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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation is a case study of online community. The study 

focused on an analysis of the University of Alaska's PortaCom computer 

conferencing system during the period from September 1991 to May 1992. 

PortaCom was analyzed from the perspective of conventional community theory, 

making it possible to determine how PortaCom does and does not conform to 

traditional models and providing a foundation for understanding how it 

constitutes community in new ways. 

This research builds upon three different models: solidary community -- 

the self-contained, Gemeinschaft community; neighborhood -- a group with a 

Common identity existing within a larger group context; and personal networks 

-- an ego-centered approach that focuses on the ties individuals have, rather 

than the interactions among the individuals located in a particular area. 

This study assesses the conceptual and empirical value of these models 

for analyzing, describing, and understanding PortaCom as a community. Data 

were obtained by means of direct observation, participant observation, focus 

group sessions, interviews, questionnaires, and information automatically 

collected by PortaCom's host computer. 

Analysis indicates that PortaCom both limits and expands "community." 

Although face-to-face and telephone interaction are the most important 

channels for most relationships and activities, PortaCom provides an 

environment for engaging in certain behaviors not normally found in the 

offline world and for gathering in groups in unique and fulfilling ways. It 

combines certain aspects of neighborhoods and personal networks which 

facilitate new social opportunities. 

The study calls for the establishment of online anthropology as a branch 

of anthropological study to develop the means and perspective for the analysis 

of online environments and social structures. 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 

A .  Background 

During the past decade, computer-mediated communication (CMC) has 

flourished, engaging millions of people in communication technologies and 

dynamics that are funhentally new. The flourishing of CMC has happened 

9uickly, leaving researchers searching for models and metaphors to facilitate 

research and discussion. One such metaphor that appears in the literature 

concerning one particular manifestation of CMC, computer conferencing, is 

computer conferencing as an "act of community." 

While the literature contains many references to computer conferencing 

as an act of community (often referred to as "online c0IIUnunityW or "virtual 

communityw), almost non-existent is any exploration of two foundation issues 

related to the study of online community: 1) what does an "act of communi.ty" 

mean, and 2) how is computer conferencing an expression of that meaning? 

Thus, the first two issues faced by a researcher of online community are: 1) 

how is community defined? and 2) how appropriate is it, conceptually and 

empirically, to use this definition of community for analyzing, describing, 

and understanding the social structures that develop in a computer 

conferencing environment? 

The value in addressing these questions is potentially very great in 

both practical and theoretical terms. Practically speaking, understanding 

online community will help software developers in the design of conferencing 

software and ultimately "groupware," hopefully making the online environment a 

more efficient, friendly, and productive environment in which to pursue 

community. This in turn helps educators, project coordinators, business 



people, researchers, and others who depend on conferencing to be more 

effective in reaching their goals. Theoretically speaking, addressing these 

questions will help us understand why so many people are involved in the 

online world, what needs this involvement fulfills, what this involvement says 

about how our society is evolving, and how this evolution is changing the 

social patterns of those who use CMC. 

B. Theoretical Basis 

This research project builds upon an overview of three different models of 

Community theory, solidary community, neighborhoods, and personal 

networks, as described by Wellman, Ahlbrandt, Bender and others. These 

models are briefly summarized as follows: 

1) Solidary community -- an ideal community type, in which communities 

are Self-contained, socially homogeneous, spatially bounded and ruled by 

tradition. 

2 )  Neighborhoods -- smaller communities with boundaries and a group 

identity that distinguish them from the larger urban areas in which they 

exist. 

3 )  Personal networks -- geographically dispersed, ego-centered networks 

that have limited or no group cohesion or identity and that are facilitated by 

the use of modern transportation and communication technology. 

Using conventional community study models facilitates understanding how 

PortaCom constitutes community in a conventional sense and provides a 

foundation for understanding how it constitutes "community" in new ways. 

C. Research Questions and Subject of Study 

The subject of this study is Portacorn, a computer conferencing system that has 

resided on the University of Alaska Southeast's VAX mini-computer since 1988. 

Although strictly speaking "PortaCom" is the name of a particular piece of 

computer conferencing software, in this study all references to "PortaCom" 



refer specifically to the installation of this software at the University of 

Alaska Southeast. 

PortaCom is home to over one hundred conferences covering a variety of 

topics and over three hundred members of varying involvement. I selected the 

PortaCom system as the subject of this study of online community for three 

reasons. First, I have had a great deal of personal experience on the 

Portacorn system, using it extensively since 1990 in the capacities of teacher, 

student, project organizer and participant, conference organizer and 

Participant, researcher, system operator, and network explorer. Second, 

during the past three years I have observed many references to "the PortaCom 

Co~munityw by Portacorn users as well as group behaviors that implied the 

Presence of some form of community. And third, members of exploratory focus 

WVJFs held at the beginning of this project unanimously agreed that they 

considered PortaCom to be a community, although they did not specify in what 

respect. 

The following two research questions drove this research proiect and 

guided this case study of PortaCom: 

&search Oue&on #I; Is PortaCom a "community"? 

Research Ouestion #2: If so, what is the nature of this community? 

This Study examines the PortaCom user group during the 1991-1992 school year 

(September 15, 1991, to May 15, 1992). The study uses: (a) qualitative data, 

including focus group sessions, direct observation, participant observation, 

key informant interviews, and journals, (b) system information about 

conference and user activity, and (c) data collected through the use of in- 

depth questionnaires designed to identify the presence of characteristics of 

the three models of community described earlier. 



A .  Defining CMC Within the World of Telecommunications 

While the world of telecommunications is vast and complex, there are 

Perspectives that can help simplify it for the non-technician. One of these 

is viewing it in terms of the four different kinds of information that are 

transmitted using telecommunications technology: 

Table 2.1: Four Kinds of Transmitted Information 

Kind of Information Tvpical Content Tv~ ica l  Fauipment 
data tex t  computer 

graphics pictures fax 
sound talking, music telephone, radio 
video (sound assumed) moving pictures television 

These are not arbitrary distinctions. AS machines become more powerful and 

more capable of facilitating different kinds of information, the O V + ? L ~ ~ I ~  mono 

information, content, and equipment grows proportionately. For exampie, 

television can be used to send data, computers can send pictures, and pictures 

can contain text. In addition, machines are available (and under a constant 

state of further improvement) that can send many of these kinds of information 

simultaneously. Regardless of how these kinds of information are facilitated, 

each has its own use, appeal, benefits, and drawbacks. 

There is a fifth kind of transmittable "information" that should be 

mentioned: realia, as they are commonly known in the world of instructional 

technology. Realia are things (books, tapes, letters, objects) that are sent 

through the mail. Because realia are not transmitted electronicaily, they are 

excluded from this discussion. 

Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) is typically concerned with the 



first kind of transmittable information, data, as transmitted by computers. 

As most of this communication occurs via the telephone system, and to a lesser 

extent via local area networks, a rough working definition of CMC from an end 

user perspective is as follows: 

CMC: using computers to send and receive text via the telephone system 

or local area networks. 

There are a number of different activiti.es that. could be included in a 

study of CMC. The six primary CMC activities are as follows: 

1. Communication networking -- using online software tools (such as 

electronic mail, electronic bulletin boards, and computer conferencing, which 

are discussed later) to develop and maintain a geographically dispersed 

communication network. 

7 .  D a t a e  s e w  -- searching online data bases of information, 

usually organized around a theme, such as education, agriculture, and 

medicine. 

3. Interactive or- s e r v m  -- using services whlct, 

allow users to order information or goods. 

4. Videotext -- reading videotext, the newspaper-like service that 

typifies much of what a general purpose online utility like CompuServe 

offers. Typically included in a videotext service are daily news, weather, 

and other general information features. 

5. Ent-nt a n d  -- engaging in interactive "fun" 

software, such as Dunqeons and Dragons, and simulations. 

6. Software acauisition -- capturing (often called "downloading") 

software programs for use on one's personal computer. 

This research project is concerned primarily with #1 above. Thus the 

definition of CMr for the purpose of this research project is further 

refined: 



CMC: using computers to send and receive text via the telephone 

system or local area networks for the purpose of developing and 

maintaining geographically dispersed communication networks. 

A related term that is used frequently in the discussion of CMC is the 

term "virt~al.~ To my knowledge the terms "virtual space," "virtual 

comm~nity,~ "virtual reality," and so on have not been formally defined. 

However, the 1989 Oxford Dictionary does offer a computer-related definition 

of "virtual" which reads: 

Not physically existing as such but made by software to appear 

to do so from the point of view of the program or user. (p. 674) 

Thus "virtualw means "simulated," and virtual phenomena are phenomena 

electronically simulating a particular experience. 

As the term "virtual community" appears in the literature, it seems most 

often reserved for the world of computer conferencing, as other electronic 

media are not group-based or not yet interactive enough to simulate group 

experience. For the purpose of this research project, a virtual community 

considered a CMC-based community. Online community and virtual ~ 0 m ~ n i t ~  3:,. 

~ Y ~ ~ ~ P o u s .  Virtual space is the electronic environment in which CMC occurs.  

The words "online" and "virtual" are used synonymously. 

B. Description of a Typical CMC Network 

A typical CMC network consists of a group of micro computers remotely located 

from one another that are joined together for the purpose of communication, or 

bridged, via one or more powerful centralized computers (main frames, mini 

computers, or, more recently, powerful micro computers) that facilitate online 

COINtIunication. From a technical point of view, there are six components of a 

typical CMC network. These are depicted in the figure that follows: 



Fiaure 2.1: Com~onents  of a Tveical CMC Network 

ON L INE SERVICE FACILITIES 
main frame 

administration 

-> s a t e l l i t e s  
-> microwave s ta t ions  

3 -> loca l  area network connections 
3 

You -..and other  transmission systems 6 - Someone 
e l se  

1. Microcom~uter or terminal. Any common microcomputer, such as an IBM 

PC or Macintosh, which supports serial. communications. Serial communication 

capability has been a fairly standard feature of microcomputers f a r  t ! ! ~  :,3s+ 

five to seven years. 

g. Modem is an acronym for "modulate- 

demodulateln a technical term meaning llchange-unchange." Normally, computer 

information cannot travel over the telephone lines because it is comprised of 

digital signals, whereas the telephone Line requires analog signals. A modem 

modulates the signals from digital to analog and back. AS the figure shows, 

modems are needed on both ends of the communication path. The optional 

telephone allows for voice communication when the microcomputer is not being 

used for online communication. 

3. Te-onssoftware. This allows the microcomputer to use 

the modem and perform online functions. 

4. Telephone lin-A. A standard telephone line such as the kind 



found in any home or business. 

catiw  am. An electronic pathway connecting the computers 

in the CMC network, usually synonymous with "the telephone system." 

6. Online service facilitv. In very rare circumstances people 

telecommunicate directly between micro computers. The vast majority of online 

Communication uses an online service to facilitate communication, such as the 

UACN, CompuServe, a private electronic bulletin board, or any of the hundreds 

of services that have been developed in the past decade. Much like any postal 

service, a facilitating online service consists of two primary components. 

First, it provides centralized technology that delivers and coordinates 

COmmunication. Technology typically consists of a central computer, modems, 

tape back-up systems, communication software and an assortment of other kinds 

of s~ftware and hardware peripherals. Secondly, it provides centralized 

administration that grants user identifications (USERIDs) that allow people to 

access the system, maintains and updates equipment and software, sells time on 

the system and bills users, establishes standards that guide the use of the 

System, and other activities. 

There are also elements of human agency that are a part of any i M C  

Project, such as project goals, user training and resource allocation. 

However, as the focus of this section is a description of the technical 

aspects of a CMC network, elements of human agency are excluded from this 

discussion. 

Three points need to be made concerning the "remote users" identified in 

Figure 2.1 which relate to a CMC system's bias toward group communication, a 

CFJa1it-y of CMC networks that will become important in the discussion of 

Community later in this thesis. First, while only two remote users are 

pictured, in fact a typical CMC network supports many users. The number of 

remote users is limited by the capabilities of the central computer, including 

the number of incoming telephone lines, processing speed, memory, and so on. 



The diagram below depicts this in simple terms: 

Maximum Number of Users Accommodated bv a CMC Network 

Remote User1 Remote User2 

Serv ice  
F a c i l i t i e s  

Remote user3  Remote Usern 

The "nth" remote user represents the maximum number of users that can be 

technically accommodated by the system. 

Second, the "remote usersw are geographically dispersed and can be 

located literally anywhere provided a telephone connection can be r:+ iblished 

between them and the online service facilities, issues of afforcdablilt;. 7 1 .  

withstandi~,~. This connectivity increases the size and diversity of the :,P: 

base. Third, users are dependent upon CMC software specifically designed tL  

facilitate communication among them. This software is the topic of the next 

section. 

C. Overview of CMC Software 

Three basic kinds of CMC software have been developed: 

1 - Electronic mail -- One-to-one communication 

2 - Bulletin boards and mailing lists -- One-to-many communication 

3 - Computer conferencing -- Many-to-many (and one-to-one, 

and one-to-many) communication 

This list does not represent an historical evolution of CMC software. Rather, 



it represents a hierarchy of communication dynamics within the genre of CMC 

software. The nature of this hierarchy is the subject of the rest of this 

section. 

In its specific, limited sense, electronic mail (known colloquially as 

"email") refers just to the exchange of private, one-to-one communication 

between two network members. This communication dynamic places obvious 

limitations on the kinds of communication that are possible: what if a user 

wants to send mail messages to a number of people, or what happens if users 

want group, instead of dyadic, communication? Thus, although electronic mail 

is Considered interactive, its one-to-one orientation makes it a severely 

restricted kind of interactivity. 

Electronic bulletin boards and mailing lists solve some of the problems 

of enail. Bulletin boards allow individual network members to post public 

messages that could be read by everyone, just like physical bulletin boards. 

Mailing lists are a specialized application of electronic mail, facilitating 

sending a single message to multiple recipients. Both bulletin boards and 

mail lists are usually fairly crude in terms of facilitating C O ~ ~ U ~ - L . ~ + - -  

bulletin boards do not allow people to send individual mail or 3 ;% 

groups to form private conversations independent of the other bulletin b i - . i r l  

readers. Updating and distributing mail lists can be so problematic that they 

are often maintained by one person, limiting group communication. However, 

unlike email, bulletin boards and mail lists provide the ability to post 

information easily so that a number of people can read it. 

Interactivity does not become fully realized until the development of 

group-oriented computer conferencing, which allows both one-to-one as well as 

group interaction in which all conference members are able to see and respond 

to each message that is posted. Until recently, most multi-user mainframe and 

mini-computer systems have been packaged with electronic mail software, but 

usually not bulletin board or conferencing software. Even though many of the 



first-studied applications of CMC concerned conferencing (Turoff, 1991), 

conferencing software was, and in many cases still is, considered an "extra" 

when purchasing a system. 

It should be mentioned that extremely useful solutions have been 
developed that lie somewhere in between bulletin boards and conferencing. One 

of the most popular and well-developed are the "listserv" utilities employed 

by BITNET and Internet, two of the largest academic CMC networks in the world. 

In a typical listserv application, users join a mailing list devoted to a 

Particular topic of discussion. Messages sent to the list are then re- 

distributed to list members, facilitating a crude kind of conferencing. 

Because messages also contain individual electronic mail addresses, private 

email can transpire between list members. However, there are a number of 

imporcant differences between the listserv utility and a true conferencing 

system, such as the following: 

1) Listserv utilities typically do not offer "threading," the automatic 

maintenance of connections between original messages and replles. "nus, 

tracing discussion is difficult, often impossible. 

2) Searching old messages, for example, to find those written by ,.?rt A , ,  

People that relate to particular topics or contain particular words, is 

difficult, sometimes impossible. 

3 )  Finding information relating to a particular listserv environment, 

such as user information and system status reports, is often difficult, 

sometimes impossible. Thus, while mail list and listserv utilities can be 

used to facilitate online group activity, they fall far short of providiqg an 

actual conferencing environment. 

A special issue of Scientlflc . 5 entitled "Communications, 

Computers and Networksn (1991, 265(3)) provides indications of future CMC 

trends. The evcl.~tion of CMC promises to embrace two basic elements: 

increased intelligence and multi-media. Intelligence will allow for more 



flexibility, power, and personalization, while multi-media will allow the use 

of non-textual information, such as graphics, sound, and video. The paradigm 

Of the networked platform will remain, promising to build on the connectivity 

and amplify the social environment that CMC currently offers. This is 

discussed in more depth in Chapter 10. 

D. CMC v s .  Other Conferencing ~echnologies 

While a detailed comparison of audio, video, and computer conferencing might 

be instructive, it is beyond the scope of this thesis. The reader is directed 

to Johansen, Valle, Spangler (1979); it provides an in-depth analysis in this 

regard. It is sufficient to say that every conferencing technology has 

benefits and limitations that are best assessed in light of the goals and 

resources of those needing technologically-assisted conferencing. The purpose 

Of this section is to highlight those advantages of CMC in general and 

computer conferencing in particular that specifically relate to their 

Potential to involve users and to develop ongoing group activity, two 

gualities that will become important in the discussion of community l a t e :  L C  

this thesis. These advantages are as follows: 

1. Two facts about CMC combine to empower the user as a participant: 

(a) CMC, from an end user's perspective, uses common personal computing 

technology, and (b) CMC leaves a record of what transpires in the form of text 

that can be easily manipulated by a personal computer. These features offer 

Participants tremendous power in terms of being able to store, search, 

enhance, forward, and otherwise become personally involved in CMC activity. 

None, or very little, of this kind of power is available through telephone or 

video conferencing. 

2. The online world has developed in ways that the telephone and video 

have not, organizing in groups centering on particular topics and 

concerns. This ability facilitates online participants in finding groups that 



interest them and, depending upon the system, in creating new group activities 

Of their own. An explanation of the mechanics of this procedure appears in 

Chapter 4. 

3. Computer conferencing facilitates a range of different kinds of 

Communication dynamics within the same conferencing environment, such as large 

group, small group, and private communication, with far greater facility than 

either video or telephone conferencing. 

4. While some commercial online services are quite expensive, large 

sectors of the online world have evolved in ways that are very affordable. In 

fact, it can be argued that cMC has flourished precisely because it is often 

"free" or extremely cheap to the thousands, perhaps millions, of academic 

network members. In contrast, telephone use has always involved a direct cost 

to corlsumers, and video conferencing between just two points is generally 

expensive ($200-$1400/hour in Alaska). 

5. In addition to being geographically dispersed, or space independent, 

CMC is also time independent, which is often referred to as its "a~\~nchronous 

nature. I' That is, while CMC is often capable of real time interac: id:], 1' . 

rarely used in this way. Instead, network members leave and pick up their 

messages at different times, as it suits their schedules. In fact, CMC's 

asynchronicity is often cited as one of its primary strengths, allowing 

flexibility in scheduling and reflection in communication. Both telephone and 

video technology offer a certain degree of asynchronicity in the forms of, 

respectively, record-a-phone technology and capturing video images on tape for 

delayed viewing. But neither facilitate interactivity or group activity when 

used in this manner and are highly dependent upon scheduling when used for 

conferencing purposes. 

E. From Online Communication to Online Community 

In retrospect, the evolution from email software to the group-oriented 



software of bulletin boards and conferencing systems underscores a natural 

desire to take advantage of the tremendous connecting power of a 

geoqraphically decentralized communication system to accomplish group tasks. 

Although the breakthrough often associated with computer conferencing is its 

ability to facilitate group-based activities, it offers more than just this 

ability. Conferencing offers communication tools as well as an overall 

environment within which to use them. It is the ability of conferencing to 

Create an environment that has given rise to an evolutionary development: an 

online experience often referred to as "online community." The next chapter 

discusses concepts of community and how these concepts can be used to study 

CMC systems in general and the UAS PortaCom system in particular. 



CONCEPTUALIZING AND STUDYING COMMUNITY 

A .  T h e  P r o b l e m  with Community 

Community theorists generally share a common lament: the term 

"communityw is so widely used for so many different purposes that the concept 

of community has become difficult to grasp or use in a meaningful way. A 

comment by community theorist Cohen is typical in this regard: 

Community is one of those words -- like culture, myth, ritual, 

Symbol -- bandied around in ordinary, everyday speech, apparently 

readily intelliqible to speaker and listener, which, when imported 

into the discourse of social science, however, causes immense 

difficulty (1985, p. 11). 

Indeed, the social sciences use a number of terms to mean "comm~nit\~," such as 

"village, " lqsocial system, " and "culture. " Adding to the conf us lcn  d r e  t -, 

such as "global community" and "professional and technical community" ( ! I ; : ' . - ,  

1984, p. 30) which challenge common notions of "community as neighborhood. " 

However the term "community" is used, it is difficult to deal with for a 

fairly obvious reason: It is often nothing less than our entire experience. 

In 1953, community theorist Hillery tried to make sense of the multitude 

of definitions of community that he found in historical and social science 

literature. He analyzed 94 definitions looking for overlapping concerns and 

concepts, and concluded that: 

All of the definitions deal with people. Beyond this common 

basis there is no agreement (p. 116). 

It should be n o t e 4  that even this perspective could be challenged by some 

notions of ecologicaL communities within nature that do not depend upon 



the presence of human beings for their existence. 

The problems associated with defining "community" transfer to defining 

"online communityn as well. References to online experience as a community 

experience are often made without defining terms. The phrases "online 

Communityn or "virtual community" are used because some part of the online 

experience is reminiscent of some part of another experience associated with 

"community." This use of these phrases often goes unchallenged because the 

notion of community feels familiar and acceptable to the reader. McCreary 

(1990) is typical in this regard when she says: 

[Computer] Conferences have participants: conference participants 

are so often engaged in making decisions, drawing conclusions, 

setting policies, and so forth that it might be desirable to refer 

to such people as "citizens," for if we call the online 

collectives "communitiesfl' surely these communities have citizens 

( p .  125) . 

The idea is appealing, as long as we do not challenge her sup)poslt: " ,  " i rF] 

we call the online collectives 'communities"' [italics and capltallzdt: ,r 

mine]. If .::e do, then we are led back to two primary questions: 

1) What is community? 

2 )  What Is online community? 

B. An Historical Overview of Community Theory 

Much of the discussion in the literature about defining community takes 

Place within the context of discussing how community has changed since the 

industrial revolution. This approach is taken here, for in discussion of how 

the theoretical understanding of community has evolved can be found 

definitions that are useful to this study. Wellman and others offer an 

Overview of three major sociological perspectives, or models of community, 

that have been employed in the study of community: (a) solidary community, 



(b) neighborhoods, and (c) personal networks. Each of these is examined so 

that they may be employed later in this study in the discussion of Portacorn 

as an online community. 

1. Solidary Community 

Although formal discussion about the nature of community is generally 

considered to be relatively new, less formal discussion has existed for some 

time. Platols -, essentially an entire book devoted to the 

understanding and realization of community, was written over two thousand 

Years ago. Poplin (1979, p. 125) credits Confucius, Aristotle, and St. 

Augustine with developing theories of community. 

But community study did not develop as a focused area of research in its 

own right until the development of the modern social sciences in the 

nineteenth century. This is particularly true of sociology, in which 

COmmunity emerged as one of its primary concerns. Wellman (1979, p .  1201) 

went so far as to declare that the "community question" has set much of the 

agenda for the entire discipline of sociology. 

If sociology can be defined as "the branch of the science of human 

behavior that seeks to discover the causes and effects that arise in soci I! 

relations among persons and in the intercommunication and interaction among 

Persons and groups" (-, 1974, p. 994), Wellman's 

declaration makes a great deal of sense. In fact, it can be argued that 

modern sociology arose primarily from the need to understand the shifts in 

community brought about by industrialization. As Bender (1991) points out, 

many of the founders of sociology were primarily concerned with understanding 

the change from rural to urban community -- from solidary to non-solidary 

community: 

The problem of community was one of the central concerns of the 

nineteenth-century social thinkers who were among the founders of 



sociology in Europe and the United States. Modernity, 

urbanization, and capitalism all seemed to threaten traditional 

patterns of social life. As they observed these processes, social 

analysts and philosophers began to discuss the problem of 

community in a way that raised a historical issue. How complete 

was the break with the past? What was the nature of that break? 

What form, if any, might community take under these radically new 

~ircumstances? This concern, needless to say, has continued 

unabated into our own time, inside and outside of academic 

circles (p. 3). 

This concern with the shift from rural to urban living is well developed 

by Tonnies in his concept of polar ideal community types, Gemeinschaft versus 

Gesellschaft. This concept set the stage around the turn of the century for 

much S~ciological discussion in this area, particularly by Durkheim and his 

contemporaries (Poplin). Bender (1991) called Tonnies' concept "a typology 

that has proven to be one of . . .  [sociology's] . . .  most enduring and fruitful 
concepts for studying social change" (p. 17). The concept of Gemel 1 '.: 

Gesellshaft is so important to community theory in general and this rew<ir  

Project in particular that it deserves discussion here. 

Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft can be roughly translated into "comrnunlty" 

and "society," respectively. Tonnies (1887) compares the two in the following 

way : 

All intimate, private and exclusive living together is understood 

as life in Gemeinschaft (community) . Gesellschaft (society) is 

public life -- it is the world itself. In Gemeinschaft with one's 

family, one lives from birth on bound to it in weal and woe. One 

goes into Gesellschaft as one goes into a strange country . . . .  
Lawyers may speak of domestic Gesellschaft thinking only of the 

legalist concept of a social association, but the domestic 



Gemeinschaft or home life with its immeasurable influence upon 

the human soul has been felt by everyone who ever shared it. 

There exists a Gemeinschaft of language, of folks or moreover, or 

of beliefs; but, by way of contrast, Gesellschaft exists in the 

realm of business, travel, and sciences .... Gemeinschaft is old; 

Gesellschaft is new as a name as well as a phenomenon . . . .  All 
praise of rural life has pointed out that the Gemeinschaft among 

people is stronger there and more alive; it is the lasting and 

genuine • ’ o m  of living together. In contrast to Gemeinschaft, 

Gesellschaft is transitory and superficial (pp. 37-39.). 

TO Tonnies, the advent of cities marked the beginning of a phase in Western 

development that can be called, to use Wellman's term, "community lost," 

meaning the loss of solidary community. 

With the theory of Gemeinschaft versus Gesellschaft defining much of the 

debate about community, sociologists began developing other polar typologies to 

illuminate the transition from country to city life. Durkheim developed the 

theory of mechanical versus organic solidarity, referring to rurai ;.. I . .  . 

social conditions respectively. Mechanical solidarity was the condltl I ,  

associated with rural life in which there was very little large scale t I i ,< ' .  .. I 

Of labor. Most families performed the same tasks within their units. Organic 

Solidarity was the condition of the city in which there is very great division 

and specialization of labor. He saw this division as organic because people haa 

to Perform their specialized tasks to function smoothly as a single, collectlvp 

organism . 
Weber, explicitly building on Tonnies' work, contrasted the conditions 

Of country versus city life as communalization versus aggregation, whose 

difference he describes as follows: 

The communalization of social relationships occurs if and insofar 

as the orientation of social behavior -- whether in the individual 



case, on the average, or in ideal type -- is based on a sense of 

solidarity: the result of emotional or traditional attachments of 

the participants. The aggregation of social relationships on the 

other hand, is the result of a reconciliation and a balancing of 

interests which are motivated either by rational value judgments 

or expediency (1968, p. 91) . 

Community theorist Maine described the change from rural to urban life 

as the change from family orientation to individual orientation, with which 

'me the shift from "status to contract" as the mechanism by and through which 

People defined their roles, obligations, and relationships with each other. 

Thus, with the dissolution of the family and the implicit organizaticrml 

Principles the family embodied, the formal contract became important as the 

Organizing and defining mechanism for people within the larger urban society 

(Hillery, 1.968) . 

To Tonnies, Durkheim, Weber, and Maine, the essential message of 

ln*ustria1ization was clear. In the evolution from solidary community to 

Society, people were losing their essential humanity. The shift from country 

to city was more than a migration pattern during a particular historical 

Period. It also denoted a shift in the kinds of relationships people 

established within the aggregate society. Wirth (1933) put it bluntly: 

The distinctive features of-the urban way of life ... are the 
substitution of secondary for primary contacts, the weakening 

bonds of kinship, and the declining social significance of the 

family, the disappearance of the neighborhood, and the undermining 

Of traditional basis of social solidarity. (In Reiss, p. 62) 

Wellman questions the existence of truly solidary, pre-industrial 

Comunities. He notes that the community solidary model ignores stresses that 

have always existed in society as well as a great deal of data indicating that 

Pre-ind~strial times were actually quite socially and spatially mobile (a 



COmunitv Ouestion Re-Evaluated, 1988). However, he, like Bender and many 

Others, recognizes the immense utility of the solidary community as an ideal 

and as a vantage point from which to consider the study of community. 

2 .  Neighborhoods 

The idea of lonely people living in large, impersonal cities devoid of 

'Omunity eventually came under attack. Foley's 1952 study, 

-? m e  studv of a R o w t e r  Residential District, was one of the first 

challenges to the idea of "community lost." In that study, Bender 

(1991) reports that Foley found cohesive communities within the urban area of 

%Chester. Other researchers, such as Bell and Greer, began reportina similar 

Oscar Lewis studied Mexican families in cities (1959) and reported 

that Communal ties were quite intact in the city, and even suggested that the 

of adapting to the city strengthened them out of necessity. These 

Studies were the beginning of the recognition of a research perspective that 

welhan refers to as "community saved, " in which researchers began t;- identify 

communities, of ten called neighborhoods, that formed within 1 arger 

geographic and population areas. 

Other problems with the "community lost" research perspective flow fr17m 

observation and are obvious to us today. For instance, in his 

of Maine, Hillery points out that there is a great deal of evidence 

the fact that families are important to city dwellers, just as 

Contractual arrangements are important to village dwellers. Similarly, 

Weber's "communalization*~ is an obvious prerequisite for the maintenance of 

neighborhoods within cities, just as a certain amount of aggregate group 

behavior is necessary for even small communities to achieve community goals. 

In addition, there was much evidence to suggest that cities were not filled 

With isolated, lonely people. Based upon extensive research of one particular 

Urban geographic entity, Wellman (1 988 ) concluded: 



. . .  [ Flew urbanites will confess to living lives of lonely 

desperation. They know that they have supportive communities, and 

that their friends, neighbors, kin and co-workers have them as 

well (p. 81) . 
An important distinction must be made between neighborhoods and the more 

folk village and other Gemeinschaft-type models. Gemeinschaft implies a 

community. McIver and Page's definition of community puts 

this concept succinctly : 

The mark of a community is that one's life may be lived wholly 

within it (1961, p. 8). 

Thus, Gemeinschaft, or a truly solidary community, provides not only +he 

Primary source of relationships, but also the primary source of food, 

'lothing, shelter, tools, recreation, and other activities and resources that 

to form a total community experience. In contrast, a neighborhood is 

Only partly an expression of ~emeinschaft . While a neighborhood may be a 

Primary Source of some kinds of social interaction, personal relaticns5:ys, 

and emotional fulfillment, there are other important aspects of one's I l t e ,  

as work, resource acquisition, recreation, and SO on, that often happen 

degree outside the immediate neighborhood. 

While many of the characteristics of solidary communities are relevant 

the discussion of neighborhoods, they are no longer assumed to be present 

a great degree. For instance, Wellman has conducted studies of people 

'lthin geographically bounded areas (1982) that are quite different in terms 

Of their social homogeneity, transience, and so on. However, neighborhoods 

affer sharply from solidary communities primarily in that they are not self- 

'Ontained and they are a designated geographic boundary within a larger area, 

often a city. T ~ U S  they acquire a limited kind of group status within a 

larger social setting and are concerned with group-based considerations and 

walities, such as common identity, issues, and membership. 



3 .  Personal Networks 

Because sociological studies of neighborhoods were concerned primarily 

with events and relationships within the geographic area that comprised 

neighborhoods, they excluded a wealth of important information about the 

people had ou t s ide  neighborhoods. In reaction to this 

Wellman and others began examining communities as personal 

networks. According to Wellman: 

. . . [  T]he liberated argument has abandoned the local area as the 

starting point for analyzing the Community Question and inquired 

directly into the structure of primary ties (1979, p. 1207). 

Wellman characterizes this research perspective as the "community 1 iberated" 

( l g 7 9 ,  p. 1206) perspective because communities are seen as being free from 

boundedness and presuppositions. That is, personal networks are 

loosely bound, meaning that they do not have a common, defining locality and 

thus are not confined to neighborhoods or other geographic areas.   his view 

lS with Gmeinschaft in which common locality is essentla,. 

common locality is non-existent, personal networks are different f r  r 

neighborhoods in that all needs are generally met On a geographically 

basis. Geographic dispersal is made possible by modern 

and communication technologies that "liberate" us by 

geographically dispersed personal networks. 

With the adoption of the personal network approach to understanding 

'Omunity comes a shift from consideration of community as a group-based event 

to cO~munity as a function of individuals. Personal networks are ego-centered 

rather than groups with collective identity. AS a result. "liberated 

members are no longer viewed as r'fWnberS of single communities but 

of multiple, variably non-overlapping personal networks, such as 

'Or' 9roups, neighborhood, family, and close friends. "Liberated communities" 

are knit in Wellmn1 s terms, meaning that people from different parts 



Of an individual's personal network often do not associate with each other. 

This Orientation is contrasted with Gemeinschaft, which assumes that people 

belong to one densely knit network that consists of people who are either 

directly or indirectly familiar with each other. In Wellman's words: 

Instead of being fully incorporated into a single solidary 

community, urbanites are seen as being limited members of 

multiple social networks, sparsely knit and loosely bounded 

(1979, p. 1204). 

Personal networks blend Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft in a unique way. 

While the folk village or the local neighborhood may not be the source of 

Personal ties and resources that comprise one ' s personal community, the 

alienation of Gesellschaft is offset by one's ability to maintain community 

at a distance by using modern transportation and communication 

technologies. In addition, the scale and diversity of urban areas actually 

increases the potential for personal fulfillment by offering more resources 

and OPportunities . 
As the conceptualization of community yields to the new demands pla~.(- . i  

it by the realities of modernity, it becomes intelligible as a concept 

With a history as well. That is, the shift from "cornunity as place" to 

ncOmunity as networkn1 provides a comprehensive c~nceptualization of community 

that is applicable to all periods of history, across all types of communities, 

Irom folk village to city. In Bender's words: 

Once the notion of community is understood as a social network 

characterized by a distinctive kind of human interaction, it 

becomes possible to take community seriously as a historical 

Phenomenon (1991, p.11). 

The study of commurlity then becomes primarily concerned with how people 

maintain the that comprise their personal networks and the flow 

Of used to sustain themselves. 



It is important to note that, to Wellman and Leighton, the personal 

"etwork perspective does not deny the importance of neighborhoods. Instead he 

that what emerges are two predominant forms of community that 

exist side by side: 

In sum, we must be concerned with neighborhood and community 

rather than neighborhood or community (1979, p. 385). 

The purpose of this study is to use the three models of community 

Presented above as perspectives from which to analyze PortaCom. TO facilitate 

this analysis, characteristics of each model are identified and descrhed 

The use of Portacorn will then be explored in light of these 

characteristics to determine how appropriate it is, conceptually and 

empirically, to use these models in analyzing, describing, and understanding 

the social structures within the Portacorn computer conferencing environment. 

Characteristics of Solidary Community 

The following characteristics of solidary community as an ideal tykTel 2 .  

gemaim to this study: 

a)  Self-containment. ~ 1 1  resources and institutions exist within the 

'Omunity (Tennies, 1965; McIver, 1961; Bender, 1991) . 
hr Non - transience .  here is little movement in and out of the community, 

a 
of an unchanging population (Wellman, 1984a, 1988b). 

c) Soci-. A majority of a community's members share a 

'Omon racial or ethnic background (Wellman, 1987: Warren, 1978 1 . 
Spatial boundedness. The community exists within a designated area 

(Wellmanf 1984: Warren, 1978). 

8) Grou~ i-. There is a stranger versus insider relationship 

between those within the community and those outside it (Cohen, 1985: 

GudykunSt, 1984) . 





those you like to spend time with, others 

3) New Relationships -- meeting new people, making new friends 

4) Educational-related categories of interaction -- teachers, fellow 

students 

5) Giving and receiving emotional support on an on-going basis and 

crisis basis 

6) Giving and receiving help with offline tasks 

for both professional social =poses. 

Information is the catalyst for change, facilitating upward mobility, personal 

growth, and interaction with the world beyond one's immediate neighborhood or 

Peer group. This study was concerned with how PortaCom users found and used 

lnf0rmati0n for their own personal development, and in particular, how 

important PortaCom was in this process. 

D. Studying Online Community 

The approach taken in this thesis to the study of online communlt\ rests 

'Pan viewing a CMC system from the vantage point of existing community t-ilt' Jr.;. 

This approach facilitates understanding how a CMC system might be a commun;ty 

in a more conventional sense and provides a foundation for understanding how 

it might constitute "community" in new and different ways. 

Three assumptions underlie this approach. First, it is assumed that 

While an online community may be different from the three models of community 

described in the previous section, it also may share some of the aspects of 

these models. Second, it is assumed that some of the aspects of these models 

may be Present in a CMC environment but in new forms that are adapted to the 

environment of the online world. And third, this approach aSSunles that online 

like any modern manifestation of community, somehow limits and 

the notion of community. 

The overview of the world of CMC presented in chapter 2 and the 



description of the world of PortaCom presented in Chapter 4 make clear the 

Substantial differences between the virtual and the non-virtual worlds. In a 

CMC system an electronic determinism circumscribes many of the activities and 

behaviors that are normally considered in community research. In particular, 

the nOn-phy sical, text-based, largely asynchronous nature of the virtual 

medium dramatically impacts what members can do within a CMC system. However, 

it would be a mistake to consider virtual gatherings inferior to non-virtual 

gatherings, While the online environment limits some typical community 

activities, it has the potential to accentuate and facilitate others and 

new ones altogether. 

It is the purpose of this study to understand how PortaCom activity fits 

with conventional community study, how the aspects of conventional community 

models are interpreted or adapted to the PortaCom environment, and what new 

or dimensions of community activity PortaCom i lluminates. In 

Chapter 10 of this thesis I will discuss the most import-ant qualities and 

characteristics of the PortaCom experience. In addition I will also discldss 

how the findings of the Portacorn study inform 'qcommunity" theory. Of 

interest are the possible existence and nature of new dimensions of 

revealed by the study of a virtual social system. 



The purpose of t h i s  chapter i s  t o  provide an overview of PortaCom as a 

and a social  environment and t o  c l a r i fy  te rns  and concepts tha t  

are important i n  the discussion of PortaCom and the questionnaire used i n  t h i s  

project .  Specifically,  the sections of t h i s  chapter and the i r  

Objectives a re  as  follows: 

1. Porwom as  Part  of -itv of Network (UACN) 

-- to describe where Portacorn f i t s  i n to  the overall  scheme of computer 

within i t s  host network, the University of Alaska Computer 

Network (UACN) . The dis t inct ion between PortaCom and the r e s t  of the services 

Offered through the UACN i s  part icular ly important because the questionnaire 

Of t en  distinguishes between Portacorn and "online services other than 

Portacorn. 11 

-- t o  describe PortaCom access 

that  l i m i t  PortaCom accessibi l i ty .  

R~V- -- t o  describe the basic functions 

and character of the PortaCom system. 

e Pr- -- t o  describe 

Portacorn as  a comunication environment, par t icular ly i n  terms of the ways i n  

Which People organize and interact  within it.  



l a r g e s t  popu la t ion  c e n t e r s  -- Juneau, Anchorage, and Fa i rbanks  -- which a r e  

home of t h e  Un ive r s i t y  sys tem's  t h r e e  main campuses. These t h r e e  c e n t e r s  

are dep ic t ed  by t h e  t h r e e  c i r c l e d  a r e a s  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  p i c t u r e .    he 

computers a r e  connected by high speed te lephone ,  microwave, and 

S a t e l l i t e  c i r c u i t s  a s  dep ic t ed  by t h e  t h i c k  s o l i d  l i n e s  between Juneau, 

and Fa i rbanks  i n  F igure  4 . 1 .  Access t o  l a r g e r  networks such a s  

and I n t e r n e t  i s  provided through t h e  Fairbanks node, a s  d e p i c t e d  by t h e  

large arrow, t o  a l l  o t h e r  computers w i th in  t h e  UACN. 

b u r e  4.1: M ~ D  of the Universitv of Alaska Computer Network (UACNI 

Barrow, 

p-----, .. I 
~otzebu'e  

IS=.-, -. 
Nome - # .  '*, Fairbanks 

To: BITNET, InterNet, Tymnet, 
and other external netvorks 

The d o t t e d  l i n e s  r ep re sen t  l i n k s  t o  " l o c a l  nodes" and "AlaskaNet s i t e s . "  

These S i t e s  a r e  l i n k e d  1-0 Juneau, Anchorage, and Fairbanks and Can be accessed  

by l o c a l  rimers. That is ,  a u se r  can d i a l  a l o c a l  number i n ,  f o r  example, 

Nome, and be  connected d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  Anchorage computing f a c i l i t i e s ,  spa r ing  

local node u s e r s  long  d i s t a n c e  charges .  The UACN can a l s o  be reached ou t  of 

State through a s e r v i c e  c a l l e d  Tymnet. T p n e t  acces s  was e s t a b l i s h e d  

Primarily s o  t h a t  u n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t s  and f a c u l t y  could  main ta in  t o l l  f r e e  

t o  t h e  UACN whi le  t r a v e l l i n g .  Tymnet provides  l o c a l  d ia l -UP acces s  t o  

the U A ~ ~  from n e a r l y  anywhere i n  Canada and t h e  United S t a t e s .  



The UACN is sometimes referred to as a "distri-buted access system," 

which means that all computing facilities in the system are equally available 

legardless of how and from where someone accesses the UACN. For example, a 

dialing into the Fairbanks mainframe can then easily connect to the 

COm~~ting facilities in Juneau without incurring long distance charges. 

of distributed access, anyone accessing the UACN can have easy access 

to the Juneau computer, and thus PortaCom. A separate USERID is required for 

each of the three main facilities in Juneau, Anchorage, and Fairbanks, but 

generally anyone with a USERID on one computer in the UACN is allowed to have 

a  US^^^ on any other computer within the system. Thus, anyone with access to 

the UACN theoretically can have access to Portacorn. 

There are two primary communication systems on the UACN: (a) UACN email, 

and (b) PortaCom. UACN email is very popular throughout the UACN for two main 

leasons. First, because UACN email was developed and continues to be 

maintained as a state-wide system, mail travels easily among the t h r e -  

sites within the UACN. ~hus, it is as easy to send email amonq 

on the Juneau, Anchorage and  airb banks computers as it is to send 

between accounts only on the Juneau computer system. Second, uACN ern~ii: 

all BITNET, Internet and other communication that comes from networks 

Outside the uAcN. Thus, uAcN email offers great connectivity. 

In contrast p o r t & n  is less popular for two reasons. First, it is 

available only on the Juneau computer system. While anyone with UACN access 

can the Juneau computer system, users tend to use services on the 

0. which their USERID resides. Second, Portacorn does not normally or 

interface with other communication networks, such as UACN email, 

and Internet, and tends to be rather insular. Thusl PortaCom 

cOmunication tends to remain just within Portacorn unless specifically, and 

'Ornewhat l&oriously, directed elsewhere. Most P0rtaCom users also use UACN 

@mail. 



B. Who Has Access to the UACN 

mile anyone w i t h  access t o  t h e  UACN a l s o  has  a c c e s s  t o  PortaCom, t h e  r e v e r s e  

lS a l s o  t r u e :  t h o s e  wi thout  UACN a c c e s s  are a l s o  excluded from Portacorn. I t  

lS important  t o  unders tand  how UACN a c c e s s  i s  l imited i n  o r d e r  t o  understand 

the Ways i n  which t h e  p o t e n t i a l  PortaCom u s e r  base is p re - se l ec t ed .  

' imitat ions t o  UACN access f a l l  i n t o  two c a t e g o r i e s :  (1) a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and 

( 2 )  t e c h n i c a l .  

# 8 w. portacorn is  only open t o  t h o s e  w i th  u n i v e r s i t y  

a f f i l i a t i o n ,  such a s  s t u d e n t s ,  u n i v e r s i t y  r e sea rche r s ,  f a c u l t y ,  

abinistration, c l a s s i f i e d  employees, and non-prof i t  agenc i e s  who purchase 

 USER^^^ f o r  t h e i r  employees and c l i e n t s ,  such as t h e  A l a s k a  Dept. of 

Education, Sou theas t  Regional Resource Center ,  and o t h e r  p u b l i c  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

"un ive r s i t y  a f f i l i a t i o n "  i s  a very  nebulous term because many who 

want a c c e s s  t o  t h e  UACN, A la ska ' s  l a r g e s t  and most comprehensive computer 

may t a k e  advantage of a one credit course  o f f e r e d  s i n c e  1988, c a l l e d  

"Online Communication and Dis tance  Educat ion."  The Course meets two :lt?e&: 

h. Access.  Even though it i s  j u s t  a one c r e d i t  Course, it s t i l l  gran t ,  

Student  s t a t u s  t o  anyone who t a k e s  it, t h u s  making t h e  UACN a v a i l a b l e  +- 

Students f o r  t h e  c o s t  of  on ly  one credit.  

h .  Tral- , . . The course  provides  t h e  t r a i n i n g  needed t o  use  t h e  UACN, 

i n s t r u c t i o n  on how t o  use PortaCom. The need f o r  t r a i n i n g  cannot  be 

Overstated. For example, Un ive r s i t y  of Alaska p r o f e s s o r  Donna Ga i l  Shaw 

a*inistered a program t h a t  gave f r e e  USERIDs t o  t e a c h e r s  and r e p o r t e d  t h a t  

Over n i n e t y  p e r c e n t  of t h e  USERIDS were never used because of a l a c k  of 

t ra ining.  

The p o i n t  i s  t h a t  whi le  UACN u s e r s  c o n s i s t  p r i m a r i l y  of u n i v e r s i t y  

convent iona l  no t ions  of what c o n s t i t u t e s  a s t u d e n t  have been 

'Ornewhat r e -def ined  and expanded t o  i nc lude  people  who t a k e  t h e  o n l i n e  

Communication cou r se  on ly  t o  g a i n  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  UACN. I t  i s  not  uncommon f o r  



Permanent incomplete. Personal experience indicates that in some cases they 

had no intention of being a "student" but simply wanted online access. 

2 )  Technical. PortaCom access is also necessarily limited to those with 

and dial-up access. Dial-up access is particularly problematic. Of 

the approximately 250 communities in Alaska, only about 40 have local dial-up 

U A C ~  access. ~ h u s  inhabitants of many communities have to dial long distance 

to access the UACN, at rates of up to $2.50/minute, effectively making access 

impossible in many remote areas. portacorn users rarely live in a community 

without local dial-up access. 

AS of this writing, the problem of remote area access is projected to 

Change dramatically. Alaska's main telephone carrier, Alascom. is promising 

access to the UACN from any point in Alaska for $4/hour during peak hours and 

$2/ho~r during off peak hours. These rates could change the size and 

0 the user base &-matically, allowing remote areas aifo~(ii~.t- 

access for the first time in the UACN's history. 

'' portacorn as an Online Environment 

Logging on to the UACN 

The following conventions are used to depict the online examples that 

follow: 

- Everything that the computer prints to the screen looks like this, in Geneva 9 point font. 

Y n d e r l i n i n a u  

- (Anything looking like this, in Geneva 9 point italics, is my annotation.) 



Juneau, o r  o t h e r  computers i n  t h e  UACN system t h a t  are l i n k e d  t o  t h e  Juneau 

c a m ~ u ~ ,  as described earl ier .  While i n i t i a l  s t e p s  f o r  each  of t h e s e  ways 

t h e  basic sign-on procedure i s  t h e  same. Below i s  a t y p i c a l  sign-on 

f o r  Ter ry  Doe; beginning  wi th  t h e  Username prompt: 

Username: JSTD (stands for Juneau Student Terrv 008)  <-- 

Password: (Terry enters a personal password, which does not appear on the screen.) c-- 

VAXNMS version V5.4-3 on node ACAD1 
13-JUL-1992 10:25 "* "" SH NEWS for SYLEGIS news on representative lists 
24-JUN-1992 1638 "* SHOW NEWS for SYLEGIS update - University legislation 

(The above are general announcements to UACN users.) 

Last interactive login on Friday, 31 -JUL-1992 10:38 
Last non-interactive login on Friday, 31-JUL-1992 00:OO 

$ (The cursor sits here, waiting for the user to issue a command.) 

d o l l a r  s i g n  ( 5 )  i s  t h e  VAX computer sys tem's  main prompt. A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  

the user can t h e n  proceed i n  a number of ways. For example, t h e  user  \.x: 

- invoke a number of word process ing ,  game, and o t h e r  k inds  of Prf iqr  m . 

- i s s u e  system commands t o ,  f o r  example, check how much space one has  ~ - 1 1  

the Vm' s ha rd  d i s k ,  o b t a i n  a l is t  of one1 s f i l e s ,  See who i s  c u r r e n t l y  On +he 

and s o  on. 

