1 went to his profile page and saw a recent
exchange he had with someone else about how he and his actual partner, who
later told him she couldn’t go to the competition, were dancing together. But |
thought my message would look strange right above that one. So, 1 picked the
private message. But 1 had one final choice: what 1o fill in as the subject. Now,
this just may be me being weird, but I wasn’t sure where to proceed from there
because the subject is what introduces the reader to the message. 1t the first
thing he sees. It sets the tone. | solved the dilemma by getting right to the point
and asking about the competition in the title and adding the point about the
deadline in the body of the message. Since [ was at my computer {or a fong
time after, | did check for a reply. but more than that. T checked 1o see i he was
on Facebook to see whether he had gotten the message.
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lation of the factors the writer had to take into accoum in ch@os—‘
ry dramatizes how cach new medium entails bo?h new
gard to potential metamessages entailed in

This cloquent articu
ing a medium for her bricl'qgc' :
opportunities and new liabilities with te
the choice of medium.

- » §: Pitfulls Built into the Technology . ) . .
Example & 0 result not from the choice of a medium but from

example demonstrates such a liability. Example‘

i stween J .’ thirteen-year-old
8, provided by James Boyman, is a text exchange b.dwcm inmes s‘ (;h;;mcq tyh“ ol
%i,w.tcr Laura ade his cousin Nick, who was also thirteen. Nick to ,;mm‘ e
\ ;nwmx‘;n practice among his peers toputa tagline on text Messages as a personal sig
I ) :

i appears c hany people’s
nature, much like the signature that routinely appears at the bottom of many peop

aQ a P oo Cd au-
messages. There is a difference, however: whereas the signature dgpendi%; ,
! to it : i 1s Vvisi SN receiver,
tomatically to the end of an email message 15 visible to both scm{er tagoeg coner
text message tagline automatically appended to ever); tcy;t n;e?lsaggn:ré xami;‘e I\Egckg
‘ he s : ic ¢ owi R s
3¢ ] 3 »r’s handheld device. (In the 10
, on the screen of the sender’s owing ex
N refers to a football team, the New Orleans biamts‘)
hen Laura initiated a text message to Nick:

Sometimes miscommunication can
the mechanics built into it My final

ematl

tagline, “gaints suck,”
The exchange began W
hi wats up?
Nick’s reply appeared on Laura’s cell phone screem.
. ] I
nothing much. Wats up with u?
saints suck
i P Nick’s te sssage. Laura wrote
Responding to the second line of Nick’s text message, Laurz ,

oh, ur upset about the football game
To this, Nick replied,

yeah 1 am

saints suck | L

f i a replie i sending the message,

Naoticing the repetition of the final line, Laura replied to this by sending I

u already said that
Seemingly puzzied by this remark, Nick wrote.

wat do u mean?

saints suck
Laura, puth:d in turn, replicd,

u said it again
Nick then wrote,

wat are u talking about?

satats suck
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At this point, Laura figured it out:
oh its ur signature
Nick, however, was still clueless:

wats my signature?
saints suck

At that point, Laura had to end the exchange. (Note that “g2p™ is an abbreviation I
“gotto go” )

nev mind. g2g moms here

Nick then took his leave as well-—none the wiser about the role played by his taghune
in creating confusion:

bye
saints suck

The potential ambiguity of Nick’s signature, “saints suck,” is built into the medium.
For the receiver of the text messages, it is not immediately apparent—as it would b
with an email signature—what is preprogrammed and what is part of the specific mes
sage. For the sender it is easy to forget about the signature, which is not visible on
his screen. f Laura does not know how the words “saints suck” were intended, Nick
is not aware that those words are there at all. The misunderstanding thus results from
a Hability built into the medium.

Conclusion
The preceding example is a microcosm of a theme I mention at the outset: although
new media interaction poses new challenges. much of what happens in digital con-
versation is similar to what has always happened in spoken conversation. Implicit in
my illustrating a range of new media analogs to conversational style in spoken inter-
action is the plus ¢a change claim that new media interaction is not an entirely new
world, but a world in which many familiar interactional activities are being accom-
plished in new ways. In this spirit, it may be helpful to remember that what Crispin
Thurlow (2006) dubs “moral panic™ has accompanied the introduction of all new me-
dia. Historian Elizabeth Eisenstein reminds us of Plato’s fear that the invention of writ-
ing would destroy memory. She further documents the mixed reaction sparked by the
invention of the printing press, as reflected in her title, Divine Are, Infernal Muchine.
Reminiscent of ambivalent reactions to digital media, the printing press was huiled
as a potential solution to a vast array of problems but also railed against as the source
of an equally broad range of devastation, including the risk of political chaos result-
ing from widespread pamphleteering and information overfoad. Eisenstein provides
this example of such ambivalence:

Leibniz, when addressing Louis XIV in 1680, paid tribute 10 the way printing

duplicated books and thus made it possible “to preserve the greater part of our

knowledge.” But he also expressed alarm about the “horrible mass ot bouks”
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that kept on growing. Unless contained and restrained, he advised, the increase
in output would result in intolerable disorder, and it would become “a disgrace
rather than an honor to be an author” (2011, 87)

Contemporary readers are unlikely to have feared that the printing press mnsks r‘en:jdcr-
ing it a disgrace to write a book, yet Leibniz’s tone‘resembk%s the scomkoite‘n he‘;r d (;(‘3-
day toward those who profligately disseminate then'“ words in blogs‘ and twitter u s:

This spirit of scorn and moral panic with whxc.h members of ok.ler gcyefa(tmr:s
have greeted younger generations’ uses of new medl‘a hgs led me to thmk‘ of mv@)mc‘*
dia interaction as a kind of cross-cultural communication. The prgsem stt'xdy repre-
sents my elaboration of this metaphoric premise. In interperso:‘wl 19temctmn t-akmg
place o\:’er new media, as in interpersonal conversation, meaning is commumcatc%ﬂ
on two levels of abstraction: message and metamessage. thr.eas messages’ can b&
understood by reference to the meaning of W()rds_and grammatical Ausagac, :zxcx.zlvrr:;?~
sages are communicated by aspects of conv.crsatmnal style fognd m el(z.ctx;m'm"l 15.-
course that resemble those in spoken interaction. The examp.k::s in this chapter m«.”u e
the use of emphatic punctuation; capitalization; and rep‘emmn’ of wor{ds, lettcrsln‘or
punctuation marks. These are parallel to the use of amphtudg, mmna}mn, and cqm}a»
gation of sounds to create emphasis and emotional valence in speAakl.ng. I allsov >u‘gt
gest that the brevity of text messages and the p()sting of electronic lm‘lfs as ‘Ye”, ajs
metamessages communicated by the choice 01 medium are all f()rmAs 0{4 l?(ifi;ﬁ}t(m.c ;a
with corresponding potential for communication of unstated meaning d'b,Wtd {as ﬁ(:l:
ambiguity and misinterpretation. Furthcrmqrc, metamessages an?m?m?iti‘ ;y ! ‘;}
speed of response are parallel to imerprfftatmns (and potemml misinterpretations)
pacing and pausing in spoken conversational Fum gxchangc: ) o N

New media discourse, however, also entails unique vehicles for p()gtne o’r.ngg‘
ative and intended or unintended metamessages. Sendxpg a message via two dgﬁ&:;—
ent media is a way of comumunicating emphasis or intensity, and the choice of me ltlm
itself sends metamessages—and such potential nlctamgssgges must be takcn 1n;()1¢3%-
count in making that choice. There are also liabilities built into the technology o‘ e ﬁu
tronic media, such as the potential for technolggical breakdowns an’d the ﬂl‘i{t)ln?t;)(:lf}:
of a signature tagline that is visible to the rgc;p_lcnt but not the set1d§r‘ In s:ur’n,' (ava-
identified some of the ways that new media dlscmntse parallels phenpmcna in 5;‘)9
ken interaction, as well as some ways that it differs, in order t.o sh({d hght cjn th? d xa-{
course of digital social media and how the use of such media affects interpersona
interaction.
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MNOTES o o .
I, Finding a term to refer 1o the topic of this chapter is problematic. As Busap Her Ting PO)T"“,‘S GPT, 1in "
' ‘hupter, “new media.” which is used here and in the title of the volume, “is lacking in historical pe
AT . N 2

THE MEDIUM 1S THE METAMESSAGE i

spective’™; the term “digital media” is 100 broad. as tinchudes video games; and computer-mediatod
communication (CMC) is no longer descriptive, since h

andheld devices, for NPk are nof con-
puters. In this chapter | use “new media,”

Usocial media,” “digital discourse Celectronic comung-

cation.” and other related terms interchangeably, in order 1o refer collectively 1o the 4
mterpersonal interaction of email, Gehat, IM, SMS, text mess ”

- Bateson also identifies a second type of meaning th
metacommunication: “metalinguistic.”
trates that level with the example se
and such class of objects”

TRI F Y

ges, and Facebook.

Ft

at operates on the same level of abstraction us
" which “the subject of discourse is the tanguage” He illus-

nlence, “The verbal sound “cat” stands for any member of such

s

- Anna Marie Trester reminds me that the metaphoric parallel between native and noenaive y
1$ not entirely arbitrary but rather reminiscent of the common observation t

tive speakers™ of new media discourse, whereas for older people it is

ek
hal young people are Yo
asecond languape
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