- e n t e r  t h e  UACN m a i l  system t o  use t h e  s ta te -wide  mai l  system, BITNET, 

Internet, and s o  on. 

It i s  a l s o  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  u s e r  can e n t e r  PortaCom. However, a 

first t i m e  u s e r  of PortaCom needs a PortaCom I D ,  d i s t i n c t  from t h e  UACN I D  

"" t o  a c c e s s  t h e  VAX. Obta in ing  such an I D  and how t h i s  p roces s  s e r v e s  a s  

an t o  PortaCom as a s o c i a l  system wi th  community p o t e n t i a l  i s  t h e  

topic Of t h e  next  s e c t i o n .  



One from a system administrator. Anyone on the VAX can have access to 

Portacorn, regardless of his or her reason for wanting it. This access is 

important because it emphasizes Portacorn as an open social environment rather 

than One that is used solely for more formal or defined purposes, such as to 

S1'P~ort course work or university business. 

All new users receive the same introductory message. The following is 

what Terry Doe would receive after creating a PortaCom ID. I have added line 

"Umbers to facilitate discussion: 

[ 1 ] Your PortaCom name has been added as "Terry Doe". 
(21 Your initial password has been set to "watergate". Please change it to 

[31 something else at your earliest convenience with the PortaCom command: 

[ 41  CHANGE PASSWORD 

[5 [ For more information about the PortaCom system, type HELP PORTACOM 
[ 6 [  at the VMS system prompt ($). You can also get some basic information 
[7] from within PortaCom by typing HELP. 

[e l  You have automatically been added to the fallowing conferences: 

[9] (Description of) Public Conferences 
[lo] (Description of) Private Conferences 
[ll] (Presentation of) new users 

[12] Some additional conferences that are beneficial to new users are: 

[ 1 31 (PortaCom) Helpline 
[ 1 41 (PortaCom) Etiquette 

This introduction provides the first indication that the user has entered 

a 
Unique kind of social environment. Terry Doe is given four kinds of 

lnf0mation that have to do with activity and behavior within the POrtaC0m 

environment, concerning, in order: (a) safety, (b) awareness of and involvement 

" O n 1  s social environment, (c) finding help and information, and (dl social 
norm Orientation. Each is discussed in turn. 

3 - i .  In lines 1-4, the user is advised to change passwords. A 

is a word that only the user knows and that is required in order to 

enter Porta~om. Changing the password ensures that only Terry will have the 



means t o  u se  T e r r y ' s  PortaCom account,  hackers  no twi ths tanding ,  p r o t e c t i n g  Terry 

against what amounts t o  e l e c t r o n i c  breaking  and e n t e r i n g .  

b. c-tv -and involvement.  I n  l i n e s  9-11, Te r ry  i s  informed 

that s / h e  has  been au toma t i ca l l y  added t o  conferences  t h a t  inform u s e r s  about 

new a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  Portacorn. p ember ship i n  t h e  con fe rence  Description of 

Pub l i c  Conferences  a n d  D e s c r i p t i o n  of  P r i v a t e  Conferences w i l l  i n f o r m  

every  t i m e  a new p u b l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  conference i s  c r e a t e d .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  

a r e  provided  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  conference s o  t hey  can decide whether or 

"Ot t o  v i s i t  t h e  conference.  New u s e r s  a r e  a l s o  t o l d  t h a t  t hey  a r e  members of 

the con fe rence  e n t i t l e d  Presen ta t ion  of new u s e r s .  T h i s  c o n f e r e n c e  g i v e s  

a chance t o  i n t roduce  themselves  "publ ic ly"  t o  t h e  rest of t h e  

Portacorn u s e r  group.  Th i s  i n t r o d u c t i o n  can be  updated a t  any t ime.  

C .  F lnd lna  . , h e l p  and informat ion .  Lines  5-7 and 1 3  t e l l  Ter ry  how t o  f i n d  

Lines 5-7 t e l l  Terry how t o  f i n d  ou t  in format ion  about PortaCom from 

''Itside Portacorn, w h i l e  l i n e  1 3  s u g g e s t s  Ter ry  j o i n  t h e  conference  Portacorn 

'@lpline, which h e l p s  new u s e r s  f i n d  i n fo rma t ion  and guidance t h a t  car, i i r 

them i n  maneuvering w i t h i n  PortaCom. PortaCcrm Helpline con fe rence  mernb.1 ::hip 

cons i , t s  of experienced u s e r s  who c o l l e c t i v e l y  p a s s  on a d e t a i l e d  

and unders tanding  of  PortaCom t o  newcomers. 

d. S o c i a l .  Line 1 4  informs Terry of t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of 

the conference P o ~ a C a  E t ique t t e ,  t h e  s o l e  purpose  of which i s  t o  p r o v i d e  a 

f Orm t o  d e a l  w i th  i s s u e s  concerning behavior  w i th in  t h e  PortaCom system. MY 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  it i s  r a r e l y  used, and t h a t  norm o r i e n t a t i o n  happens 

'Ore sPontaneously i n  a number of conferences,  wherever and whenever i s s u e s  of 

behavior  a r i s e .  



Once a u s e r  h a s  c r e a t e d  a PortaCom I D ,  s / h e  e n t e r s  PortaCom by t y p i n g  

discussion:  

[ 1 I $ Portacom <-- 

[2] Welcome to PortaCOM on ACADl! For information on acquiring PortaCOM access, 
[3] type HELP PORTACOM JXPCADD at the system prompt ($). Due to demand, inactive 
[41 conferences and accounts will be deleted after 3 months. 

[ 5 1 Welcome to PortaCOM (version 1.1 7G)!  
[GI Please give your complete name. 
[71 - Jerrv Doe <-- 
[8] Terry Doe (Portacorn prints Terry's name on the screen.) 
[91 Please type your password: - (Terry enters personal password, which does not 

[lo] appear on the screen.) 
1 1  Tom Smith is present in (Contemporary) Families 

[I21 Sum: 1 
31 You have 2 unseen letters 

You have 2 unseen entries in Open Forum 
51 You have 4 unseen entries in (Ask) Dr. Vax 
61 You have 1 unseen entry in (Presentation of) New Users 
71 You have 1 marked entry 
81 You are in your mailbox 

9 l  What do you want to do? (Join) next conference <Open Forum,, Wait (for news), (Send a) 
[ 2 0 ~  letter (to), Quit, Other. (This is the suggestion line.) 

l 2  1 - (This is the Portacorn prompt. The user can enter any PortaCom command here.) 

biven. The VAX environment a s  presented i n  s e c t i o n  3 . 1  i n  t h i s  chap te r  i s  a 

good 
of a command d r i v e n  environment.  The u s e r  i s  provided  a prompt 

( $ )  and is t h e n  expec ted  t o  e n t e r  a command i n  o r d e r  t o  proceed.  A menu- 



driven environment p rov ides  a menu of choices  from which t h e  u s e r  chooses .  

PortaCom u s e s  a combination of t h e s e  two k inds  of t e x t  i n t e r f a c e .  It  

Provides a sugges t ion  l i n e  t h a t  a c t s  somewhat l i k e  a menu, b u t  w i t h  t h e  o p t i o n  of 

Commands, PortaComl s sugges t ion  l i n e  approach i n c o r p o r a t e s  a c e r t a i n  

mount  of i n t e l l i g e n c e .  Portacorn wguesses"  what t h e  u s e r  wants t o  do and 

Provides t h a t  as t h e  f irst  o p t i o n  on t h e  sugges t ion  l i n e .  I f  s / h e  a g r e e s  with 

the choice,  t h e n  s / h e  j u s t  p r e s s e s  t h e  r e t u r n  key t o  invoke t h e  command. Thus. 

i n  the example above ,  if T e r r y  wanted t o  J o i n  n e x t  c o n f e r e n c e  <Open F o r m > ,  

would p r e s s  t h e  r e t u r n  key. I f  s / h e  wanted t o  do something e l s e ,  s / h e  would 

enter t h e  command a t  t h e  Portacorn prompt and p r e s s  t h e  r e t u r n  key. 

Upon e n t e r i n g  PortaCom, u s e r s  a r e  provided informat ion  t h a t  add re s se s  

t he i r  s t a t u s  i n  t h e  portacom environment. L ines  3-4 remind Terry t h a t  t h e r e  

is a minimwn l e v e l  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  s / h e  must main ta in ,  les t  s / h e  become a 

Portacorn member non-grata  and have t o  re-apply f o r  membership. Line 11 t e l l s  

Terry who i s  on t h e  system a t  t h a t  moment and where t hey  a r e .  I n  t h i s  ~ - d - !  

Only One pe r son  i s  p r e s e n t ,  Tom Smith,  who i s  i n  t h e  con fe rence  Contemporary 

'-lies. It should be  no ted  t h a t  Ter ry  cou ld  i n i t i a t e  a q u a s i - r e a l  tlm+. 

interactive s e s s i o n  wi th  m. Smith, a l though such ~ ~ I t U n ~ n i ~ a t i ~ n  Can be 

Cuersome and is,  i n  my exper ience  on PortaCom, i n f r equen t .  

Line 1 3  t e l l s  Ter ry  t h e  number of  le t ters  ( p r i v a t e ,  one-to-one 

t h a t  have a r r i v e d  s i n c e  t h e  l a s t  t ime s / h e  s igned  on. I n  t h i s  

case t h e r e  a r e  two. L ines  14-16 t e l l  Terry t h e  number of conference messages 

that have a r r i v e d  s i n c e  t h e  l a s t  t ime s / h e  s igned  on t o  Portacorn. I n  t h e  

above, Te r ry  has  2 unseen e n t r i e s  i n  t h e  conference  Open F o r m .  4 i n  

the conference  AS^ D r .  Vax, and  1 i n  t h e  c o n f e r e n c e  P r e s e n t a t i o n  of  New 

Line 1 7  t e l l s  Ter ry  t h e  number of marked messages.  These are 

messages t h a t  Ter ry  has  a l r e a d y  r e a d  bu t  t h a t  s / h e  wants t o  re - read .    hey 

o l d  b u s i n e s s  needing f u r t h e r  process ing .  

F i n a l l y ,  i n  l i n e  18, Terry i s  t o l d  s / h e  i s  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  mailbox i n  



'. Interacting On Portacorn 

Each conferenc ing  system has  a d i f f e r e n t  set of p roces se s ,  d e f a u l t s ,  and 

b u i l t  i n t o  i ts  i n t e r f a c e .  Portacorn's i n t e r f a c e  i s  des igned  i n  

a way t h a t  t h e  u s e r  can read a l l  unread messages i n  a f i x e d  o r d e r  by 

P r e s s i n g  t h e  r e t u r n  key once f o r  each unread message. PortaCom 

' O f t w a r e  always assumes t h a t  t h e  u s e r  wants t o  read unread l e t t e r s  f i r s t .  If 

there a r e  unread  le t ters ,  p r e s s i n g  t h e  r e t u r n  key w i l l  s c r o l l  througtr each one 

in t h e  o r d e r  i n  which they  were rece ived .  When a l l  l e t t e r s  are read ,  Portacorn 

( t h a t  is,  p rov ides  a s  t h e  f irst  op t ion  on t h e  sugges t ion  l i n e )  going 

the first conference con ta in ing  a new message. P r e s s i n g  t h e  r e t u r n  key 

''11 t a k e  t h e  u s e r  t h e r e .  

P r e s s i n g  t h e  r e t u r n  key aga in  w i l l  b r i n g  up t h e  f i r s t  unread :qe.,. 3 :-. in 
that conference. When a l l  messages i n  t h a t  conference have been read,  

Portacorn sugges t s  t h e  u s e r  go t o  t h e  next  conference w i th  unread messages.  

Pressing t h e  r e t u r n  key w i l l  t a k e  t h e  u s e r  t h e r e ,  p r e s s i n g  t h e  r e t u r n  key 

again W i l l  d i s p l a y  t h e  f i r s t  unread message, and S O  On. 

There are over  one hundred commands and, a t  any p o i n t ,  t h e  u s e r  can 

lSsW one of t h e s e  r a t h e r  t han  p r e s s i n g  t h e  r e t u r n  key. A d e s c r i p t i o n  of a l l  

Portacorn Commands i s  beyond t h e  scope of t h i s  t h e s i s .  However, an  exp lana t ion  

Of the f o u r  b a s i c  commands used i n  w r i t i n g  messages w i l l  be very  h e l p f u l  In  

descr ibing t h e  k ind  of environment PortaCom p rov ides .  

Portacorn suppor t s  two b a s i c  k inds  of  communication: 1) p r i v a t e  l e t t e r s  

that a r e  s e n t  t o  a s i n g l e  person,  and 2 )  n o t i c e s  t h a t  a r e  pos t ed  t o  

"nferences. Both of t h e s e  a r e  e i t h e r :  ( a )  comments t o  messages o r  le t ters  

Posted by someone else, or ( b )  o r i g i n a l  messages t h a t  i n i t i a t e  communication. 

Each is d i s c u s s e d  below. 



LComment s  t o  a messaae o r  l e t t e r .  A f t e r  r ead ing  a conference  message 

Or l e t t e r ,  a u s e r  can  choose t o  u se  t h e  comment command i n  o r d e r  t o  p o s t  a 

t o  what s / h e  has  j u s t  r ead .  The comment w i l l  be pos t ed  i n  t h e  

'Onference where it can be seen  by everyone and w i l l  be th readed  t o  t h e  

Original e n t r y  s / h e  i s  commenting t o  by means of a sha red  s u b j e c t  l i n e .  

of t h r ead ing ,  u s e r s  w i l l  always be  a b l e  t o  determine t h e  o r i g i n a l  e n t r y  

and see it i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y .  They w i l l  a l s o  be able t o  recall e a s i l y  t h e  

Original message, a l l  comments t o  t h a t  message, and a l l  -0mments t o  comments, 

enabling u s e r s  t o  t r a c e  a d i s c u s s i o n  e a s i l y .  

The u s e r  can a l s o  r e p l y  j u s t  t o  t h e  person who s e n t  t h e  message by 

en t e r ing  t h e  personal command. Th i s  i s  a l s o  t h r eaded  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  message 

the a comment is .  ~t should  be mentioned t h a t  t h r e a d i n g  i s  a major 

d i s t i nc t i on  between UACN email and PortaCOM, and between e l e c t r o n i c  mai l  and 

Computer con fe renc ing  i n  g e n e r a l .  ~ o r t a c o m ' s  powerful  review command a l l ows  

t o  r e c a l l  t h r eaded  messages i n  a number of d i f f e r e n t  ways. 

b .  O r i a i n a l  messaaes. If a u se r  wants t o  pos t  a new e n t r y  t h a t  :s :I . 

threaded t o  o t h e r  e n t r i e s  having gone be fo re ,  s / h e  u s e s  t h e  new notice 

'Omand i f  s / h e  wants everyone i n  t h e  conference  t o  see it, o r  t h e  letter 

'Omand if s / h e  wants t o  send it t o  j u s t  one person.  It  i s  cons idered  cou r t e sy  

new t o p i c s  w i t h  t h e s e  commands r a t h e r  t h a n  by u s i n g  comment or 

because t h e y  prompt f o r  a new s u b j e c t  l i n e ;  t h e  new s u b j e c t  l i n e  

indicates a change of t o p i c .  The four  w r i t i n g  commands a r e  r e l a t e d  i n  t h e  

'llowing manner : 



ble 4.1: C o w i s o n  of Portacorn Wr~tlna Commands 
. . 

Posted to a conference Only one 
Who sees it? ==> where everyone sees it person sees it 

Response to something 
just read (uses same COMMENT 
subject line) 

PERSONAL 

Starting new topic 
(not a response to NEW NOTlCE LETTER 

a message--requires 
new subject line) 

Portacorn suppor t s  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of  conferences  t h a t  form d i f f e r e n t  

Of o n l i n e  space which i n  t u r n  encourage d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of s o c i a l  

To h e l p  e x p l o r e  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  conferences  and t h e i r  imp? ica tAk . ! :  ' - 

'Omunity and communication i n  o n l i n e  space, I use concepts  found I n  FAw I ?  

S theory of proxemics. The b a s i c  premise of proxemics i s  t h a t  how pf ' ' [ - {~ l+ '  

use and p e r c e i v e  p h y s i c a l  space  a r t i c u l a t e s  t h e i r  unders tanding  of t h e  na tu re  

Of their c o m n i t y  and t h e  r o l e s  of people  w i th in  it (Hal l ,  1 9 8 2 ) .  TO t h o s e  

w i th  computer conferencing, t h e  u t i l i t y  of  proxemics i n  t h e  s tudy 

Of the o n l i n e  world i n  which p h y s i c a l  space i s  such an e l u s i v e  component may 

"Ot be i m m e d i a t e l y  appa ren t .  Y e t  t o  o n l i n e  r e sea rche r s ,  o n l i n e  space i s  o f t e n  

uscussed i n  terns of o n l i n e  a r c h i t e c t u r e ,  t h a t  is, i n  terms of how people  

Some of t h e  a r c h i t e c t u r e  i s  u s e r  de f ined .  That is ,  a g e n e r i c  "open" 

can be  def ined  by t h e  conference o rgan ize r  a s ,  f o r  example, a ca fe ,  

k 
of behavior .  However, t h i s  d i s cus s ion  i s  concerned wi th  t h e  broader  



of archi tecture tha t  a re  bu i l t  into the PortaCom software, the "givens" 

Of the environment. 1n part icular ,  it i s  concerned with the four kinds of 

environments tha t  PortaCom supports : l e t t e r s ,  open conferences, closed 

Conferences, and read only conferences. These are  discussed i n  terms of one 

Of the main components of Hal l ' s  theory of proxemics: social  distance. 

The four types of PortaCom environments are  described as  follows: 

?-conferences. In PortaCom these are  called "public conferences. " 

are "open" i n  tha t  anyone can join them without needing permission or 

access. They are  also publicized. That is, a l l  Portacorn members see 

an about i t s  existence when it i s  created. 

3-conferences. Closed conferences are  closed i n  the se:!r.~> . ? +  

the 'Onference organizer controls who has access t o  the conference. :a 

addition, the organizer can remove and exclude conference members. It shc  1 1 ,  1 

be t ha t  the portaCom system operator has "global privileges" and can 

add anyone t o  0. remove anyone from any conference. Portacom supports three 

kinds Of closed conferences: 

Pr ivate  -- Publicized conferences. 

b) Restricted -- publicized conferences. The organizer sends 

lnvitationS t o  those s/he wants i n  the conference, which they can accept or 

.L-ed -- Unpublicized conferences. Only i t s  members know 

about i t s  existence. 

wy conferences. These conferences are  open t o  the public and 

but only the conference organizer can write en t r i e s .  A l l  other 

members of t h i s  conference e lse  can only read messages. 



These f o u r  k inds  of environments are d i scus sed  i n  terms of H a l l ' s  four  

kinds of s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e ,  a corners tone  of  h i s  t heo ry  of proxemics.  A s  

the o n l i n e  space  of portacorn are exp re s s ions  of t h e s e  d i s t a n c e s :  

Hall's Categories 
of Social Distance PortaCom Environment 

intimate 
personal 
social 
public 

private letters 
closed conferencing 
open conferences 
read only conferences 

Each of t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s  i s  d i scus sed  below. 

t e  -e - - l v a t e  l e t t e r s .  In t ima te  d i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  

Portacorn environment corresponds t o  sending and r e c e i v i n g  l e t t e r s ,  wh ich  

c o m u n i ~ a t i o n ,  which always occu r s  p u b l i c l y  w i th in  a conference .   he 

1s o f m  ass-. L e t t e r s  a r e  

p r i v a t e ,  which means t hey  c o n s t i t u t e  one-to-one communication, 

'Ompared t o  conf e renc ing ,  which i s  pub l i c .  

t. o f t e n  -le t o  i gno re .  

when I con tac t ed  members o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  PortaCOm conference l a s t  

Year to  a sk  them t o  be  ques t i onna i r e  respondents  i n  a r e sea rch  p r o j e c t ,  I s e n t  

each One a p r i v a t e  PortaCom le t ter ,  even though it would have been f a r  e a s i e r  

t o  p o s t  a s i n g l e  message i n  t h e  conference a sk ing  f o r  v o l u n t e e r s .  I 

on of r e s w e  t o  an  o v e r t u r e  1s very  g r e a t .  Because 





Structured. 

e is little betbr-s and lnslders , 0 
a ,  . This 

lS the primary distinction between closed and open conferences. Anyone can 

loin an open conference. 

.c. It is considered sociaLLaGeQL&le mlt to Q- aroU 

-. As mentioned above, lurking is considered acceptable behavior in 

'Pen conferences. 

4. Public distance. public distance corresponds to PortaCom's read only 

'Onferences, in which only the conference organizer is allowed to post 

"Otices. The similarities between Hall's concept of public distance and the 

Online distance implicit in portacorn read only conference are: 

e is a 

-nction between s peakers [and/or actors) and audience. Read only 

'Onferences support only this kind of dynamic and thus are explicitly 

hierarchical. 

b h x- n f r  - ) T Dectatlo esaonse is Dracticallv non-existent. I r :  ' r l  

case of read only computer conferences, the expectation is completely 

nonexistent within the conference because response is impossible. 

The various aspects of portacorn's environments can be summarized in 

Tale 4.3 that follows. The difference between column F and column G is t h a t  

F 
refers to a separation between groups within the  overall  environment of 

P 
Ortacom, while column G refers to separation of people and groups within a 

Particular conference : 



A - 
Hall's 
ProXemic 
Social 
distance - 
Intimate 

Personal 

Social 

Public 

Which 
PortaCom 
environment? 

private letten 

closed conf. 

open conf. 

read only conf. 

I - t o -1  , 
I -to-many, or 
nany-to-many 
:ommunication? 

1 - t o - 1  

many-to-many 

many-to-many 

1 -to-many 

Can others in 
communicatior 
environment 
be ignored? 

not usually 

somewhat 

usually 

N / A  

Is a 
response 
expected? 

almost always 

sometimes 

not usually 

almost never 

Boundaries 
between 
inloutside 
groups? 

N I A  

always 

usually not 

usually not 

Is it 
hierarchical 
(VS. casual, 
peer oriented)? 

usually not 

somewhat 

usually not 

always 

Other Studies of Online community 

While there are numerous studies of various aspects of online 

Operationalized. Within the context of online study, the word "community" is 

Often used to signify simply "group process" or to identify a group of people 

Share a computer-mediated relationship. Hiltz and Turoff ' S Uetwork Nation 

%atiVeS and Social Choices (1979). and, more recently, Sproull and 

Kiesler (1991) are seminal with regard to the study of online 

group process. 

landmark contribution to the study of online group process. It also clearly 

above. Hilt. approaches the subject of her study, a group of 



S c i e n t i s t s  from t h e  same s p e c i a l t y  a r e a  who a r e  u s i n g  t h e  New Jersey I n s t i t u t e  

Of Technologyls EIES conferenc ing  system, on t h e i r  own terms. That i s ,  she 

t h a t  such a  group must be a  community and t h e n  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  group 

Processes t h e y  engage i n  and they  posses s .  She then  ana lyzes  



A .  Qualitative Data Collection 

The q u a n t i t a t i v e  data c o l l e c t e d  u s i n g  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  d e s c r i k d  i n  t h e  

next s e c t i o n  a r e  t h e  main source  of in format ion  used i n  t h i s  s t udy .  However, 

a 'lumber of  sou rces  of q u a l i t a t i v e  d a t a  were very  c r u c i a l  i n  p rov id ing  

'Ontextual and i n s i d e r  in format ion  t h a t  helped p o r t r a y  Portacorn a s  a  r i c h  

and s o c i a l  environment. 

Throughout t h e  s tudy ,  I r e f e r  t o  anecdota l  evidence,  personal  

experience, and o t h e r  forms of q u a l i t a t i v e  d a t a  t o  suppor t  and b r i n g  t o  . ! 

the m a n t i t a t i v e  d a t a  t h a t  d r i v e s  t h i s  s tudy .  A number of sou rces  of 

gualitative d a t a  were used: ( a )  focus groups, (b) audio  j ou rna l s  maintained I :  

a ref l e c t i o n  of obse rva t ion  and p a r t i c i p a n t  observa t ion ,  (c)  Portacorn l e t t e r  

Iournal, (d) key informant  i n t e rv i ews ,  and (e)  s tudy  of documents r e l e v a n t  t o  

Portacorn. Each i s  d e s c r i b e d  below. 

and participant observation 

I have been a c t i v e  on portacorn from 1990 t o  t h e  p r e s e n t .  The year  p r i o r  

t h i s  s t udy  (1990-1g91), I maintained an  audio  journa l  t h a t  was t r a n s c r i b e d  

and c o m m i t t e d  t o  pape r .  During t h a t  year  I used t h e  audio  journa l  t o  cap tu re  

and r e f l e c t i o n s  &out i n t e r a c t i o n  on PortaCom, a s  we l l  a s  UACN 

which encompasses BITNET and I n t e r n e t .  1 spen t  t i m e  on Portacorn i n  a  

number of c a p a c i t i e s .  I was, and cont inue  t o  be, one of t h r e e  system 

O p e r a t o r s  of PortaCom w i t h  t h e  power t o  c r e a t e  and d e l e t e  conferences ,  u s e r s ,  



and e n t r i e s .  I w a s  a f a c i l i t a t o r ,  s e t t i n g  up conferences and t r a i n i n g  o t h e r s  

to be Organizers  and p a r t i c i p a n t s .  I w a s  an observer - lurker ,  q u i e t l y  

i n  conferences  as though they  were o n l i n e  caves .  I spen t  a g r e a t  

deal of t i m e  as a p a r t i c i p a n t  observer ,  t a k i n g  p a r t  i n  a number of conferences  

and engaging i n  t h e  no-1 g i v e  and t a k e  of  conference a c t i v i t y .  I w a s  an 

Online t e a c h e r ,  o rgan iz ing  and l e a d i n g  conferences  i n  suppor t  of my face- to-  

face Courses a s  w e l l  as my o n l i n e  c l a s s e s .  I spen t  t i m e  a s  a p u b l i c  a u t h o r i t y  

f igure  a s  o r g a n i z e r  of Open Forum, one o f  t h e  most popular ,  c o n t e n t i o u s ,  and 

PortaCom conferences.  These exper iences  prepared  m e  f c r  

t h i s  s t udy  by b r ing ing  m e  i n t o  i n t i m a t e  con tac t  wi th  a l l  l e v e l s  of 

2 .  Portacorn L e t t e r  Journal 

During t h e  yea r  of t h e  s tudy ,  I c r e a t e d  a s p e c i a l  p r i v a t e  conference 

C a l l e d  My m a o x ;  h e r e  I s t o r e d  every  p r i v a t e  l e t t e r  I Sent durl::.: ':&e 

P e r i o d  a s  w e l l  a s  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  l e t t e r s  I r ece ived .  Th i s  method 

captured unob t rus ive ly  my d ia logue  wi th  o t h e r s  about  even t s  and concerns 

Portacorn. The l e t t e r s  were reviewed t o  r e c o n s t r u c t  t h e  yea r  of 

Portacorn e v e n t s  and t o  provide  i n s i g h t  i n t o  i s s u e s  and concepts  r e l e v a n t  t o  

the s tudy .  

3 '  '0'2~s Groups 

Also d u r i n g  t h e  year  p r i o r  t o  t h e  s tudy,  two focus  groups were he ld ,  

each e i g h t  people ,  each l a s t i n g  about  two hours .  The groups were 

d i v e r s e .  The age range of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  was fmm s i x t e e n  

l a t e  fifties, and t h e  gender d i s t r i b u t i o n  Was about  even. O c ~ u p a t i o n s  of 

those involved inc luded  u n i v e r s i t y  and h igh  school  s t u d e n t s ,  t h e  Portacorn 

o p e r a t o r ,  b u s i n e s s  people ,  s t a t e  workers, independent C O n t r a ~ t ~ r ~ ,  and 

University, elementary school, and correspondence school  t e a c h e r s .  S i x  of t h e  

Participants were conference organizers ,  wi th  p o s i t i o n s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  



POrta~~m, while ten were regular participants without organizer 

res~onsibility. I knew some of the participants to be casual users of 

Portacorn, but for the most part they were people generally recognized to have 

more than just a casual presence on PortaCom. Discussion centered on two 

basic questions that I posed to the focus groups: 1) Why do you use the online 

medium, and PortaCom in particular? and 2) What are the main issues that face 

'~rta~om as a user group? 

- Key Informant Interviews 

One person, Michael Ciri, was responsible for the installation and 

pdnning of Portacorn during its first three years. I conducted eight hours of 

interviews with Ciri about portacorn, its history, problems, and prospects from 

technical, and administrative perspectives. 

5 .  Documents 

The following documents were consulted in this study: 

a .  UAS demographic data document. This was used to compare Por:~ rrl 

demographic data with general UAS demographic data. 

h .  Por-Com manuals. A user's guide and an administrator's guide 

Provided infomation about how the portacorn environment was structured as well 

as the Command set. used to maneuver within PortaCOm. 

C. Jus-on of the c r e u o n  of Gav . . . This 

Short document, prepared by a student to defray possible community concern, 

articulated why such a conference should be allowed on the PortaCom system. 

It important because it deals directly with the issues of freedom of 

Speech, Censorship, community responsibility, and social norms that re-occur 

ln Portacorn on a regular basis. 

-.  he results of a questionnaire posted to Open 

to glean user preferences about the direction of the conference and 

about highly contentious issues such as online behavior and 



freedom of speech. 

B b  Operationalizing the Characteristics of Community: Quantitative 
Data Collection 

System Information 

System infomation was used to measure the following two characteristics 

Of solidary community, which were identified in Chapter 3: 

1. self-containment 

2. non-transience 

'ystem-wide as well as individual conference data that depict the kinds and 

levels of Portacorn activity were collected on a daily basis. ~nformation 

includes the total number of registered and active PortaCom users, 

System-wide and individual conference messaging activity, total number of 

times Portacorn was used, and the total time spent on Portacorn. System data 

was then used to track fluctuations in population and conferencing activity 

during the period of the study. 

' The Questionnaire Instrument 

a ' Determination of Project participants 

The same system information referred to in the preceding section was 

used to identify the most active users of PortaCom during the period 9/12/91 - 
3'24/92, approximately one month before the school year ended. The last month 

Of the school year was used to perfom the system data analysis, contact 

Potential questionnaire recipients, and mail out questionnaires before the 

academic year ended and the respondents dispersed for the summer. 

An initial pool of 137 potential respondents was identified. Of these, 

'05 agreed to fill out the questionnaire. the 105 questionnaires sent out, 

83 were returned, for a total return percentage of 79%. As an incentive to 

out the questionnaire, each participant was promised access to tne final 

and one Russian ruble. 



b. Questionnaire Administration, Collection, and Verif f cation 

The questionnaire was sent out using regular surface mail, with return 

Questionnaires as a final data validity check. With the help of an assistant, 

each of the 30,000 pieces of data and corrected the few 

C .  Questionnaire Field Testing 

The questionnaire (Appendix I) was field tested with the eleven students 

Of Educational Telecommunications class. Each student was asked to fill 

Out the questionnaire, note the time at the end of each section of the 

(in order to get an idea of how much time it took to x., i 

each section), and note anything that was confusing Or unclear. F O ~  l c ) w i  , 

test, I conducted a debriefing session with field test students drj(4 ;A. 

instructor Alan Lamb. This input, as well as input from 

dissertation chair Dr. William Richards provided during the evolution of the 

puestionnaire, was used to make modifications. The final version of the 

mestionnaire appears in Appendix I. 

d'  Questionnaire length 

It should be noted that the questionnaire was very long, requiring 

more than an hour and sometimes up to two hours to complete. The 

of the in-depth questionnaire and qualitative information provided 

a rich data set for this project. 



1) Section 1 - Basic Information. 

This section covers demographics, personal information, and online 

activities and habits. Some of solidary community are 

in this section, including social homogeneity and spatial 

bOundedness. 

2, Section 2 - Close Friends. 

Respondents are asked how the following channels of communication are 

in interacting with close friends: telephone, in-person meetings, 

Portacorn, other online services (that is, online services other than 

Portacorn), written correspondence, and "other" as defined by the respondent. 

One characteristic of the personal network approach to community, maintenance 

Of friendships, is addressed in this section. 

3, section 3 - Categories of ~nteraction. 

This section covers many of the characteristics of persorlal h k 7 :  \. 

are asked how the following channels of communication are I J ~ .  : 

With  six Sets of categories of interaction and activities: telephone, in- 

Person meetings, Portacorn, other online services, written correspondence, and 

as defined by the respondent. The six sets of categories are 

later in this chapter. 



Section 5 - Attachment to Portacorn. 

The characteristics of the neighborhood community model are addressed in 

this Section, including a shared sense of Portacorn group identity, attachment 

and loyalty to PortaCom, and issues of common concern to Portacorn users. 

The rest of this chapter describes how each section of the questionnaire 

addresses the characteristics of community identified in Chapter 3. 

Detailed Description of ~uestionnaire. 

Questionnaire Section 1 -- Basic rnformation. 

This section provides the overview that gives context to the information 

in the following sections. This section gathered standard kinds of 

data often collected in sociological studies, such as age, gender, income 

level, educational level, marital status, and political leanings, in a 

choice format. In addition, the questionnaire asked respondents for 

'"fornation about their online activities, including questions cibo1le when and 

Why they Use online media in general and Portacorn in particular, haw TI:-' 

Spend on Portacorn and other online services, how often they 

Portacorn and other online services, whether they had home and/or work onll:.+- 

access, and what their favorite porta.com conferences are. TWO characteristlcs 

Of SOlidary community are in this section: social homogeneity and 

boundedness . 



Fbure  5.1: Quest - ionnaire Excerpt #I 

Please tear this sheet out of the questionnaire. It is not be turned in and is 
only meant to be used for your reference. 

Think for a minute about those people you feel especially close to, in other 
words, those people whom you would probably refer to as your close 
friends. Now, in the blanks below write their names or initials. Again, 
this wl l l  not be turned In with the questionnaire. This is done only for 
your reference. I have provided blanks for up to 8 close friends. You are not 
expected to fill in each one, just as many as pertain to you. That is, if you 
feel only 3 people in your life qualify as close friends, then only fill in three 
of the blanks. 

1 . Close Friend # 1 

2. Close Friend # 2 

3 .  Close Friend # 3 

4. Close Friend # 4 

5. Close Friend # 5 -. 

6. Close Friend # 6 - 

7. Close Friend # 7 -. 

8. Close Friend # 8 - 

Respondents were t h e n  asked t o  r a t e  t h e  importance of d i f f e r e n t  ways of 

interacting w i t h  o t h e r s  i n  t h e  maintenance of  c l o s e  persona l  

telephoene, in-person encounters ,  Portacorn, o t h e r  o n l i n e  

w r i t t e n  correspondence, and "o ther"  a s  t o  be s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  

Eight  ques t i ons  were asked about each c l o s e  f r i e n d  us ing  t h e  

format : 



Not at all Somewhat 
You circle the number that important important Important 

represents your answer ==>>> 
1 2 3 

During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 

b. speaking, interacting in person: 1 2 3 

c. PortaCom: 1 2 3 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 1 2 3 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 

f. other (please specify) 1 2 3 

g. Did you meet this friend through PortaCom? 
Please circle one: YES NO 

h.  Did you meet this friend through an online 
service other than PortaCom? 
Please circle one: YES NO 

"w 
important 

Extremely Don't 
important know 

The las t .  two q u e s t i o n s  are of p a r t i c u l a r  importance. Whereas p a r t s  (a) 

through ( f )  deal p r i m a r i l y  wi th  how c l o s e  f r i e n d s h i p s  were maintained,  p a r t s  

( g )  and ( h )  a sk  whether t h e  o n l i n e  medium was used t o  c r e a t e  new 

f r i e n d s h i p s  and t h u s  ex tend  one l s network of c l o s e  f r i e n d s  pu re ly  

Online. Th i s  p rov ides  va luab le  information about one s e t  of c a t e g o r i e s  of 

interaction addressed  i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t :  new r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

AS t h e  q u e s t i o n  format used i n  Sec t ion  2 i s  very  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  one used 

'" Sec t ion  3, and as Sec t ions  2 and 3 comprise t h e  bu lk  of t h e  ques t i onna i r e ,  

it is i n s t r u c t i v e  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  approach used i n  t h e s e  

Sections.  

Despi te  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  focus of t h i s  s tudy i s  p r i m a r i l y  "Portacorn as 



Community,m I felt that respondents needed to be asked how important all 

channels of communication were so that respondents could think in more 

holistic terms. That is, asking only  ow important is Portacorn in 

maintaining a close friendship?" does not provide the context Or opportunity 

for holistic thinking as does asking how important all channels of 

''munication are in this regard. Thus the questions in Sections 2 and 3 ask 

to provide input about the importance of all the primary channels 

Of communication that can be used to maintain the relationships that comprise 

One's community. The fact that the "other" category was very seldom used 

Suggests that the list of interaction forms was exhaustive or very nearly so. 

Even though the research questions that drove this study concern PortaCom, an 

interesting by-product of this questionnaire design is the body of data it 

@licited about all forms of interaction in the lives of the respondents. 

') Questionnaire Section 3 - Maintaining Different Kinds of Persortci 
Relationships and Engaging in Different Kinds of Activities 

Respondents were asked about different categories of interaction 3: ! 

activities related to their personal networks. The questions in this Sc?c:t : 

measure the following characteristics of personal networks which were 

identified in Chapter 3: 
1. Engaging in a wide variety of relationships. This area was further 

b 
'Oken down into the following six categories of interaction: 

A. Set #1: Socially Defined Categories of Interaction 

1) Family and/or relatives 

2 )  Co-workers 

3 )  Acquaintances 

4 )  Those who share a similar hobby or interest 

5 )  Colleagues or peers in your field 

Set # 2 :  Individually Defined Categories of Interaction 

1) Those you feel especially close to 



2) Those you like to spend a lot of time with 

3 )  Those who have an ongoing presence in your life 

4) Those you consider particularly influential in your life 

5 )  Those Lou argue with 

C .  Set #3: New Relationships 

1) Meeting new people 

2) Making new friends 

D. Set #4: Education-related Categories of Interaction 

1) Teachers interacting with students 

2 )  Students interacting with teachers 

3 )  Students interacting with other students 

E .  Set #5: Emotional Help 

1) Giving on-going emotional help on an ongoing basis 

2) Receiving on-going emotional help on an ongoinq basiq 

3)  Giving emotional help in a crisis situation 

4 )  Receiving emotional help in a crisis situation 

F .  Set #6: Help with Offline Tasks 

1) Giving help with small tasks 

2) Receiving help with small tasks 

Because I was seeking a large anount of information, a goal of the 

westi~nnaire design was 1-0 make the format as consistent as possible. The 

Of each of the questions within this section is identical and, as 

mentioned earlier, nearly identical with the format used in the previous 

section. The importance scale and media selection used in Section 2 is used 

ln this Section, with only a small modification. Section 3 deals with a group 

Of rather than individuals, and therefore cannot ask questions (g) and 

I h )  in Section 2, which deal with individuals. 

To encourage comfort with the format and preserve the flow of filling out 

the Westionnaire, respondents were told at the outset of this section about 



the similarities in format. Question #I, Section 3 is provided below as an 

of the format: 

Not at all Somewhat Very Exwernely 

You circle the number that important important hportant important important 
represents your answer ==>>> 1 2 3 4 5 

important to you have the following 
been as a means of interacting with 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 4 5 

b. speaking, interacting in-person: 1 2 3 4 5 

d. online service other than Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 

Don't 
know 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

f. other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 



neighborhoods : 

1) The presence of issues of common concern 

2 )  PortaCom as  an important social  group 

were asked t o  r a t e  the importance of d i f fe rent  kinds of a c t i v i t i e s  

and aSSociations, one of which was PortaCom. From t h e i r  responses can be 
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lresult of mutually achieved meanings. In this process, "labeling" is used to 

identify and symbolize certain behaviors, particularly those that appear to 

fall outside what would commonly be considered behavioral norms. 

Cohen puts it well. In distinguishing the symbolic approach from other 

he talks about its difference in vantage point and methodology: 

. . .  We try to understand community by seeking to capture its 

members1 experience of it. Instead of asking, "What does it look 

like to us? What are its theoretical implications?," we ask 

"What does it appear to mean to its members?" Rather than 

describing analytically the form of the structure from an 

external vantage point, we are attempting to penetrate the 

structure, to look outwards from its core (Cohen, p.20). 

Of Particular importance to the study of potential online communities is a 

'*set of the interpretive approach called the dramaturgical approach, 

Popularized by Goffmanls work, The Presentat ion o f  S e l f  i n  Everyday Life 

(1959). The dramaturgical approach studies how community members present 

themselves and purposefully manipulate events and interaction in the process 

Of their presentation. It is called the dramaturgical approach because it 

the language and perspective of theater to understand the behaviors of 

members (Stoneall, p. 176) . 

The qualitative data collected for this study were used primarily as 

for the more formal research efforts undertaken in this project. 

that focuses on the interpretive perspective would look directly at 

'Onference content, which is beyond the scope and purpose of this study. 

However, in reading the following summary, it is easy to discern the 

and interpretive process at work and the process utilized by 

Portacorn users to develop and define their own unique kind of social 

gathering. 



A .  Historical Perspective of PortaCorn 

Of the many sources of qualitative data that were collected, the key 

informant interviews with Michael Ciri were one of the most revealing in terms 

Of explaining how Portacorn has evolved as a social environment. What follows 

is a historical perspective of PortaCorn based largely upon those interviews 

and, to a lesser extent, on other sources of qualitative information described 

in the methodology chapter. This perspective helps provide not only a sense 

Of PortaComls past and evolution but also a feeling of the tone and nature of 

portacorn that will be helpful later on in discussing questionnaire results. 

Ciri was responsible for the installation, maintenance, and stewardship 

Of PortaCom during its first three years. During that time, he played the 

of chief technician, system administrator, disciplinarian, and original 

Organizer of Open Forum, the largest and most controversial conference 

within Portacorn. Portacorn was originally installed at the Fairbanks campus of 

the University of Alaska, where it became the brunt of many jokes as the 

'Ofter end of computing that no one else wanted. PortaCom was transferred t- 

the Juneau campus (UAS) in 1988 where it was installed on a VAX 8800. A 

"Umber of problems with PortaCom, primarily data base malfunctions that erased 

'Onferences and conference messages, plagued PortaCom until 1989. Since 1989, 

lt has been running smoothly. 

From its inception, Ciri viewed PortaCom as a virtual "community" (his 

'Ord). He saw his stewardship of PortaCom as an attempt to develop a kind of 

Online utopia in which people would aspire to greater heights of intellectual 

accomplishment and social action than possible in the offline world. He 

talked about his desire to facilitate the components of community creation and 

maintenance, such as acculturation of newcomers to the ways, norms, and 

of the Port-Com community, and sponsoring community activities to 

develop a Portacorn "society. " The first conferences he established were 

Portacorn Etiquette, which was designed to address issues of appropriate 



Portacorn behavior  and t h e  e s t ab l i shmen t  of behav io ra l  norms, and a number of 

genera l  i n t e r e s t  conferences  about  t o p i c s  such a s  comic books and movies. 

With prompting from UAS s t a f f ,  C i r i  e s t a b l i s h e d  an  open-ended, t o p i c -  

l e s s  con fe rence  t h a t  was f i r s t  c a l l e d  Free  For  A l l .  H e  hoped p a r t i c i p a n t s  

would u s e  F ree  For  A l l  as a pr imary v e h i c l e  t o  deve lop  t h e  o n l i n e  s o c i e t y  he 

envis ioned .  C i r i  was immediately a p p a l l e d  and d i s i l l u s i o n e d  by what he 

F i r s t ,  F ree  For A l l  a t t r a c t e d  u s e r s  who wanted t o  abuse  each  

Other v e r b a l l y ,  o f t e n  c a l l e d  wflaming" i n  o n l i n e  ve rnacu la r  (Sp rou l l  and 

Kies l e r ,  1991) ,  and who dominated t h e  conference f o r  t h a t  purposn.  Although 

he had meant t h e  t i t l e  t o  mean " f r e e  f o r  everyone t o  p a r t a k e  i n , "  it had been 

in t e rp re t ed  as "no ho lds  b a r r e d  brawling."  Second, even though he appea led  t o  

P a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  ma in t a in  a sense  of decorum, he was o f t e n  t e r s e l y  t o l d  t h a t  i n  

doing s o  he w a s  i n t e r f e r i n g  wi th  t h e i r  freedom of speech.  H e  found t h a t  when 

he t r ied t o  e x e r c i s e  h i s  a u t h o r i t y  a s  system o p e r a t o r  -- a r o l e  he hoped he 

n o t  have t o  u se  i n  t h e  new o n l i n e  s o c i e t y  -- it was no t  r e s p e c t e d .  

Ins tead ,  it appeared  t o  C i r i  t h a t  some of  t h e  most i n f l u e n t i a l  PortaCom 

had i n t e r p r e t e d  it a s  a p l a c e  i n  which they  were f r e e  t o  r e g r e s s .  

C i r i  acknowledged t h a t  many o t h e r  conferences,  though no t  a s  popular  and 

v i s i b l e  as F r e e  For  A l l ,  were s u c c e s s f u l  i n  t h a t  t h e y  were s e l f - p o l i c i n g  

and ma in t a in ing .  But a lmost  a l l  i n t e r v i e w  t ime was spen t  t a l k i n g  about  Free 

'or A l l  and  o t h e r  open-ended con fe rences  w i t h  which PortaCom l a r g e l y  became 

The i s s u e s  of censorsh ip ,  c o n t r o l ,  and o n l i n e  behavior  t h a t  

t o  t h i s  day a s  some of t h e  most important  i s s u e s  concerning PortaCom 

wi th  t h i s  conference .  

C i r i  changed t h e  name o f  t h e  c o n f e r e n c e  F ree  For  All t o  Open Forum; 

t h i s  change was on ly  marg ina l ly  h e l p f u l .  The most v o c i f e r o u s  u s e r s  

'Ontinued t o  dominate and set t h e  t one  f o r  t h e  rest of t h e  conference .  A t  one 

Po in t  C i r i  remarked t h a t  v i s i t i n g  Open Fonrm was l i k e  walk ing  i n  an  unsafe  

i n  t h e  new o n l i n e  s o c i e t y .  H e  began r e c e i v i n g  many p r i v a t e  



portacorn letters that complained about the tyranny of a few. 

Because the online environment was so new and had not generated its own 

jargon and vocabulary to any great extent, people spoke about it in metaphors. 

Ciri would ask one of the troublesome participants something like, "Would you 

Yell at someone in a classroom or at a town meeting the way you are here?" and 

s/he would respond with "This isn't a classroom or a town meeting -- this is a 

bar!" He would appeal to those he came to call "online terrorists1' with 

something like, "This isn't fair to the rest of the people in this conference 

who don't approve of your behavior," to which they would respond with "We 

don't tell THEM how to behave." 

Ciri came to see the situation as a battle of competing freedoms. Both 

Sides of the issue sought refuge in the U.S. Constitution. Those who wanted 

to "flamen maintained they had a First Amendment right of free speech to 

themselves as argumentatively as they wished. Those who did not want 

to be subjected to a hostile environment maintained that their riqht tz 

Peaceful assembly, free from intimidation, was beinq violated. Ciri came '. 
that the debate about the freedom of speech was an endless 

dialectic. For every argument there was always a counter argument, a dynamic 

that is only amplified online in the absence of visible authority. 

While there were many who encouraged total freedom or censorship, most 

were caught in the middle. As organizer of Open Forum later on, I asked 

Participants to respond to a questionnaire about freedom of speech, hoping to 

break the stalemate that had developed in two years of haranguing about the 

Besides the few who were clearly on one side of the issue or the 

Other, most were as reluctant to encourage censorship as they were to 

it. 

In reaction to the situation, four developments took place that are 

Still in place today and which, to a large degree, still define and guide 

Overall Portacorn behavior and socialization. First, private protected 



(unpubl ic ized)  conferences  were c r e a t e d  by people  who wanted a s a f e  p l a c e  t o  

converse.  They s t i l l  func t ion  today as p r i v a t e ,  i n v i s i b l e  c l u b s  w i t h  a very  

r e s t r i c t e d  membership i n  which people  can engage, i n  Hall 's  terms, i n  i n t i m a t e  

and p r i v a t e  communication wi thout  f e a r  of  o u t s i d e r  r e p r i s a l .  

Second, c lo sed ,  p u b l i c i z e d  conferences  were c r e a t e d  t o  d e a l  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

With i s s u e s  t h a t  a r o s e  i n  Open F o n w  and t h a t  people  wanted t o  pu r sue  i n  

e a r n e s t ,  u s i n g  some r u l e s  o f  deba t e .  Membership t o  t h e s e  conferences  was 

limited by o r g a n i z e r s  t o  t hose  who agreed  t o  r e s p e c t  c e r t a i n  behav io ra l  r u l e s .  

Th i rd ,  i n  1990 ,  C i r i  e s t a b l i s h e d  BloodBath, a conference  f o r  t h o s e  who 

wanted t h e  freedom o r  who f e l t  t h e  need t o  d e n i g r a t e  each  o t h e r  v e r b a l l y  i n  

Publ ic .  With t h e  presence  of such a venue, C i r i  d e c l a r e d  he would begin  

removing people  from o t h e r  conferences  i f  t h e i r  behavior  war ran ted  it. I n  

H a l l ' s  terms, such a conference w a s  a s o c i a l  and, i n  some ways, p u b l i c  forum 

tha t  was dominated by a few people  and i n  which t h e  rest j u s t  l i s t e n e d ,  

Permi t ted  t o  speak b u t  a f r a i d  o r  un insp i r ed .  

Fourth,  C i r i  beqan t o  enforce  t h e  f i r s t  r e a l  set of  informal  behsTvr: 1. 

There were t h r e e  r u l e s  and one recommendation. F i r s t ,  no pe r sona l  

were pe rmi t t ed .  Anyone could  a t t a c k  an i d e a  b u t  no t  t h e  person  with 

the idea. Second, u s e r s  cou ld  no t  say anyth ing  they  wanted anywhere they  

'anted t o .  They needed t o  go i n t o  BloodBath o r  a conference  of t h e i r  own 

where t h e y  could  conduct themselves  as they  wished. And t h i r d ,  

Swearing w a s  no t  pe rmi t t ed .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  C i r i  recommended t h a t  t h o s e  wantinq 

e r e n t  k inds  of o n l i n e  exper iences  j o in  conferences  a v a i l a b l e  through t h e  

I n t e r n e t ,  BITNET and  U s e N e t ,  some of which would make Open Forum appear  tame 

by comparison. C i r i l s  i n t e n t i o n  was t o  make PortaCom a p l a c e  f o r ,  a s  he 

Called it, "high brow deba t e  r a t h e r  t han  ado le scen t  bash ing ."  

BloodBath was s h o r t  l i v e d  b u t  ve ry  i n t e r e s t i n g .  F i r s t  p o p u l a t e d  

P r imar i l y  by h igh  schools s t u d e n t s ,  it was known a t  t h e  t ime  a s  a "scream a n d  

Swear fes t .  Those of u s  wi th  an  i n t e r e s t  i n  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e  r e s e a r c h  lo ined  



B l o o d ~ a t h  a s  lurkers  t o  watch what would happen when people were permitted 

complete freedom of expression. A s  swearing and screaming subsided, 

Part ic ipants  began t o  engage i n  meta-conversation about BloodBath .  They 

explored the nature of f ree speech and the irony of the f ac t  t ha t  rules  were 

w e l l .  BloodBath  was short  l ived  because of the concern of parents and other 

COmmunity members. UAS amin i s t r a t ion  talked about adopting rules  or even 

"@@ding t o  shut down PortaCom completely because of the legal l i a b i l i t i e s  

Presented by providing high school access t o  adult  conversation. A month 

a f t e r  B l o o d B a t h  was created, it was discontinued. 

Since then, a number of conferences have come and gone, covering over a 

hundred topics,  from parenting t o  c lass i f ied  ads, from astrology t o  etymology, 

from sex t o  rel igion.  m i l e  important, very few of these a t t r a c t  negative 

Public a t tent ion and thus were l i t t l e  more than a footnote i n  t h e  interviews 

wi th  C i r i .  Even as  l a t e  as l a s t  year, when questionnaire responde~ts  !r. * h 7 ~  , . ,  

Study were asked which conferences were most important t o  them, the 

winner was wen Forum. A s  an example of the var iety of 

'Onferences supported by PortaCom, a list of a l l  the conferences present on 

Portacorn as  of March, 1992  i s  presented i n  ~ppendix 3 .  

Because of the behavioral la t i tude  implicit  i n  the way PortaCom is  

interpreted a t  UAS, user ac t iv i ty  quickly spread in to  every level of Hal l ' s  

communication. Because F r e e  For All, a social  conference i n  Hal l ' s  

t e ~ i n o l o g y ,  did not meet everyone s needs, users u t i l i zed  intimate 

COmm~nication ( l e t t e r s )  t o  complain t o  the system manager and t o  each other 

These complaints ultimately led t o  the establishment of pr ivate  (closed) 

Conferences and a t  l eas t  one public (read only) conference. One of the few 

lead only conferences ever established i n  PortaCom began as  an open conference 

On the topic  of  slam. Because the organizer found himself continually under 

he changed the s ta tus  of the conference t o  read only. The change 



allowed him to expatiate without having to worry about negative feedback. 

This brief history of PortaCom emphasizes a crucial point. PortaCom is 

a Conferencing environment that has largely been allowed to define itself and 

evolve with few limitations or expectations. This is not true for all 

conferencing systems. For example, the issues that dominated Ciri's interview 

. . 
rarely surface in Hiltzl study of the EIES system in 

because there were already a number of behavioral and norm expectations 

a%urned in the older, professional group of people she studied. Many of the 

computer conferencing applications in business, scientific, and ~rofessional 

environments are often used as sophisticated post-It-Note@, idea-generating, 

and product-collaboration systems, as EIES was in this situation, rather than 

the more amorphous, self-defining system that PortaCom was and continues to 

be. 

The point for researchers is this: Involvement in PortaCom ray  leave one 

more frustrated than involvement in moxe narrowly defined conferencinq 

environments, but it. also leaves one with a sense that s/he is closer t9 

"real" community and unhindered social evolution, with all the benefits and 

detriments assumed by such evolution. In addition, PortaCom is certainly much 

richer experientially and, for those of us studying online "community, " 

Potentially much more interesting than a controlled, homogeneous environment. 

'. T h e  O t h e r  Side of O n l i n e  F r e e d o m  

The other side of online freedom is safety, the feeling among users that 

It is safe to communicate with people online in ways that they might not feel 

communicating face-to-face or using other forms of communication (Sproull 

and Kiesler, Hilt and Turoff, 1978) . I noted this side of freedom frequently 

in my journals, and it provides a positive perspective, and thus some balance, 

the picture of Portacorn presented in the previous section. A few examples 

Of this side of freedom follow. The names are changed to preserve anonymity. 



The first example was particularly dramatic because I knew the students 

involved both through PortaCom (and to a lesser extent through email) and on a 

face-to-face basis. Students who said little in class, for a number of often 

cited socib-emotional reasons (Harasim, 1989, Kiesler, Siegel, and McGuire, 

1 9 8 4 ) ,  came to life in PortaCom. The following entry from my journal captures 

sense of amazement at this phenomenon: 

. . . [  Three] ...p eople who went almost catatonic about making a 

presentation in ED 432 [a face-to-face course about educational 

telecommunications] were [three] of the most active online. 

(P. 7 )  

One of these students, who was the most reticent face-to-face student I 

have ever worked with, actually became organizer of Open Forum during one of 

stormier periods, and managed it successfully for one year. 

Note that the reason for feeling safe is not, as is often popularly 

anonymity. These three students knew and saw their classmat+.:, 3t 

least once a week in a face-to-face class yet still managed to use the A , l - *  
. 

face-to-face contact online to encourage the ability to communicate. The 

three students referenced here were also consistently the least vocal in 

general classroom discussion. It is interesting to note that all three 

Students remarked that their positive experiences online helped them to 

Overcome their shyness on a face-to-face basis, a comment I also received from 

high school teachers monitoring a high school email project. 

Another entry from my journal suggesting a different use of the safety 

Of the online environment concerned a high school teacher who was 

via email with a student who was sick at home: 

Bob [the teacher] had an interesting thought today. He's 

communicating with one of his [bioloq] students [via email] . . .  an d 

he got a message from that student today [via email] who was home 



s i c k  . . . . [  Bob] said it was one o f  t h e  b e s t  t h i n g s  t h a t ' s  e v e r  come 

o u t  o f  ...[ t h e  s t u d e n t ' s ]  ... mouth .... It does make one c o n s i d e r  what 

happens when you throw people  i n t o  a space where t h e y ' r e  more, 

presumably, comfortable  o r  a t  least a space t hey  have more c o n t r o l  

over ,  t h a t  t hey  have pe r sona l i zed  more t h a n  a classroom (p .  11). 

Bob w a s  s o  impressed wi th  t h i s  t u r n  of even t s  t h a t  he began an o n l i n e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  mother t o  t a l k  about  h e r  s o n ' s  p r o g r e s s .  It 

1s i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  no t e  t h a t  Bob pe rce ived  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  s ta tement  t o  come from 

" the  s t u d e n t ' s  mouth." That is,  Bob pe rce ived  h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i th  t h e  

Student  t o  be  p a r t  of a v e r b a l  d ia logue  r a t h e r  t h a n  a w r i t t e n  exchange. 

Freedom through s a f e t y  i s  exper ienced  i n  ano the r  way i n  t h a t  some u s e r s  

a r e  simply more a p t  t o  t a l k  about  important  s u b j e c t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t i m a t e  

Subjec ts ,  t h a n  t h e y  would in o t h e r  venues.  According t o  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

t i e d  f o r  second p l a c e  a s  t h e  most f a v o r i t e  PortaCom conference i s  t h e  

P r i v a t e  c o n f e r e n c e  Q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  Love and Sex,  i n  which t h e  o r j a n A . 7 ~ r  

introduces q u e s t i o n s  f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  d i s c u s s .  Examples of t y p i c a l  

w e s t i o n s  a r e  l i s ted  below: 

1. Do you t h i n k  about  someone else when you are making love  wi th  your 

o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  o t h e r ?  

2 .  If your next  c h i l d  would be an  exac t  g e n e t i c  c lone  of e i t h e r  you o r  

Your p a r t n e r ,  which would you p r e f e r ?  Why? 

3 .  What i s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  number of  sexua l  p a r t n e r s  you have had i n  one 

week? I n  one year?  

4 .  I n  what ways would you l i k e  t o  have a g r e a t e r  sense  of e i t h e r  

o r  independence i n  your r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  How do you t h i n k  your 

f e e l s  about  t h i s ?  

5.  I f  your p a r t n e r  were gone f o r  two months, which t h i n g s  t h a t  he o r  

She t a k e s  c a r e  of would be  a r e a l  problem f o r  you? Do you and your 

Pa r tne r  make l i f e s t y l e  cho ices  s p e c i f i c a l l y  des igned  t o  set up o r  



to reduce day-to-day dependencies? 

The questions are highly personal, asking conferees to reveal some of 

the most personal aspects of their behavior with a group of people, some of 

whom they know only online. I think it is fair to say that these subjects are 

usually reserved for highly safe offline en~ir~XUIIent~, such as support groups 

Or discussions with close, personal friends. Yet Love and Sex participants 

engage in extremely revealing dialogue not even knowing who is "listening." 

Entry into this closed conference is not difficult. One simply needs to 

convince the organizer that s/he is over nineteen and serious about the 

matter. My experience with this conference indicated that many 

members "lurked," saying little or nothing. 

Of all the behaviors that were cultivated by the safety of the online 

@nvironment, one seemed to be particularly new or at least amplified in online 

communication across social boundaries. Kiesler, Siegel, and McGuire 

describe the quality of the conferencing software that enables this behiT:i-)r- :  

Software for electronic communication is blind with respect to t k ~ c  

vertical hierarchy in social relationships and organizations 

(1984, p. 1125). 

This phenomenon is usually cited with respect to business 

Traditional hierarchical chains of command are yielding to 

adh~cracies which re-combine the skills and resources within an organization 

On an as-needed basis. This re-combination is done without regard to 

traditional hierarchy, in order to address an ever-changing array of problems 

and Opportunities (Malone and Rockart, 1991) . 
This phenomenon is particularly interesting in a broader social context, 

like porta~om. I came to call it "interlational communication," which I 

define as "communicating across social boundaries within a particular 

Culture.w In crossing social boundaries, the roles normally implicit in a 

situation that guide behavior and articulate relationships blur or 



become irrelevant. A blurring of teacher-student roles is captured in the 

following entry from my journal: 

I%e just come out of [the conference] BloodBath and there was 

Louie Preston, a [high school] teacher, interacting with a bunch of 

high school students that have come to dominate BloodBath, by 

saying girl friends are like farts -- every once in awhile you have 

to let one go. I dare say Louie would not talk like that normally, 

or those students would be afraid of it. There are two points here. 

One, [Louie] feels safer about doing it, because of the medium. Two, 

the medium is actually less safe, because there's actually a record 

of it (p. 12). 

The following entry from my journal views this situation more from the student 

Perspective: 

Absolutely fascinating. I am in the BloodBath conferenc~ And it 

has fascinated me t.hat we have some real interlational comrnunl~-~l; A : 

going on here, because we have Louie Preston, a teacher, talklng t 

Gary Smith, who is an 11th grader at the high school. It's 

fascinating that the two of them would hop into, of all places, 

BloodBath. But also I am looking at Gary Smith's message, 35581, 

in which he says -- he is commenting on something [derogatory] that 

Enrique Lewis [another high school student in BloodBath] said [to 

Mr. Preston] -- [in which Gary says] "are you going to take that kind 

of abuse, Mr. Preston? Hey I can call you Louie now, can't I?" . . .  so 

there is the implication that in this medium he can call him Louie, 

instead of Mr. Preston (p.  1 5 ) .  

A later discussion with Gary Smith confirmed that he was speaking to Mr. 

in ways he would never consider in any other venue. The implications 

for a study of community are quite profound. If community relationships are 

largely role-based and if the online venue alters the nature of roles and 



cOmmunication among those in different social strata, how does the online 

environment impact the nature of the community? 

C. Summary Of Qualitative Data 

The series of points that follow help summarize the data presented 

above, as well as other qualitative data considered in this study. Some of 

these points are portacorn-specific, while others pertain to CMC generally. 

1, The freedom implicit in online communication can bring out the best 

and the worst in people. On the positive side, the asynchronicity and lack 

Of meta-information (such as eye contact, body language, and voice 

Inflection) can encourage communication by those who are normally inhibited 

Or excluded in face-to-face or audio environments for a number of reasons, 

including self-consciousness about appearance or speaking ability, lack of 

assertiveness, or crosscultural differences. On the negative side, the 

asynchronicity and lack of meta-information allows argumentative, h , . r c f l ~ l ,  or 

anti-social behavior without having to face directly the dismay or hLurt 

caused by arguing or flaming. In its most positive light, flaming c~in be 

as simple misunderstanding because of the lack of meta-informatlon, 

rather than a deliberately hurtful act. 

2. The lack of meta-information and the restructuring of meeting space 

an electronic space dilute common cultural reference points, allowing 

lnterlational communication (communication across social roles) to occur. 

3 .  Online environments differ in terms of flavor, tone, structure, and 

objectives, both within and among conferencing systems. Three major 

'Qriables that shape the nature of an online environment are as follows: 

a. The degree of freedom and the nature of the purpose that informs 

charter. 

b. Commonly accepted social norms and expectations of the user group. 

c. The flexibility allowed by the software in terms of the different 



kinds of communication dynamics the software allows. 

PortaCom at UAS can be viewed as relatively open and free, though not as 

Open and free as some environments, like UseNet, in which literally "anything 

goes." PortaCom is fairly flexible in terns of accommodating a number of 

different ways of gathering and communicating online. 

4. In the Portacorn environment, the issues of freedom of speech, 

thought, and behavior dominate open-ended conferencing. Much of this 

discussion is divisive and often accompanied by a meta-conversation about the 

nature of freedom and freedom of speech, and the cultural limitations and 

Community expectations that define freedom. 

5. It is possible for one individual, pair of people, or small group to 

dominate a conference entirely, essentially driving others into spectator 

Status or into safer environments, such as closed conferences. Obsession with 

an event can permeate the conferencing environment. 

6. While PortaCom is largely identified by a few controversl.~: 

or individuals, there are a great of conferences t t . 3 ~  . 

successful and that attract little outside attention. 

7. Because conferences can have overlapping purposes, it is hard to 

develop strict definitions of "types" of conferences. However, extensive 

in PortaCom suggests that PortaCom conferences fall into three 

basic categories, each with two subcategories. An entire listing of 

appears in Appendix 3. A summary of conferences by type as of 

brch 1992, follows: 



Table 6.1: S u m a r v  of Conferences bv General Conference Tvpe 

1. Academic/institutional 
Type A - Educational/instructional, research, administrative 38 
Type B - Acadernically/student project related 2 9 

2. Technical 
Type C - General technical help 11 
Type D - Portacorn related- tech, administrative, general info 6 

3. Social 
Type E - Student service, general discussion, non-game related 19 
Type F - Games or garne-related 4 

_____I____---------______-_____ 

Total number. of conferences, as of March, 1992: 107 

8. PortaCom appears to encourage community in Hall's terns in that it 

the four levels of social interaction in interconnected and 

meaningful ways. 

9. PortaCom appears to encourage components of both community as 

neigklborhood by providing a "place" for groups to congregate and community as 

network by facilitating the extension of one's personal network in order to 

meet personal needs, The questionnaire data will help determ1:le +: i t  

degree these are realized. 



7. PORTACaM ACTIVITY - SYSTEM DATA 

The purpose of t h i s  chap te r  i s  t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  f i n d i n g s  of t h e  system d a t a  

c o l l e c t e d  d u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  of s tudy .  These f i n d i n g s  sugges t  t h e  k inds  and 

l e v e l s  o f  u s e r  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  occur red  du r ing  t h e  s tudy,  i n c l u d i n g  o v e r a l l  

Portacorn usage p a t t e r n s .  I n f o m a t i o n  p re sen t ed  i n  t h i s  chap te r  w i l l  be h e l p f u l  

d i s c u s s i n g  two c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of s o l i d a r y  community: s e l f - c o ~ ~ t a i r u n e n t  and 

non-transience.  

The s tudy  of  Portacorn i s  f a c i l i t a t e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PortaCom 

gene ra t e s  system data about  u s e r  and conference a c t i v i t y .  The fo l lowing  d a t a  

were  c o l l e c t e d  on a d a i l y  b a s i s :  

1. R e g i s t e r e d  us-. The t o t a l  number of people  who had * . I . .  ! PortaCom 

IDS as of  t h a t  day. It i s  a l s o  c a l l e d  " r e g i s t e r e d  membership. " 

-serers. The t o t a l  number of d i f f e r e n t  u s e r s  who s lqnec l  '!I ' 

' ~ r t a ~ o r n  a t  l e a s t  once t h a t  day. 

2~ Sess ions .  The t o t a l  number of PortaCom sign-ons t h a t  day. This  i s  

d i f fe ren t  from t o t a l  number of a c t i v e  u s e r s  i n  t h a t  t o t a l  s e s s i o n s  i nc ludes  

sign-ons,  i n c l u d i n g  m u l t i p l e  sign-ons by i n d i v i d u a l s .  

swent i n  Port-. The t o t a l  amount of t i m e  spen t  by a l l  u s e r s  

who were on PortaCom t h a t  day. 

5 .  F n t r i e s  w r i t t e n .  The t o t a l  number of pe r sona l s ,  n o t i c e s ,  comments, 

Presen ta t ions ,  and letters w r i t t e n  t h a t  day. 

6 .  E n t r i e s  r ead .  The t o t a l  number of pe r sona l s ,  n o t i c e s ,  comments, 

Presen ta t ions ,  and l e t t e r s  r e a d  t h a t  day. 

Th i s  d a t a  are p re sen t ed  from t h r e e  p e r s p e c t i v e s :  ( a )  u s e r  membership 

and Presence ,  ( b )  messaging a c t i v i t y ,  ( c )  t ime o n l i n e  and s e s s i o n  d a t a ,  and 

Conference a c t i v i t y .  



A .  User Membership and Presence 

Portacorn i s  a f a i r l y  f lu id  environment, with a user base tha t  varied 

throughout the study. A t  the beginning of the study there were 346 registered 

members; a t  the end there were 570. The greatest  daily increase i n  membership 

regis t rat ion was 1 6 ,  the greatest  decrease was 79. The rmfiber of People 

active on Portacorn on a daily basis ran from a low of 6 t o  a high of 113 

During the period of study the number of public conferences varied from 48 t o  

61: the number of pr ivate  conferences varied from 22 t o  4 1 .  

Daily user ac t iv i ty  serves a s  a good indication of overall  PortaCom 

aqt ivi ty .  The following table  summarizes the user data collected each d a y  

during the study: 

e 7.1: Srnrnarv .  D a ~ l v  User Activitv 

Number of members 
Number of active on Portacorn Cumulative 
days in study that many days Percent P c ~ ~ c c + c ~  

1 - 5 days 
6 - 10 days 
11 - 15 days 
16 - 20 days 
21 - 25 days 
26 - 50 days 
51 - 100 days 
101 - 150 days 
151 - 200 days 
201 - 245 days 

-- 

Total 520 registered members 700% 

As an example, l i n e  1 of t h i s  table  reads: 1 9 9  people (38% of a l l  registered 

were on Portacorn between 1 and 5 of the 245 days of the study. 

The r e l a t ive  inac t iv i ty  of many registered members i s  immediately 

a f ac t  tha t  the following table  helps t o  make clear :  



Active users 
Registered members 
Active userslregistered members 

A s  the tab le  shows, on the average, only 74  of the 526 registered 

members ( 1 4 % )  were act ive on a daily basis.  

Even though 224 people joined PortaCom during the study, and were thus 

limited i n  the number of days they could be active,  f a r  fewer members were 

active than might be expected. Well over one th i rd  (38%) of registered 

members were act ive only 1 - 5 days (approximately 2 %  of the study period) ,  

two th i rds  ( 6 7 % )  were active on PortaCom only 25 or fewer days (10% of the 

per iod) ,  and well over three quarters ( 7 9 % )  were on PortaCom only 50 or 

fewer days (21% of the study period) .  Conversely, l e s s  than 6% were on 

portacorn 151 days (62% of the study days) or more. 

I t  i s  possible tha t  1 4 %  represents a steady s t a t e  of user a c t i v i t ; .  .. . 

add perspective t o  the issue of user participation, I adjusted my sense (11 

' ' ac t ivi tyw and made the assumption tha t  someone who "checked in" on a weekly 

basis could s t i l l  be considered active.  A s  the study was conducted over 35 

'eeks, a user might be consistently "active" who had only been on PortaCom 35 

i f  each day were i n  a different  week. To investigate weekly ac t iv i ty ,  I 

developed a data tab le  from the daily user ac t iv i ty  data.  A user was deemed 

active during a week i f  s/he was on PortaCom a t  leas t  once during that  week. 

The t ab le  below summarizes the weekly ac t iv i ty :  



Number active at 
least oncelweekly for Cumulative 

Number of weeks that many weeks Percentage Percentage 

1-5 weeks 
6- 4 0 weeks 
11-15 weeks 
16-20 weeks 
21 -25 weeks 
26-30 weeks 
31 -35 weeks 

Total 5 2 0 1 00•‹/~ 

A s  an example, l i n e  1 of t h i s  table  reads: 2 4 4  people ( 4 7 %  of a l l  

registered members) signed on t o  PortaCom a t  leas t  once a week during 1 t o  5 

Weeks. 

Users do seem somewhat more active when considered from a "weekly" point 

Of view. Nearly one quarter of registered members were on Portai'cm dl~ring 

half of the weeks, versus about 1 0 %  who were on half of the days. Ii- ,wl-v- . - ,  

Other respects, weekly ac t iv i ty  basically r e f l ec t s  daily ac t iv i ty ,  w l t h  d 

'oncentration of inactive users and a small number of very active users. 

Extensive experience on PortaCom suggests reasons why there are  so many 

more regis tered than active users. Members of the university community, 

hearing rumors about PortaCom and induced by the fac t  tha t  PortaCom i s  a free 

Service, became Portacorn members w i t h  no compelling reason t o  do so other than 

Cur ios i ty .  The lack of a compelling reason, coupled w i t h  other factors  such 

as the lack of t ra in ing  and/or a lack of in te res t  i n  the online environment, 

led t o  a number of inactive PortaCom members. Although the PortaCom system 

Operator has the option of deleting users a f t e r  three months of inac t iv i ty ,  

the user data base can accommodate approximately 750 members. PortaCom never 

had tha t  many members and there was l i t t l e  incentive t o  delete  the inactive 

Thus, many Portacorn "members" remained registered, though inactive.  



8 .  Messaging Activity 

Messaging information is presented in two ways: mean total messaging 

activity and mean daily individual messaging activity. The following table 

Presents the total number of messages sent and read, as well as daily, weekly, 

and monthly means: 

Table 4.4: Summarv. Total Messaaina Activitv 

Total, 
Daily Weekly Monthly Study period 
Mean Mean Mean (245 days) 

- - -- 

Messages sent 162 1,135 4,862 39,706 
Messages read 4,756 33,426 143,260 1,169,922 
Messages readlsent 3 0 - to -  1 30 - to -1  30 - to -1  3 0 - t o - 1  

'Messages read/sentn is the ratio of the number of messages sent to those 

read. Thus, on average, there were 30 messages read to every 1 message sent. 

Individual messaging activity is derived by dividing the m e . 3 9  number of 

daily users by the mean number of daily messages sent and read Tt;t. f r  . Lb . ? 

table summarizes this information: 

le 7.5: Surnrnarv. In&u$ual Messagina A c t ~ v ~ t y  
. . . . 

Daily mean, per person 

Messages sentlperson 
Messages readlperson 
Messages readlsent 

Thus, the "average daily user" sent a mean of 2.2 messages and read a 

mean of 64.4 messages per day, yielding a read-to-sent ratio of 29-to-1. 

Messages that PortaCom software considers to have been "read" are not 

"ecessarily read in detail or even read at all. In fact, less than a third 

( 2 9 % )  of questionnaire respondents said they read all of their messages. 

Users can avoid reading messages by scanning them, or using the "only" 

'ommand, allowing them to tell PortaCom that they wish to read "only" a 



certain number of the unread messages that are waiting for them in a 

conference. Extensive Portacorn experience suggests that this means is 

frequently used to deal with message overload. 

C. Time Online and Session Data 

Time online is presented in two ways: mean total time spent on PortaCom 

and mean daily "average user" time online per day. 

The table below presents totals for time spent on PortaCom as well as 

daily, weekly, and monthly means: 

Table 7.6: Summarv. Total Time on PortaCom 

Daily Weekly Monthly Total, 
Mean Mean Mean Study Period 

Hours on Portacorn 104.0 730.0 3,143.0 25,547.0 
Sessions 187.0 1,303.0 5,653.0 45,601 .O 
Minutes/session 33.4 33.6 33.4 33.6 

It will be recalled that a session occurs any time anyone logs L P  + 

Portacorn, including multiple sign-ons by one person. Thus, this table show; 

that on the average Portacorn was logged on to 187 times per day and that each 

Session lasted a mean of about 33 minutes. 

The following table presents mean daily individual time and session 

Information: 

Table 7.7: Summarv. Individual Time & Sessions on PortaCom 

Daily Mean 

Active users: 
Sessions/person 
Minutes/session 
Tirnelperson 

'- Conference Activity 

Conference activity is viewed in two ways: system conference message 



data and respondent input t o  the question, "Which conferences a re  most 

important t o  you?" 

The tab le  below depicts conference message ac t iv i ty .  The tab le  depicts 

only the number of en t r i e s  posted, not en t r ies  read, a s  PortaCom does not keep 

track of en t r i e s  read on a per conference basis.  

Number of 

Number of conferences with 

entries this number of entries 

1501 -2000 1 
1001 -1 500 1 
501 -1 000 4 
251 -500 1 2  
101 -250 24  
0-1 00 6 3  

TOTAL 105  

The following graph  depict.^ t h i s  information: 

Fiaure 7.1 : Total Conference Entries 

Number o f  conferences 

Both the tab le  and graph dramatize the following points: 

1. The overwhelming majority of en t r ies  are  concentrated i n  a very f e w  

'Onf erences . 

2 .  A large number of conferences are  comparatively inactive.  



Respondent i n p u t  t o  t h e  ques t i on  "Which conferences  are t h e  most 

important  t o  you?" produced similar p a t t e r n s :  

Table 7.9: Most lm~ortant  Conferences 

Number of Number of conferences 
people citing a cited as important 
conference as important by that many people 

Very few conferences  were seen as important  by many respondents ,  while 

t he  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  of conferences ( 4 2 )  were cited by only  1-3 respondents  as 

important .  

The fo l l owing  t a b l e s  he lp  t o  show t h a t  system d a t a  and respondent  input 

"Onverge on a concen t r a t i on  of a c t i v i t y  i n  and f e e l i n g  of rmport..tnctY . I ; ( .  + 

t h e  same conferences .  ~n both  t a b l e s ,  t h e  t e n  t o p  confereru :  . I  

l isted, which account  f o r  about  50% of  a c t i v i t y  and u s e r  xesponse 

r e spec t ive ly :  

Table 7.10: Most Active Conferences by Number of Entries 

Number of % of all Cumulative 
entries during study period Oh of all study 

Conference name study period messages period messages 

Open Forum 1789 
Questioning Love & Sex 1 3 1 0 
GEOCON 822 
ED 432 723 
Well I Believe ... 61 0 
Words of Wisdom 57 1 
First Amendment 450 
The Classifieds 41 8 
Education Forum 41 7 
Ask Dr. Vax 41 1 



Table 7.1 1 : Most lmoortant Conferences Accordina to R e s ~ o n d e n t ~  

Number of Cumulative 
times cited O/O of all O/O of all 

Conference as important responses responses 
-- - 

Open Forum 
Ask Dr. Vax 
Questioning Love & Sex 
The Classifieds 
Words of Wisdom 
Well I Believe 
Movie Reviews 
Education Forum 
Private conferences 
Psycho 

There i s  a h igh  degree of correspondence between t h e  two conference 

lists, wi th  7 o u t  of 10 conferences common t o  bo th  l is ts .  Three of t h e  

t h a t  were most a c t i v e  bu t  were not  c i ted a s  most important  t o  

(GEO CON, ED 432, and  F i r s t  A m e n d m e n t )  a r e  t h e  o n l y  3 

conferences i n  t a b l e  7.10 t h a t  are used f o r  course  work and t h u s  req .~ . : r , , :  

mandatory p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  The o t h e r  7 conferences  a r e  vo lun ta ry  a n d  h r  :... 

unregu la t ed  i n  terms of l e v e l  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

It i s  in fo rma t ive  t o  look a t  t hose  conferences  t h a t  were seen a s  most 

important b u t  t h a t  were no t  most a c t i v e .  Psycho i s  one of  t h e  p r i v a t e ,  

Pro tec ted  conferences  mentioned e a r l i e r .  AS such, it has  c lo sed  

i s  no t  pub l i c i zed ,  and no one except  i t s  members know of i t s  

e x i s t e n c e .  Psycho was c r e a t e d  by a s m a l l  group of  people  who wanted t o  

t h e  problems of O p e n  ~ o r u m  and t o  c r e a t e  a peace fu l  and emot iona l ly  

Safe h i d i n g  p l a c e  w i t h i n  Portacorn. I l e a r n e d  of it f i r s t  through 

interviews wi th  C i r i  who was somewhat r e l u c t a n t  t o  t e l l  m e  about  i t .  When 

I asked  t h e  conference  o r g a n i z e r  i f  I cou ld  j o in  Psycho, I was t o l d  

P o l i t e l y ,  l l ~ o .  

Although t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  asked f o r  conference names, 5 respondents  

"Pr iva te  conferences ,"  which I assume t o  mean t h e  environment of 



t h e  p r i v a t e  con fe rences  t o  which they  be long .  Mavie Reviews i s  a p u b l i c  

conference i n  which members d i s c u s s  movies and v ideo  r e n t a l s .  I t  i s  

f i f t e e n t h  i n  t h e  rank  o r d e r i n g  of message a c t i v i t y  w i th  305 messages du r ing  

t h e  s tudy  pe r iod ,  a r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e  number g iven  t h e  i n a c t i v i t y  of  most 

con•’ e r ences  . 
A number o f  impor tan t  p o i n t s  can be drawn from t h e  d a t a  i n  t h e s e  two 

tab1  es : 

1. O f  t h e  t h r e e  basic groups of  conference t y p e s  mentioned e a r l i e r  

(academic, t e c h n i c a l ,  and s o c i a l ) ,  t h e  overwhelming ma jo r i t y  of a c t i v i t y  

Occurs i n  s o c i a l  conferences even though academic conferences  outnumber 

S o c i a l  conferences  by 3 t o  1 (see Table 6 . 1 ) .  

2 .  Of t h e s e  t h r e e  b a s i c  groups, respondents  found s o c i a l  conferences  

f a r  more impor tan t  t h a n  e i t h e r  t e c h n i c a l  o r  academic c0nf e rences ,  even 

though academic conferences  outnumber s o c i a l  conferences by 3 + , 1 ( s ee  

Table 6 . 1 ) .  

3 .  Two con fe rences  form t h e  hub of  PortaCom a c t i v i t y :  Open F o m ,  

and Questioning Love & Sex. They account  f o r  20% o f  a l l  con fe renc f>  

a c t i v i t y  and have 3 t o  10 times t h e  a c t i v i t y  of 90% of a l l  o t h e r  

Conferences.  Both are s o c i a l  ( ve r sus  t e c h n i c a l  o r  academic) i n  n a t u r e .  

4 .  No r equ i r ed ,  academic conferences  were among t h e  t o p  10 most 

Impor t an t .  Academic conferences were r a r e l y  c i t e d  a s  be ing  a t  a l l  

5 .  One t e c h n i c a l  conference ,  Ask D r .  Vax, w a s  among t h e  t o p  10 i n  

'0th a c t i v i t y  and importance. ~ x t e n s i v e  exper ience  on Portacorn sugges t s  

t ha t  Ask D r .  Vax i s  t h e  most a c t i v e ,  w e l l  r e s p e c t e d  PortaCom confe rence  

dea l ing  w i t h  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of u s ing  PortaCom, t h e  UACN, and o n l i n e  

P u r s u i t s  i n  g e n e r a l .  



chapter presents the resul t s  of Section 1 of the questionnaire. The 

Purpose of t h i s  section is t o  provide an overview of the demographics of the 

group, how respondents perceived the i r  use of PortaCom, and general 

character is t ics  of the members of the respondent group. Information presented 

'n t h i s  chapter w i l l  be helpful i n  discussing two character is t ics  of solidary 

Comrnmity: social homogeneity and spat ial  boundedness. This overview divides 

into f ive  sections: 

1. gender, marital s tatus ,  ethnicity,  pol i t ica l  and reliqious 

a f f i l i a t ions  

2. Computer/modem ownership and access 

3. PortaCom Macro usage patterns 

4 .  PortaCom Micro usage patterns 

5. Residency and v i s i t a t ion  Patterns 

A .  Demographics 

Because most respondents were students, I wanted t o  know i f  PortaCom was 

attracting demographically d is t inc t  subsets of the student population. The 

"udent portion of the respondent population was compared with the overall UAS 

Student population for  the following characteristics:  age, gender, ethnic it^ 

and Student s t a tus .  NO comparisons were made of the other character is t ics  

discussed in  t h i s  section because UAS s t a t i s t i c s  were not available. 

The following table  presents age data of the ent i re  respondent group i n  

A, the 71.18 of the respondents who ident if ied themselves as students i n  

B, and a l l  WAS students (UAS, 1 9 9 2 )  in  column C :  



Table 8.1: Aae Comparison of all respondents. respo . . ndents who identifv 
selves as st-ts. and UAS student st&Jstles (for all UAS students) 

l2QhmA 
ALL QUESTIONNAIRE 
RESPONDENTS 

50 and up 8 9.6 9.6 
40 thru 49 2 2  26.5 36.1 
30 thru 39 2 0  24.1 60.2 
25 thru 29 1 4  16.9 77.1 
20 to 24 5 6.0 83.1 
16 to 19 11 13.3 96.4 
1 to 16 3 3.6 100.0 
no age data - 

Age Fre- Cumulative 
Categories quency Percent Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent Percent 

Fre- Cumulative 
quency Percent k ~ r c e n t  

10.4 
25.3 
29.5 
12.1 
12.3 
8.6 

no data 
1.8 

Totals 8 3  100.0 100.0 1 100.0 

TWO somewhat contrasting points can be derived from these data. First, 

three categories show a high percentage of students older 7 '  ii' . ->, 12 

finding suggests a student population and a respondent population t ) ~  i t  

more "mature" than might normally be expected for a predominantly 

'"dergraduate institution. Second, the respondent group, as well as those 

identifying themselves as students, has a much higher proportion of young 

than the total UAS population. While less than one tenth of the UAS 

Student population is younger than twenty years old, well over one quarter of 

the respondents identifying themselves as students (23.7%) fall into this age 

bracket. Thus, an unusually high percentage of young people are attracted to 

Port acorn. 

Qualitative data suggests that the mix of a predominantly "mature" group 

and a number of younger people gives the PortaCom population a broad base of 

and perspective. This mix provides for interesting social 

suckl as the cross-generational and interlational ~0~ItIuni~ation 

in the qualitative data summary in Chapter 6, that would not be 



Presen t  i n  more homogeneous o r  p r o f e s s i o n a l l y - o r i e n t e d  o n l i n e  environments .  

The s t u d e n t  p o r t i o n  of  t h e  respondent group i s  predominant ly  male while  

t h e  o v e r a l l  UAS popu la t i on  i s  roughly 68%/32% female/male (UAS S t a t i s t i c a l  

Abs t r ac t s ,  1 9 9 2 ) .  The overwhelming ma jo r i t y  of u s e r s  (89%) a r e  whi te ,  non- 

Hispanics .  F i l t e r i n g  f o r  j u s t  t h o s e  who i d e n t i f i e d  themselves  a s  s t u d e n t s  

r evea l ed  t h a t  t h e  percentage  of respondents  who i d e n t i f y  themselves  a s  Nat ive 

(3%)  i s  f a r  below uAS s t u d e n t  percentage  (13%) . I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  percentage  

Of "Angloi8 s t u d e n t s  (89%) i s  n e a r l y  15% higher  t han  t h e  UAS o v e r a l l  percentage  

( ' 6 % )  (UAS, 1992) .  

The u s e r  group appears  mature from t h e  p o i n t  of view of  educa t ion  a s  

w e l l .  W e l l  over  h a l f  t h e  respondents  (60%) have a t  l e a s t  a four-year  degree.  

f i n d i n g  would seem reasonable  a s  t h e  s m a l l  town of  Juneau (popula t ion  

3 0 t ~ ~ 0 )  i s  t h e  s t a t e  c a p i t a l  whose primary year-round i n d u s t r i e s  a r e  s t a t e  

government, educa t ion ,  and l e g a l  s e r v i c e s ,  which r e q u i r e  an educxt ec! 

P o ~ u l a t i o n .  

However respondent  d a t a  and o v e r a l l  UAS s t a t i s t i c s  a r e  qui t-e dl f ! c: r 6.: + 

ln t h i s  r e s p e c t .  Respondent i npu t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  of t h o s e  i d e n t i f y i n g  

themselves as u n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t s ,  w e l l  over  one t h i r d  (38%) a r e  gradua te  

' tudents  wh i l e  j u s t  over  ha l f  (55%) a r e  undergraduate  s t u d e n t s .  UAS 

' t a t i s t i c s  show t h a t  less than  2% of t h e  s t u d e n t  popu la t i on  a t  UAS i s  e i t h e r  

Par t - t ime  o r  f u l l - t i m e  gradua te  s tuden t s ,  whi le  n e a r l y  t h e  e n t i r e  ba lance  i s  

o f  undergradua tes .  

Although t h e r e  are a number of  p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ions  f o r  t h i s  

difference, my involvement i n  Portacorn sugges t s  t h a t  t h r e e  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

important. F i r s t ,  g radua te  class s i z e s  a r e  u s u a l l y  much sma l l e r  t han  

Undergraduate  classes, making computer conference a c t i v i t y  f o r  g r adua t e  

' l asses  much more manageable t han  t h o s e  f o r  undergraduate  c l a s s e s .  Second, 

graduate l e v e l  t e a c h e r s  a r e  more d i sposed  t o  experiment wi th  u s i n g  PortaCom 

largely because t hey  have r ece ived  exposure t o  PortaCom and have had a nuriber 



of opportunities to receive Portacorn training. Third, PortaCom computer 

conferencing accommodates a more mature group of students who, at the graduate 

level, have fewer face-to-face requirements and assume more independence in 

their approach to learning. 

Respondent input concerning marital/relationship status is presented in 

the following table: 

e 8.2: M a r ~ t a l / R e l a t ~ o n s h r ~  S W  

Categaries Frequency Percent 

single, not seriously involved 
single, seriously involved 
engaged to be married 
living with someone 
married 
divorced 
separated 
other 

Total: 

One might expect to find those who are separated or divorced turnlnq t 

Portacorn to increase their social opportunities. However, they make up only 

13.2% of the respondents. Those who have relationships involving the least 

amount of commitment (single, not seriously involved) and the most amount of 

'Ommitrnent (married) constitute the overwhelming majority of users ( 6 7 . 4 % )  ). 

finding suggests the possibility that those who gre either uninvolved or 

married are the people most in need of new social opportunities. More 

'@search in this area seems called for. 

Respondent input regarding political and religious affiliations reveals 

mainstream social groups. Only about one quarter (28%) were associated with 

the two major political parties (Democrat and Republican) , while less than 

(41%) were associated with traditional religious groups. Regarding 

Political affiliation, the respondent group appears fairly balanced in that. 



there are exactly the same number of ~epublicans as Democrats (11). 

B. Computer/modem ownership and access 

The ability to take part in a CMC system is limited to those with 

computer and modem access. While the university provides computers with 

Online access, using them requires being on campus during particular times. 

I was interested in how many respondents had access to computers and modems 

at home and work, which would greatly increase online accessibility and 

Provide some indication of their commitment to or need to be a part of the 

Online world. The results show that most respondents have ready access to 

Online technology. The overwhelming majority of respondents own their own 

computers and modems and have online access at work. About half go online 

Predominantly from home, about one quarter from the university, and about one 

tenth from work. 

C -  Macro usage patterns 

Respondents were asked a number of questions about macro and rnlcr? , ,j. 

Patterns. Macro usage pertains to usage over time, whereas micro usage refers 

Patterns and behaviors while online. For the purpose of discussion in this 

'ection, a respondent is considered "active" if s/he used PortaCom at least a 

few times per week. 

Three quarters of the respondents were PortaCom users during the school 

Year preceding the study (September 1990 to May 1991) and nearly two thirds of 

these (65%) were active users. Only about half were active during the summer 

before the study. Because of reduced course offerings and decreased student 

enrollment during summer semester, summer PortaCom activity is predictably 

less than during the regular school year. 

Most respondents considered themselves active during both semesters of 

'he Study periods (86% and 88% respectively), and just over two thirds (67%) 

Of the respondents were on PortaCom every day during both semesters. This 



l e v e l  o f  usage i n d i c a t e s  a very  a c t i v e  u s e r  base. Respondents p r o j e c t e d  

similar usage p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e  yea r  fo l l owing  t h e  s tudy  as w e l l .  Over t h r e e  

W a r t e r s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t hey  in t ended  t o  be  a c t i v e  d u r i n g  t h e  fo l l owing  year  

and t o  use Portacorn a t  least once p e r  day. A high  degree  of involvement i n  

Portacorn i s  a l s o  sugges ted  by response  t o  a ques t i on  about  weekly usage.  A 

l i t t l e  less t h a n  h a l f  (45%) spen t  a t  l e a s t  3 t o  6 hours  p e r  week on PortaCom, 

while  over  t h r e e  q u a r t e r s  (79%) are on f o r  a t  least an  hour o r  two p e r  week. 

Even though o n l i n e  communication has  been a v a i l a b l e  through t h e  UACN and 

Other o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e  p a s t  f i f t e e n  yea r s ,  a l i t t l e  more t h a n  h a l f  t h e  

(57%) had t h e i r  f i r s t  o n l i n e  exper ience  r e l a t i v e l y  r e c e n t l y ,  s i n c e  

1988. I n c r e a s e d  involvement s i n c e  1988 is  probably p a r t l y  due t o  developments 

in o n l i n e  communication t h a t  have made it more a f f o r d a b l e  and f r i e n d l y  i n  t h e  

P a s t  f i v e  y e a r s .  It  i s  a l s o  due t o  a number of developments t h a t  s t a r t e d  i n  

1988 a t  UAS. It w a s  t h e  f i r s t  yea r  PortaCom became f u n c t i o n a l  I t  was t h e  

y e a r  t h e  one-cred i t  o n l i n e  communication course  became wlde l i  ; I V ~  . I: &>: 

the course  has  s i n c e  a t t r a c t e d  hundreds of people  t o  PortaCom and t h e  [ IACN.  

The y e a r  1988 a l s o  marks t h e  beginning  of  a t r e n d  i n  which UAS educa to r s  began 

a t tempt ing  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  o n l i n e  communication i n t o  course  work. 

Most respondents  cons ide r  themselves  r e l a t i v e  newcomers t o  PortaCom. 

D a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a lmost  t h r e e  q u a r t e r s  of  respondents  (74%) became a c t i v e  

t i m e  s i n c e  t h e  school  yea r  preceding  t h i s  s t udy .  A l i t t l e  less t h a n  one 

m a r t e r  (23%) started us ing  PortaCom because it was recommended, about  one 

W a t e r  (24%) because t hey  heard  about  it and were cu r ious ,  and a l i t t l e  over  

One t h i r d  (39%) because it was p a r t  of  a course .  The f i r s t  two o p t i o n s  

a vo lun ta ry  a s s o c i a t i o n  wi th  PortaCom and cumula t ive ly  r e p r e s e n t  

h a l f  (47%) t h e  respondent  base .  

D. Micro Usage Patterns 

Respondents g e n e r a l l y  f e l t  t h a t  t hey  r e a d  f a r  more messages t h a n  they 



contributed, which was corroborated by system data. As was pointed out 

earlier, this pattern of use is not only understandable but also preferable. 

For each conference member to respond to each message in each conference of 

Which s/he is a member is too time consuming and ~rodbces far more information 

than conference members can responsibly process. 

Nearly forty percent of the respondents have been conference organizers 

This is an important level because being an organizer represents an advanced 

Stage of Portacorn involvement, somewhat akin to chairing a committee or becoming 

a Project coordinator. Every PortaCom conference has an "organi~er" who is 

responsible for all aspects of conference activity, including stewardship of 

di~cussion, maintenance of topic relevance, and enforcing codes of conduct, 

including taking disciplinary action. 

My experience on PortaCom suggests two reasons for the high number of 

Orqanizers. First, students in some classes, including my own, W P T P  ssked to 

assume organizer status on a temporary basis as part of online f a ~ l l i ~ - ~  
. 

training. And second, while only a few people have the software c!eard:>i,!. 

conferences, to my knowledge no request for the establishment of a 

'Onference has ever been denied, including some of the highly controversial ones 

mentioned earlier. Because of this rather open administrative policy about 

'~rtacom activity, requests for the establishment of conferences are encouraged. 

Those who ask to start conferences are obligated to become the organizer of any 

create. 

Once a user becomes adept at joining conferences and moving about in the 

'~rtacom environment, it is natural to explore what is available. I wanted to 

'Ompare the number of conferences respondents explored with the number of 

'Onferences to which they belonged. The findings show that, generally 

'Peaking, respondents explored up to twenty conferences in a year, and 

belonged to up to ten conferences at one time. The data indicate that of the 

"nf erences that respondents visit, about half are worth their continued 



involvement. 

I was a l s o  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of  o n l i n e  environments t h a t  

respondents  were involved  i n .  That is, I was i n t e r e s t e d  i n  how much t ime 

respondents  spen t  i n ,  i n  Hall 's terms, in t ima te ,  p r i v a t e ,  and s o c i a l  space.  

Read only  conferences ,  which correspond t o  H a l l ' s  "pub l i c  space ,"  were 

extremely rare; t h e r e f o r e  I did not  a sk  about  them. 

PortaCom conference  use was f a r  more p reva l en t  t han  PortaCom mailbox 

use.  Over t h r e e  q u a r t e r s  of t h e  respondents  (78%) said they  spen t  a t  l e a s t  

75% of PortaCom t i m e  i n  conferences  r a t h e r  t han  i n  t h e i r  mailboxes,  and more 

than h a l f  (52%) said they  spen t  a l l  of t h e i r  t i m e  i n  conferences .  Only 5% 

Said t h e y  spen t  75% of t h e i r  PortaCom t i m e  u s i n g  ma i l .  Thus, r e l a t i v e l y  

respondents  did not  use  Portacorn's i n t i m a t e  space very  much. 

About one t h i r d  of t h e  respondents  ( 3 3 % )  c i t e d  spending a l l  Portacorn 

t i m e  i n  p u b l i c  conferences  a s  compared wi th  one t e n t h  who s a i d  spent  a l l  

P o r t a ~ o m  t i m e  i n  p r i v a t e  conferences.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  w e l l  over ha lr iC + 

v a l i d  responses  ci ted spending a t  l e a s t  75% of t h e i r  t ime i n  p u b l i c  

'Onferences, a s  compared wi th  on ly  about  one q u a r t e r  (23%) who c i t e d  spending 

at least 75% of t h e i r  t i m e  i n  p r i v a t e  conferences .  Thus, respondents  r e p o r t e d  

f a r  more t ime  i n  p u b l i c  t han  i n  p r i v a t e  conferences,  t h a t  i s ,  much 

t i m e  i n  s o c i a l  t h a n  i n  p r i v a t e  space.  

I a l s o  asked  about  t i m e  spen t  on PortaCom compared wi th  t i m e  spen t  on 

Other o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s ,  such a s  BITNET and UACN mail. The r e s u l t s  a r e  

below: 



Table 8.3: Total Time S ~ e n t  Usina Portacorn vs. Usina Other 
Q Q ~ e r v i c e s u S e r v e .  etc, 

Categories 
Cumulative 

Frequency Percent Percent 

all/alrnost all on PortaCorn 
about 75% PortaCorn/25% 
about 50% PortaCorn/SO% 
about 25% PortaCorn/75% 
all/alrnost non-PortaCom 
other 
don't know 

Total 

The m a j o r i t y  of t h e  respondents  r e p o r t e d  spending f a r  more t i m e  u s ing  

Online s e r v i c e s  o t h e r  t h a n  PortaCom. Only about  a f i f t h  ( 1 9 % )  of  respondents  

S a i d  t hey  spen t  a t  least 75% of t h e i r  o n l i n e  t ime on PortaCom, a s  compared 

w i t h  about  h a l f  (51%) who said they  spen t  75% o r  more of t h e i r  o n l i n e  t ime 

o t h e r  s e r v i c e s .  

Q u a l i t a t i v e  d a t a  sugges t  t h a t  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  o t h e r  t han  Port-?'' ' -  - 

l a r g e l y  email s e r v i c e s  and BITNET l i s t s e r v  a c t i v i t y ,  i n t i m a t e  and soi i L i ?  ;pi 

I n  f a c t ,  a primary d i f f e r e n c e  between PortaCom and o t h e r  o n l i n e  

Se rv i ce s  i s  t h a t  Portacorn suppor t s  a g r e a t  d e a l  of  p r i v a t e  space .  F indings  

indicate respondent  p r e f e r ence  f o r  t h e  use of i n t i m a t e  and p u b l i c  space r a t h e r  

than p r i v a t e  space .  

R e s i d e n c y  and V i s i t a t i o n  

Respondents were asked ques t i ons  about  where t hey  l i v e d  and t h e  degree 

to which they  i n t e r a c t e d  w i th  t hose  i n s i d e  and o u t s i d e  t h e i r  neighborhoods. 

Data i n d i c a t e  t h a t  somewhat more t han  two t h i r d s  of t h e  respondents  (71%)  l i v e  

ln Juneau. The data a l s o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  whi le  respondents  do a g r e a t  d e a l  of 

local t r a v e l l i n g ,  t hey  do not  o f t e n  v i s i t  nor a r e  t hey  o f t e n  v i s i t e d  by 

e i t h e r  w i t h i n  o r  o u t s i d e  t h e i r  neighborhoods. The d a t a  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

t r a v e l i n g  i s  done f o r  non-fr iendship purposes ,  Such a s  work o r  shoppml;. 



One interpretation of these data could be that PortaCom respondents are 

inactive people who stay at home, leaving only to work or shop. However, this 

image is inconsistent with data discussed later in this thesis concerning how 

respondents maintain relationships. Data indicate that in-person interaction 

is still by far the most important form of interaction in almost every 

category of interaction. Possible explanations for this apparent 

inconsistency include the importance of interacting with one's family or 

relationships at home, which may not be considered to be within one's 

l'neighborhood,ll or the importance of in-person interactions at work that could 

be Considered friendships rather than just co-worker relationships. 

However, for those respondents for whom neither of these explanations is 

accurate, the data suggest that relationships are maintained through channels 

Of Communication other than in-person interaction. Which channels of 

CO~munication respondents use to maintain relationships is the ql~biect of the 

next chapter. 



MODELS OF -TY - PRESENTATIW OF RESULTS 

This chapter presents an analysis of data collected for Sections 2, 3, 

4, and 5 of the questionnaire. These sections address a number of the 

characteristics of solidary community, and all of the characterists of 

"eighborhoods and personal networks, as described in Chapter Three. Chapter 

discusses the results presented in Chapters 6-9, focussing oil how PortaCom 

COnf~rms and does not conform to the three models of community and how 

Portacorn expands and limits the notion of community. 

A .  Questions of Importance 

Sections 3 and 4 of the questionnaire asked respondents to rate the 

of relationships and actj vities related to the per sc)r ci . : ' 

model Of community study. Before discussillg the results, it is nei ' i ,  

how "importance" is viewed in this study. 

This study seeks to answer three basic questions about the importance of 

'0~ta~0m as it relates to the categories of interaction: 

1) How important is Portacorn individually? 

2 )  How important is Portacorn relative to other channels of communication? 

3 )  Are there important underlying dimensions to the PortaCom experience? 

The approach used to answer each question is explained below. 

1f half the respondents rated PortaCOm as " 2  important", 

then Portacorn could he considered important in the lives of respondents for a 

category of interaction. Therefore median response values were 

used to look at the importance of Portacorn as a channel of ~0rfmI~ni~ati0n. 

stion 7 ,  This question provides a holistic approach to the cons~deratlor, 

Of Portacorn as one of many channels of comunication used by respondents. 



Relative importance was computed by measuring the number of times a channel of 

interaction was rated as "2 important" in relation to the number of times gU 

channels of communication were rated as "2 important." Media hierarchies were 

then derived which depict the relative importance of the different channels of 

cQmmunication for each category of interaction. As hierarchies began to appear 

"ith some regularity during this research project, I referred to them by their 

ac~~nyms. Acronyms were developed using the following key: 

1. I - In-person interaction 

2. T - Telephone 

3. W - Writing, written correspondence 
4. 0 - Other online services (i.e., online services other than PortaCom) 

5. P - PortaCom 

6. R - Other 

example, the media hierarchy for the category of i n t e r a c t -  )r those you 

f e e l  e s p e c i a l l y  c l o s e  t o  is I-T-W-0-P-R: 

In-person-~~l~~h~ne-~riting-Online-P~rtaC~m-~theR 

In other words, the respondent group as a whole rated "In-person intt:: i 7 t l c r "  

as the most important channel of communication for the category those you 

feel e s p e c i a l l y  c lo se  t o ,  telephone as the second most important, and so 

O n -  Use of these acronyms is very helpful in facilitating discussion about 

different patterns of media use, particularly in the discussion of Section 3 

Of the questionnaire, in which media hierarchies are discussed for many 

of interaction and kinds of activities. 

w o n  3 Factor analysis and correlation analysis were used to 

identify interrelations among the data in order to discern the presence of 

Underlying dimensions of the PortaCom experience. 

'' Summary: S i x  S e t s  of  C a t e g o r i e s  o f  I n t e r a c t i o n  

This section summarizes respondent input. All data tables upon which 



the summary in this section is based appear in Appendix 3. Information is 

Presented in terms of each of the six Sets of categories of interaction 

in the previous chapter on methodology: 

1 -  Set #1: Socially Defined Categories of Interaction 

2. Set #2: Individually Defined Categories of Interaction 

3. Set #3: New Relationships 

4. Set #4: Education-related Categories of Interaction 

5. Set #5: Emotional Support 

6. Set #6: Help With Small Tasks 

Set #1: Socially Defined Categories of Interaction 

Three important points are drawn from the data: 

1) Respondents identified in-person interaction as always being the most 

form of interaction, except for Family, in which telephone is most 

Other than Family, telephone is second except for Those with 

Similar hobbies, for which other online services is second. 

2 )  Overall, Portacorn was not rated very highly for this set ot 

interactions. Portacorn received a median score of "Important" for the category 

and peers and a median score of only "Somewhat important" for the 

Categories acquaintances and those with similar interests. 

3 )  PortaCom is always less important than other online services. 

Porta~~m and other online services are nearly equivalent with telephone for 

three categories, acquaintances, those with similar hobbies/interests, 

and Peers/colleagues, presumably because of the expanded, asynchronous 

they offer. 

2' Set #2: Individually Defined Categories of Interaction 

Three important points are drawn from the data: 

1) The results of the four categories of close, positive, personal 

'@lationships within this set (those you feel especially close to, 



those you like spending time with, those who have an ongoing 

Presence in your life, those who are particularly influential in 

Your life) are very similar. The median importance value for telephone 

and in-person is "Very important" or greater for each category. Each has an 

I-T-0-P-W-R media hierarchy. 

2) Overall, neither PortaCom nor other online services figure 

Prominently in this set. The median importance score of P0rtaCom was only 

'Somewhat importantw for three categories (those you feel especially 

close to, those who are particularly influential, and those you 

argue with), and not at all important for those who have an ongoing 

Presence and those you like to spend time with. 

3) The one exception in this set regarding the importance of PortaCom 

the category those you argue with. PortaCom figures more prominently 

this category of interaction than in any other. 

3 .  Set #3: New Relationships 

Three important points are drawn from the data: 

1) The 83 respondents identified 419 close friends, 18 (4%) of whcim we: ., 
on PortaCom and 40 (10%) of whom were met through other online services. 

2) For the activity meeting new people, the median importance score 

Of in-person interaction is "Very important" while the median importance score 

Of Portacorn and other online services is "Somewhat important." The importance 

Of writing and telephone are negligible. The results are very similar for the 

making new friends. 

3 )  Meeting new people and making new friends are 2 of the only 4 

categories of interaction for which PortaCom and other online services are more 

'"portant than all other channels of communication except in-person interaction. 

' Set # 4  : Education-related Categories of Interaction 

Six important points are drawn from the data: 



1) Of all three categories of interaction (student-to-teacher, 

teacher-to-student, student-to-student), in-person interaction is 

clearly the most important channel of communication, with all other channels 

far less important. 

2) PortaCom is the second most important channel of interaction in the 

category student-to-teacher. The only other category for which Portacorn 

is second is those you argue with. 

3) PortaCom figures more prominently in the category of interaction 

Student-to-student than in any other category in this set. 

4) Student-to-student writing is almost non-existent. Presumably this 

asence is because students do not need to write to each other as they can 

readily communicate in person, via telephone, or using online services. 

5) Students cite PortaCom as more important for talking to teachers than 

teachers cite Portacorn as important for talking to students, 

6) The media patterns are mixed. 

5 .  Set # 5 :  Emotional Support 

Two important points are drawn from the data: 

1) The importance of media in giving and receiving ongoing emotional 

as well as crisis support appears similar and reciprocal. All four 

exhibit I-T-0-W-P-R hierarchy patterns. 

2)  In-person interaction has a median importance score of "Very 

for all four categories in this set. Telephone has a median 

Score of "Importantn for all four categories. All other channels of 

Co~unication are of negligible importance. 

'- Set 16: Help With Small Tasks 
Three important points are drawn from the data: 

1) The importance of media in giving and receiving help with offline 

tasks appears to be similar and reciprocal. ~ 0 t h  categories of interaction 



have I-T-0-W-P-R media hierarchies. 

2) Only in-person interaction and telephone reeeived  media^ 

importance scores of "Important" or greater. All other channels of 

co~unication received a median score of "Somewhat important" m less. 

3) The importance of PortaCom, other online services, and writing are 

very minimal and roughly equivalent. 

C -  Summary: Median Importance Scores 4 - - 
The table below summarizes the median importance s~ores~for each 

coItUnunication channel within each of the 22 categoriqs of interaction: 

In-person Phone PortaCom Online W i t i n g  
- .  

All 8 close friends 
Meeting new people 
Making new friends 
Family and relatives 
Co-workers 
Acquaintances 
Similar hobbylinterest 
Colleagues/peers 
Feel especially close to 
Like spending time with 
Ongoing presence 
Particularly influential 
Those you argue with 
If teacher, with students 
If student, with other students 
If student, with teacher 
Receiving on-going emotional help 
Giving on-going emotional help 
Receiving crisis help 
Giving crisis help 
Asked for offline task help 
Were asked for offline task help 

KEY 
0 = not all important 
1 = somewhat important 
2 = important 
3 = very important 
4 = extremely important 



A number of important findings can be drawn from these data: 

1) The median importance score of in-person interact ion was "Importantw 

or higher i n  a l l  22 categories. The median importance score of telephone 

interaction was "Important" or higher i n  1 7  of 22 categories ( 7 7 % ) .  In-person 

and telephone interact ion are  par t icular ly strong i n  areas of intimate and 

emotional contact. 

2) A l l  other forms of interaction are  rated as  minimally important. The 

median importance score of Portacorn interaction was "Important" i n  only one 

category: Colleagues/peers. 

3)  In most cases, PortaCom, other online services, and writing are  

important fo r  different  categories of interaction. T h i s  suggests each has 

different strengths i n  the maintenance of different  relationships and the 

f a c i l i t a t i o n  of different  types of ac t iv i ty .  

The following table  offers  a more detailed perspective of the importance 

Of PortaCom. It l is ts  the percentage of respondents who f e l t  P 1 : .  w" i C  

nlm~ortant" or higher for  each of the categories: 



fable  9.2: Summarv. Portacorn Percentages > Irnmrtant for 
ch Cateaorv of Interaction. Sorted bv Portacorn Perce- 

Category of Interaction PortaCom 

Colleagues/peers 
Similar hobbylinterest 
Student-to-student 
Student-to-teacher 
Meeting new people 
Acquaintances 
Those you argue with 
If teacher, with students 
Those who are particularly influential in your life 
Making new friends 
Those with an ongoing presence in your life 
Like spending time with 
Giving on-going emotional help 
Those you Feel especially close to 
Receiving crisis help 
Giving crisis help 
Receiving on-going emotional help 
Those you asked for offline task help 
All 8 close friends 
Those who asked you for offline task help 
Co-workers 
Family and relatives 

The data show tha t  PortaCon is rated as  a t  leas t  "Important" for  most 

categories of interact ion by between one tenth and one half of respondents. 

The importance of t h i s  finding i s  discussed l a t e r  in  t h i s  chapter in  the 

Section tha t  explores the existence of a core of PortaCom users. 

'- Summary: Interaction Hierarchies 
The following table  shows the number of times each of the media 

hierarchies was ident if ied.  TO demonstrate how t o  understand t h i s  table,  l ine 

should be read as  follows: A to t a l  of 6 categories of interaction had an 

II 

lm~ortancew media hierarchy of I-T-W-0-P-R (In-person, Telephone, Written 

Correspondence, other Online services, PortaCom, and otheR) . 



le 9.3: Number of Interaction Hierarchies 

Pattern Totals  

Total 22 

The following table helps to depict the relative importance of the 

individual forms of interaction. Each channel of communication within an 

interaction hierarchy is assigned one point for first place, two points for 

Second place, and so on. The points are totaled, and the mean is then 

'Omputed for each channel. Higher scores signify decreasing I i:;;, ) r  ' I . 

Table 9.4: Relative Importance. Channels of Cornrnun~cat~o 
. . 

n 

Channel Tota l  Mean 

In Person 2 4  
Telephone 53 
Other online services 7 1 
Writing 9 0  
Portacorn 9 2  

number of interesting patterns emerge from the preceding two tables that are 

in understanding the relative importance of the channels of communication: 

1) In-person interaction is overwhelmingly the most important channel of 

Com~nication, telephone is overwhelmingly the second most important. 

"though nine patterns were identified, three account for more than two-thirds 

O f  all categories: I-T-W-0-P-R, I-T-0-P-W-R, and I-T-0-W-P-R. All other 

Patterns are minimally important in comparison. In all three of these 

Patterns, in-person interaction is first: telephone is second. In-person 



interaction and telephone occupy the top two positions, regardless of order, 

i n  17 of 22 categories (77%). 

2) PortaCom is never first, is second only twice, and is third only 3 

times. 

3) "Other" is always last, meaning that the questionnaire used a nearly 

complete list of forms of interaction. Of the 2573 possible times "other" 

have been cited in this section (83 respondents X 31 categories of 

interaction = 2573), there were only 26 citings, including fax (8 times), 12- 

Step meetings (5 times), audio conferencing (1 time), dreams (1 time), and 

(1 time) . 
4) Overall, there are three classes of media: In-person, telephone, and 

text (PortaCom, online services, and writing). In the vast majority of cases, 

text is less important than either in-person interaction or telephone. 

5)  Overall, there are two types of interactivity represented by these 

. , 
five channels : synchronous (in-person, telephone) and asynchr-on( (A:; *. -'I, 

Portacorn, and Other online services). In the vast majority of cases, 

SYn~hronous is more important than asynchronous communication. 

E. Factor Analysis of Portacorn Interaction Category Data 

A principal components factor analysis was used to discern dimensions of 

interaction or activity related to PortaCom that help define the underlying 

importance of the PortaCom experience. Factor analysis of the PortaCom data 

for the interaction categories identified two dimensions. Each dimension is 

discussed below. 



Table 9.5: Factor Analvsis of Portacorn lnteraction Cateaorv Data 

Categories of lnteraction 

Factor #1: Factor #2: 
Newness Absence or 
Of Social Presence of 
Situation Conflict 

- - - 

Family and relatives 
Co-workers 
Close friends 
Those you argue with 
Those you like to spend time with 
Those with an ongoing presence in your life 
Acquaintances 
Those who are influential in your life 
Those with similar hobbieslinterests 
Colleagues and peers 
Meeting new people 
Making new friends 
Strengthening old friendships 
Receiving ongoing emotional support 
Receiving crisis support 
Giving ongoing emotional support 
Receiving crisis support 
Asked for offline task help 
Were asked for offline task help 
Teacher-to-student 
Student-to-student 
Student-to-teacher 

1) Newness of Social Situation. The categories of interaction 

making new friends and meeting new people have a high loading on the 

first factor. These categories are most strongly associated with experiencing 

new social opportunities and pursuing new, undefined relationships. The 

Categories family and relatives and peers and colleagues load heavily 

and negatively on this factor. These categories of interaction are strongly 

related to established, defined relationships. Therefore, the nature of this 

this quality of the PortaCan experience is "experiencing new social 

2) Absence or Presence of Conflict. The category those you like 



to spend time with has a high loading on this factor, while those who are 

influential in your life has a more moderate loading. The category those 

You argue with has a fairly high negative loading on this factor, while 

teacher-to-student has a more moderate negative loading. Considered 

together, the data appear to identify a continuum defined by non 

'confrontational or comfortable communication on one end and confrontational 

and less comfortable communication on the other end. 

While "arguingn seems quite clearly an expression of confrontation, teacher- 

to-student communication is not as clear. Qualitative data suggest that there are 

at least two reasons for teachers feeling confrontational. First, teachers found 

the democratizing effect of the computer conferencing environment an adjustment 

from a teacher-dominated learning environment. This adjustment was often not a 

Positive experience. Second, many teachers found themselves frustrated with the 

technology as they pursued teaching courses using Portacorn. Frustration was caused 

a lack of training, concern about the amount of time spent Jt'dA ~i C p :  

technology rather than the content of the course, and the overall 

teaching in a new medium. Of the few teachers who were willing to t r y y  uslit; 

Portacorn as a teaching tool, few used it in subsequent courses. 

F -  Finding Information 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of different channels of 

media in facilitating their personal and professional lives. The data 

revealed the following: 

1) Respondents generally felt that in-person meetings, telephone 

Conversations, and formal education provided the most important ways of 

Obtaining infomation for their social/personal lives as well as their 

Professional/educational lives. 

2 )  For "finding information for social/persondl life," the median 

importance score for in-person and telephone interaction was "Very importantw 



or higher. For formal education, the median was "Important" or higher. All 

other channels of media sources were of negligible importance. 

3) For "finding information for professional life," the median 

importance score for in-person meetings and formal education was "Very 

important;" for telephone, PortaCom, other online services, magazines, and 

other it is "Importantw or higher. The remaining two other media sources, 

newspapers and television, were of negligible importance. 

4) Respondents generally felt that PortaCom was more important than only 

newspapers and TV as infomation sources for both their social/personal lives 

as well as professional/educational lives. 

G .  PortaCom as an Important Social Group 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of a number of different 

Social groups. Portacorn came out near the bottom. In fact, the only group 

less important than PortaCom was "church or spiritual qroups." Generally 

felt the most important groups they belonged to were " t r l  : " ?!,d 

"family" with nearly 40% of respondents rating these groups as "Ex t r t j r l t+  , 

important." However, portacorn was rated "Important" by 40% of resporidents. 

even though Portacorn was not rated highly relatively speaking, it was 

Still seen as important. 

The Presence of Issues of Common Concern 

A number of issues of concern about PortaCom were identified by focus 

groups, which questionnaire respondents were asked to rate using the same 

Scale of importance used to rate the channels of communication. The median 

importance score of all issues was "Important" or higher. 

In an attempt to understand issues of concern further, Spearman 

'Orrelation analysis was used to correlate the importance ratings for all 

lSsWs to try to determine what kinds of relationships existed among them. 

The table on the following page displays the results of the analysis: 
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Two "meta-issues" appear  t o  underly t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s :  

, @ a.  Surv iva l .  bo th  eco-c and. The s t r o n g e s t  c o r r e l a t i o n  

e x i s t s  between i s s u e s  # 1  (Room on t h e  VAX) and # 3  (Enough money f o r  PortaCom) 

(.7356, gS.OOl), which d e a l  s p e c i f i c a l l y  wi th  t h e  two pr imary i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  

t o  t h e  s u r v i v a l  of any human ga the r ing :  space and r e sou rces .  

b. P-. Cont ro l  of  PortaCom i s  a t  t h e  c e n t e r  of  t h e  

Second c l u s t e r ,  w i t h  s t r o n g  connec t ions  t o  handl ing  d i s p u t e s ,  freedom of 

Speech v s .  censorsh ip ,  and i s s u e s  of o f f e n s i v e  behavior .  The "con t ro l "  i s s u e  

is c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  freedom of speech v s .  censorsh ip  theme t h a t  r e c u r s  

throughout t h i s  r e p o r t .  Much of t h e  deba te  about  behav io ra l  l i m i t a t i o n s  on 

* o r t a ~ o m  d e s c r i b e d  i n  Chapter 6 involved d i scus s ion  not  on ly  about  t h e  na tu re  

Of t h e s e  l i m i t a t i o n s  b u t  a l s o  about who had t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  develop and 

@nforce  r u l e s  about them. 

I. A t t a c h m e n t ,  Group  L o y a l t y  a n d  I d e n t i t y  

I n  P a r t  1 o f  S e c t i o n  5 of t h e  ques t i onna i r e ,  respondents  w+rc  , , .  

t o  f i v e  s t a t emen t s  about  portacorn. The s t a t emen t s  were de.s ~ ( r :  PI! . 

@ l i c i t  r e a c t i o n s  t h a t  would provide  some i n d i c a t i o n  of  t h e  sense  of ernotlonal 

a t tachment  respondents  f e l t  t o  portacorn and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which they  

identified w i t h  it a s  a group. The 5 s t a t emen t s  a r e :  

1. I would m i s s  Portacorn i f  it were no longer  around. 

2 .  There are two k inds  of people:  t hose  on PortaCom and t h o s e  no t  on 

PortaCom. 

3. PortaCom i s  a waste of  t i m e .  

4 .  If  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of PortaCom were t h r ea t ened ,  say through budget 

c u t s ,  I would be w i l l i n g  t o  work o r  perhaps pay a fee t o  he lp  

p r e s e r v e  it. 

5 .  I f e e l  PortaCom should be  used more f o r  r e sea rch  and educa t ion  than  

f o r  g e n e r a l  d i s c u s s i o n  and s o c i a l i z i n g .  



The r e s u l t s  a r e  presented i n  t he  following chart:  

ure 9.1: Five Statements About PortaCQrn 

#I- I would #2- There 8- PCom is #4- Would #5- Use 
miss PCom are PCom & waste of help FCom for re- 

if it were non-PCom time preserve search not 

gone people PCom socializing. 

Don't know 

Strongly disagree 

Disagree 

[IIJ Neutral 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

The char t  shows t h a t  of the  f i ve  statements, th ree  drew pa r t i cu l a r ly  strong 

statements #I and #4,  both of which a r e  strong pos i t ive  statements 

*out PortaCom, and statement #3, which is  a strong negative statement about 

Portacorn. The cor re la t ion  analysis  t h a t  follows fur ther  shows t h a t  the  r e s u l t s  

f these  t h r ee  statements a r e  moderately correlated:  



le 9.7: Correlation Matrix. PortaC- 

Statement #I  Statement  #2 Statement Statement #5 
Would Miss Two kinds Portacorn is Would help Research not 
Portacorn of people waste of time preserve it socializing - 

Would miss 
PortaCorn - 
Two kinds 
of people - 
PortaCorn is 
waste of time - 
Would help 
preserve it - 
Research not 
socializing 

Not surprisingly, the two positive statements (#I and #4) are p s ; t  , '.'. 

'Orrelated while the one negative statement ( # 3 )  is negatively corrt~3~@d w ,  

positive statements (#1 and #4). These relationships suggest that the 

group as a whole had a moderate feeling of attachment and/or loyalty 

Portacorn. Statements #2 and #5 drew relatively neutral responses. The 

neutral response to statement #5 corroborates results to Questions 1 and 2 in 

5 of the questionnaire suggesting that PortaCom is equally important In 

both Social and professional spheres of the respondents ' lives. 

In Part 2 of Section 5 of the questionnaire, respondents were given an 

OP~ortunit~ to respond in a more detailed manner to two of the five 

'tatements : 

1) Statement 3: PortaCom is a waste of time. 

2) Statement 5: If the existence of PortaCom were threatened, say through 

budget cuts, r would be "illing to work or perhaps pay a fee to help preserve 



it. 

Respondents were asked i f  they agreed or disagreed w i t h  a ser ies  of 

Possible reactions t o  someone t e l l i n g  them that  PortaCom was a waste of time. 

The r e su l t s  appear i n  the following table:  

Table 9.8: If someone were to tell vou that thev felt PortaCom w a s  
a waste of time. how would vou likelv feel? Choose all that a e ~ l v :  

Rank Statement O/O Apply 

Curious as to why they said that. 
That the person saying it. 
didn't understand PortaCom. 
That if the person who said that 
knew more about PortaCom, they 
would feel more positive about it. 
That the person needs to be 
educated about PortaCom. 
That the person probably has 
never used PortaCom. 
Somewhat defensive. 
Wouldn't care - no big deal. 
Defensive 
That the person has an important 
point of view that I should listen to. 
Somewhat upset or angry 
That maybe they were right. 
Other 
Upset or angry 
That the person should be ignored 
because they obviously don't know 
what they are talking about. 
That they were essentially right 

most commonly chosen statements re la te  the feel ing that  Four of the 

' ~ r t a ~ o m  i s  a waste of time t o  a lack of education about or experience w i t h  

Portacorn. Three of these statements imply, and one s t a t e s  outright,  tha t  i f  

those who f e l t  Portacorn was a waste of time knew more about it they would feel  

differently about it-, presumably more posit ive.  These resu l t s  suggest that  

think i n  terns  of there being "in versus out" social  groups 

t o  knowledge about Portacorn; some are "in-the-know" about PortaCom 

'bile others a re  not. Further, the resu l t s  show that  some fee l  a sense of 



l o y a l t y  t o  t h e  PortaCom group. A l i t t l e  more t han  one q u a r t e r  (27%)  of t h e  

respondents  said they  would f e e l  somewhat defensive,  about  one f i f t h  (19%) 

s a i d  t h e y  would f e e l  defens ive ,  about  one s i x t h  ( 1 4 % )  said t h e y  would be 

somewhat upse t  o r  angry.  

However, t h e  presence  of " i n  ve r sus  ou t"  groups and f e e l i n g s  o f  l o y a l t y  

t o  PortaCom i s  tempered by fou r  f a c t s .  F i r s t ,  c u r i o s i t y ,  a r a t h e r  non 

'committal and n e u t r a l  f e e l i n g ,  w a s  t h e  respondents '  predominant r e a c t i o n .  

Second, a lmost  no one agreed wi th  Statement 2 i n  t h e  p rev ious  p a r t  o f  t h e  

w e s t i o n n a i r e  which asked whether respondents  f e l t  t h e r e  were two k inds  of  

People: t h o s e  on PortaCom ve r sus  t h o s e  not  on PortaCom. Third,  n e a r l y  one 

w a r t e r  ( 2 3 % )  of  t h e  respondents  s a i d  they  would no t  c a r e  i f  someone said 

Portacorn w a s  a waste of t i m e .  And fou r th ,  only 6% s a i d  t hey  would be upse t  or  

angry if someone made such a s ta tement .  Therefore ,  it seems t h a t  o v e r a l l ,  

Qspondents  f e l t  some sense  of a t tachment  t o  PortaCom and some sense  of  

'eparateness  from o t h e r  groups, bu t  no t  very s t r o n g l y .  

The second series of r e a c t i o n s  p e r t a i n s  t o  t h e  degree of comm:'- 

would make t o  he lp ing  PortaCom i f  i t s  e x i s t e n c e  were t h ~ f .  i'6Bnec.!. 

'gain, respondents  were asked  t o  check a l l  r e a c t i o n s  t h a t  would apply:  



Table 9.9: If the existence of PortaCom were threatened. sav throuah budaet c u t %  
what would vou be willina to do to help preserve it? Please choose A L L  that ar>w 

Rank Statement % Apply 

Sign a petition to help keep PortaCom. 
Write a letter in support of keeping PortaCom. 
I would pay a fee if I had to. 
Call someone who was influential in deciding PortaCom's fate. 
Attend a meeting about it. 
Help circulate a petition to help preserve PortaCom. 
Anything reasonable, as long as it didn't take a lot of time. 
Realistically, am too busy to help. 
Spend a few hourshnreek helping to organize an effort to keep it. 
I wouldn't be inspired to help. 
Other 

The desire to help portacorn appears to be substantial, implying a high degree 

Of loyalty and attachment to PortaCom. The first six most commonly chosen 

Statements express willingness to make a personal commitment to keep PortaCom 

including signing petitions, writing letters, call lag 1 .:" .!~ntial 

People, and attending meetings. Fully 60% of the respondents s d ~ !  t r ~  . ..! 
Pay if necessary to keep Portacorn alive. All the negative or less 

@nthusiastic statements appear at the bottom of the ranking, with one 

Of a few hours a week to save PortaCom, suggesting that there is a limit for 

many to the feeling of loyalty or attachment to PortaCom when personal time 

are involved. Once again, respondents appear to feel a moderate 

Or qualified attachment or commitment to PortaCom as a group. 

J. Core Groups of PortaCom Users 

'While PortaCom is eclipsed by the importance of in-person and telephone 

interaction, Portacorn was rated "Important" or better in almost every category 

Of interaction by between ten and fifty percent of the respondent group.  his 

raised the possibility of the existence of a core (or cores) of users for whom 

Portacorn was important. 



Additional support for the existence of a core of PortaCom users was 

discovered by accident. Described earlier was the factor analysis that 

revealed underlying dimensions of the PortaCom experience. Correlation 

analysis was also performed on the same data in an effort to shed light on the 

dimensions revealed in the factor analysis. Cross-tabulation of the 

categories of interaction that loaded on the factors with the categories of 

interaction with high correlation coefficients revealed an important finding. 

Consistently, these cross-tabulations revealed large numbers of respondents 

concentrated in the "less than important" cells and a small number of 

respondents in the "important or greater cells," suggesting the possibility of 

the existence of a small core of PortaCom users who found PortaCom involvement 

to be an important experience on a fairly consistent basis. 

Further analysis was needed to determine whether this small number of 

=espondents consisted of the same people across categories of ir~teraction or 

whether they consisted of different core qroups. To facllitaLe. tf.;:, , ,.;-$, 

Portacorn interaction category data was examined to determine whet h6.r 

groups of respondents were associated with the six sets of categories ) f  

interaction explained in the methodology chapter. For purposes of this 

analysis, respondents who rated a majority of the categories within a set as 

important" were considered to have a strong association with that set. For 

example, set #5, emotional support, consists of four categories of 

interaction. Respondents who rated at least three of these categories as " 2  

lm~ortant" were considered to have a strong association with this set. If 

rated a majority of categories within multiple sets as "2 

lm~ortant,w then they were considered to be associated with that combination 

Of sets. 

Thirty-eight respondents had strong associations with at least one set 

while 45 respondents had weak or no associations with any set. The most 

Prominent associations are displayed in the following table: 



Table 9.10: Core Groups 

Core Groups 
Number Associated 
with Core Group 

Education-related set 
New relationships set 

The 2 groups identified in the table are by far the most prominent. One 

of two sets (Individually defined categories of interaction and 

Qiving/receiving emotional support) had 4 members. All other sets or 

combinations of sets had only 1 or 2 members. 

The two largest groups are mutually exclusive -- respondents who are 

associated with the education-related set are not associated with the new 

relationships set. ~hus, there appear to be at least 2 distinct core groups 

Of users, one whose members use PortaCom for predominant 1 Y e 1 '  21 

Purposes and the other whose members use it to facilitate new r r j  i' 

(meeting new people and making new friends). Thus P0rtaC0m was dspi! k l y  

different groups of users for different purposes. 

The question arose as to whether or not members of these core groups 

Shared any common characteristics other than their association with particular 

categories of interaction. cross-tabulations were performed to see if any 

demographic commonalities existed among members within each core group.  his 

analysis showed that members within a core group shared no common 

and that they were fairly similar to the respondent group as a 

'hole. Thus, it appears that members of each core group are associated not by 

but by their reason for using Portacorn. 



10. DISCUSSION - THREE mDELS OF m T Y  

Chapter 3 identified three models of community research and their 

characteristics. Chapters 6-9 presented the results of data analysis that 

related to these three models. In this chapter, I examine how appropriate it 

is, conceptually and empirically, to use these models for analyzing, 

describing, and understanding PortaCom as a community. 

A .  Portacorn as a S o l i d a r y  Community 

In this section, each of the characteristics of solidary community 

identified in Chapter 3 is discussed in turn. 

' 0  S e l f  - c o n t a i n m e n t  

PortaCom, or any virtual environment, is incapable of p r o v ~  . , .  

and services that a group of people needs in order to .SllSt J - * I  

itself. Food, clothing, and shelter belong to the domain of the non-v rtuai 

'Orld. Even as a communication environment, PortaCom is hardly self- 

'Ontained. The data overwhelmingly support the fact that PortaCom is only one 

of communication used by respondents to meet personal and group needs. 

In addition, it is almost never seen as the most important means. 

Portacom is not self-contained within the virtual world either. Online 

Services other than Portacorn are almost always seen as more important than 

'~rta~om as a means of facilitating social opportunities and maintaining 

Personal relationships. 

Nan-transience 

A predictable by-product of a lack of self-containment is a transient 

Population. The data present mixed results in this regard. System data show 



that during the period of the study the PortaCom user base was in a state of 

flu. The daily membership count varied from 346 to 570. The number of 

People who used portacorn on a daily basis varied from 6 to 113. However, user 

input provides a somewhat different perspective. Most respondents considered 

themselves active during both semesters of the study period and projected 

Similar usage patterns for the year following the study. 

The number of conferences, the institutional infrastructure of Portacorn, 

greatly as well. The number of public conferences varied from 48 

to 61 during the study; the number of private conferences varied from 22 to 41 

during the same period. However, the most popular conferences were stable 

during the period of study. 

The PortaCom experience is built upon the co-existence of stability and 

change. While users depend on the presence of particular conferences and 

to provide continuity of experience, they also depend 0: WrtaCom to 

grow and evolve. One of portaComls most outstanding features, f . -  
new social opportunities, depends in part upon a changing user b3qr 

the users control the creation of conferences, they become the agenr. f 

change that stimulate portacorn s evolution. 

It seems reasonable to describe the PortaCom population as somewhat 

bnsient. It also seems reasonable to consider PortaCom itself as having a 

propensity toward change that allows users to come and go from the 

easily and to create and abandon the conferences that serve as main 

of its social structure. Thus, PortaCom does not meet the solidar~ 

CO~unity criterion of non-transience. 

3 .  Social Homogeneity 

Traditionally, social homogeneity refers to ethnic or racial 

homogeneity. While the respondent group is not strictly homogeneous in this 

Sense, its members share some cormon social characteristics. For example, 



Porta~om's primary users are students. Yet when compared to the overall UAS 

Student population, users are disproportionately white, Caucasian, and male. 

This infomation could be potentially useful to that segment of the research 

Community investigating longstanding concerns about gender and cultural bias 

i n  computing access and skills acquisition (Campbell, 1983, Charleston, 1991). 

The respondent group also shares certain characteristics usually 

considered in social homogeneity, such as religious and political affiliation, 

but in a unique way. For the most part, they are overwhelmingly independent 

regarding political affiliations and largely unconventional ii~ their religious 

affiliations. Thus, while they are not united by similar religion or 

Politics, they are loose1.y associated by the lack of it. 

4 .  Spatial Boundedness 

There are two vantage points from which to consider boundedness: 1) the 

"ctual physical locale of those using PortaCom, and 2 )  the pos-<riA. r 

considering Portacorn as a bounded virtual environment within a l d r ; ~  

context. 

Analysis of data concerning the physical locale of the PortaCom user 

base yields mixed results. Because online communication is largely 

as~nchronous, communicators are often physically separated from one another -- 

Online relationships are generally assumed to be geographically dispersed." In 

the case of many online relationships, such as those maintained through 

Internet or BITNET, this assumption is quite often true. However, Portacorn is 

a fairly localized online phenomenon, and it is not clear how geographically 

dispersed the user group is. Because most of its users are UAS part-time 

Students, the possibility exists that the user base shares a common physical 

locale. Yet the data offer only minimal support in this regard. While most 

'ho use Portacorn are part-time students, many are online students and thus can 

live elsewhere. %out thirty percent live outside Juneau and use the state- 



wide connectivity that the UACN offers to reach PortaCom. In addition, about 

one quarter of the respondents had moved to Juneau to go to school, for work, 

or other reasons and did not consider Juneau home. 

The issue of geographic boundedness is also clouded by the fact that the 

Juneau area is a large city-borough, stretching fifty miles along the 

Southeast Alaska coast and containing six distinct living areas within which 

are many different neighborhoods. Users could live in the Juneau area and 

Still be separated geographically in significant ways. Clearly, PortaCom is 

not geographically bounded the same way solidary communities are. 

An analysis of PortaCom as a bounded virtual environment also produces 

mixed results. The ease with which users can "travel" from P0rtaC0m to other 

Online services obscures the boundaries between them. In a matter of seconds, 

a user can leave Portacorn and enter USENET, BITNET, Internet., and other online 

@nvironments. Thus, traditional concepts of boundedness as qt . rv incr  to 

and isolate one area from another do not apply in the, : -- . 1. 

However, Portacorn is somewhat experientially bounded. C t l . d r + - ?  , 

"xplained that Portacorn is somewhat isolated in virtual space becau,~ r n r t . 2  ,:,! 

1S a closed environment -- correspondence cannot be directly sent from 

Portacorn to nodes on the major academic networks, like Internet and BITNET 

the questionnaire, respondents were asked to respond to questions 

*out dif ierent channels of communication, including PortaCom as distinct from 

Online services other than PortaCom. Differences in the responses about these 

'hannels of communication indicate that they are seen as distinct online 

@nvironments. 

In addition, portacorn was controlled by the UAS administration which was 

local to many users, and which was easily accessible by email and phone for 

those not living in Juneau. Thus users felt they could become involved with 

'~rta~~rn to a degree that they could not with other online environments.  hat. 

is, the communication media made Portacorn "feel" local. This matter is 



discussed in some detail later in this chapter in the section dealing with 

neighborhoods. 

The elusiveness and complexity of the issue of boundedness illustrates 

One of the most powerful differences between virtual and non-virtual 

environments. From the perspective of solidary communit~, geographic 

boundedness in large part defines community experience. In the virtual world, 

the concept of physical space loses its definition and often its relevance. 

It is difficult not only to determine whether PortaCom members inhabit a 

COmrnon space, but also whether such a determination has a significant bearing 

On understanding the nature of PortaCom as a social system. 

5 -  Group Identity 

This characteristic has to do with whether population members see 

themselves as a distinct group with issues and activities that provide a basis 

for group identity. This characteristic is addressed 1 1 1  sost. ,.t r a 

following section on neighborhoods beginning on Page 124, for 1 ' A 

''@art of the neighborhood model of community. Suffice it to say t i r - , I  w 

data show that respondents felt a sense of qualified identificatl~n wlth 

and attachment to PortaCom as a group. 

6. Overwhelming Presence of Kinship Members 

Data clearly show that PortaCom is not used for interaction among kin. 

In fact, according to respondents, PortaCom was less important for maintaining 

with family and relatives than for any of the categories of 

interaction. Online services were also rated lower for this category than for 

Other. This finding is not surprising. Family members would have to be 

trained to use online technology and be mutually accessible on compatible 

'@tworks in order to communicate. In contrast, the networks used to 

facilitate phone and written correspondence are transparent to users and do 

not present compatibility problems. That is, the national and internaticqal 



Phone and mail systems do not require special training or access privileges. 

Simpler, more user-friendly and accessible online systems may well be 

developed to overcome these obstacles, luring those online who did not want to 

have to acquire new technological skills. I have witnessed the growth of'a 

body of users who want to understand Internet just to be able to talk to 

family members, particularly children who are leaving home to attend to 

college. But widespread use of online systems for routine communication with 

family members seems far off. 

An important point derives from the data. Online communication excels, 

as indicated in the previous chapter, in facilitating new social 

OPpOrtunities. A common characteristic of online relationships is often the 

fact that people meet online first and then develop relationships. But 

'familyv implies a specific, pre-defined group of people. Trying to interact 

with family members online tries to reverse this order of ever's, moving 

already defined, offline relationships into the online world. I'h:.. -,r ,- 

Surprising that Portacorn does not readily facilitate familial re: ~t . 

Rules and Customs Based on Tradition Rather Than Achieved Order 

The concept of "tradition" usually implies behaviors, norms, and 

attitudes that have developed over time. As PortaCom has been functional for 

Only a few years, it could be argued that it has not been in existence long 

enough to develop traditions. However, that issue aside, tradition also 

implies the existence of behavioral norms that are clearly and generally 

accepted by a social group. As the antithesis of the acceptance of normative 

behavior, achieved order is developed through the questioning of behavioral 

'Oms and the discussion of the efficacy and acceptability of the status quo. 

PortaCom is a testimony to the struggle for rationally achieved order. 

Much of the qualitative data gathered during the course of this study focused 

On what seemed like a never-ending search for rules and limits. Some users 



Wanted them but were unable to agree on them. Others believed any rules and 

limits, regardless of their nature, to be an infringement of free expression. 

For example, a topic often heatedly debated was whether one PortaCom user had 

the rights to impugn another user's sincerity or intelligence. In a typical 

round of debate, free speech advocates said "yes" while their adversaries 

felt that such behavior constituted harassment and demanded the right to 

exclude those who denigrated other users. Free speech advocates would then 

claim that such exclusion was a further limitation on their right to free 

Speech, while their adversaries felt excluding those they four?? offensive was 

an expression of their right to determine who they associated with. Such 

debates were often cyclic and unresolved. 

Attempts to create a government to establish rules and a voting system, 

as well as a loose judicial system to deal with infractions, failed. As the 

Organizer of Open Forum, in which many of these concerns were !?'.?+pd, I 

Suggested many times that those unhappy with the power structure -' I -I 

Propose something new. Nothing substantive was proposed. The p we: ' 

with issues of free speech always defaulted to the system operator who t~ad 

technical and administrative authority and who imposed very loose rules to 

curb extreme behavior. Literally any kind of conference for any purpose was 

allowed to be created, and most kinds of behavior were tolerated, providing 

fertile ground for the pursuit of rationally achieved order. 

Portacorn a s  Neighborhood 

In this section, each of the characteristics of neighborhood identified 

ln Chapter 3 is discussed in turn. 

Presence  of  I s s u e s  of Common Concern 

During the period of study, PortaCom was threatened by three outside 

forces: 

, , 8. defundina.t the time the questionnaire was 



administered, overtaxation of the VAX's resources was causing it to 

malfunction regularly. This problem prompted debate among members of the 

university administration and the campus-wide computing committee about 

whether to eliminate or severely curtail the computer memory committed to the 

maintenance of Portacorn. such a move could have severely limited Portacom or 

even caused it to expire. 

2 .  Control of behavior and/or prioritization of PortaCom resources and 

. 0 0. During the perlod of study, free speech, 

dealing with offensive behavior, and determining who should be allowed to use 

Portacorn surfaced as important issues, both to those using PortaCom and to the 

UAS administration. Because complaints regarding these issues were made 

regularly to UAS officials, the university administration discussed creatlng 

behavioral guidelines for Portacorn activity. Adoption of such guidelines 

would have drastically changed the nature of the PortaCom enwrdnment. Even 

very liberal guidelines would have transformed PortaCom from dr . J ~ ~ -  - r i f -  

governing social unit to one controlled by external authorities 

3. Neaatlvltv about Port- . . . As reported in the qualitatlvt Lita 

'wary earlier in this chapter, PortaCom received a great deal of vlslbility, 

largely due to negative reporting. One user complained directly to the Dean 

Of Academic Affairs of UAS about censorship, an action that caused the 

to consider decommissioning Portacorn. 

The presence of these forces created a cllmate of concern that permeated 

'~rta~om. As a result of these forces, focus groups clearly identified 

issues related to PortaCom's survival and well-being. The many issues 

identified by respondents fell into two main categories: Survival and freedom 

Of speech versus censorship. 

During the period of study there was little discussion about problems 

'lth other online services also easily available through the UACN.   he 

effect of the lack of similar concerns with other online services, 



the negative attention focused on PortaCom, and the subsequent concern for its 

survival, galvanized the PortaCom user group and increased PortaCom members1 

awareness of Portacorn as an online entity distinct from other online entities. 

This distinction was reinforced by the fact that users could identify a 

governing body (the UAS administration) to whom to appeal for help using a 

number of channels of communication, including in-person, phone, and email 

interaction. Identifying such a body is difficult if not impossible for many 

Other online services, which are often international in scope, such as 

Internet and USENET. Users sensed that Portacorn was a local phenomenon over 

which they could exert some control. At times reaction by PortaCom members to 

resembled a group of concerned neighborhood citizens appealing to a 

city council for help in resolving border disputes and behavioral problems 

that could not be resolved through negotiation among dissenting members. 

Beyond issues of actual physical survival, respondents .+vo secondarily 

with issues of free speech and censorship, provld~nij 3 )I T t h, 

the hierarchy of needs generally followed in the non-virtual wcr 1 1. , 

Survival first, quality of life second. In the absence of the phys, .<*. 

activities that cannot occur in virtual space, communication is "the life" of 

P o r t a ~ ~ ~ .  Concern with quality of life is therefore focused on the quality of 

Communication. Freedom of speech versus censorship becomes an extremely 

important issue because how these concerns are balanced defines in very large 

how people are allowed to communicate, what they are allowed to 

about, and the overall quality of communication. 

The issue of freedom of speech versus the need for censorship is well 

in the qualitative data summary Chapter 6. Participants who 

Champion freedom of speech want to interact without restraint within PortaCom 

censorship advocates are more concerned with another aspect of 

indirectly addressed by this issue : safety. Censorship 

Proponents were essentially advocating the establishment of behavioral R r r r n s  



i n  an attempt t o  l i m i t  extreme behavior so tha t  a l l  members of the Portacorn 

"stem f e l t  safe  enough t o  "walk the v i r tua l  s t r ee t s , "  a s  it were, without 

fear  of being verbally attacked. A number of times during the study, people 

lemarked tha t  they would leave conferences o r  Portacorn altogether because they 

did not f ee l  safe .  After a contentious year dealing with what he called 

"online t e r r o r i s t s , "  a portacorn system operator remarked: 

Yes, it [a  feel ing of safety you want i n  any community when you 

walk the s t r e e t s ]  i s  the single most important issue [facing 

PortaCom] . . . . [  l ] t l s  just that  you have a balance of . . .  freedom of 

speech versus a r ight  t o  be able t o  walk the s t r e e t s  safely.  And 

urn, t h a t ' s  where I ' ve  always gotten into trouble, because I 've  

always put the value of being able t o  walk the s t r ee t s  safely 

ahead of freedom of speech .... I don't want a world where we've 

got a whole l o t  of f ree  speaking barbarians runninq arc31n13 

beating each other up w i t h  stone clubs. I ' d  much rather t~Liy-ro . 

group of people who a l l  admitted that  we need t o  have soin? 

r e s t r i c t ions  . . .  (Focus Group #1, p. 2 7 ) .  

2 -  PortaCom as an Important Social Activity 

Forty percent of respondents ident i f ied PortaCom as a t  l eas t  "Important" 

as a social  ac t iv i ty  and twenty percent as "Very important." Thus, it i s  

t.hat for  many respondents, PortaCom provides a meaningful social  

ac t iv i ty .  

The f ine r  points of PortaComls role as a social  ac t iv i ty  can be 

by comparing it with other online services. Extensive experience 

in the UACN environment indicates that  "other online services" consist 

of UACN email and, t o  a lesser  extent, BITNET and Internet .  ~t 

is not surprising tha t  use of these services generally exceeds the use of 

' ~ r t a ~ o m .  While Port-Com offers  a more integrated communication environment 



than other online services, UACN email offers essentially free long distance 

communication with a far greater user base. 

PortaCom is somewhat more important than other online services in two 

Predominantly activities: fun/general discussion and discussing 

Personal/social issues. The second of these activities is of particular 

interest because respondents rated other online services higher than Portacorn 

f o r  interacting with individuals with whom they had individually defined, 

Personal relationships. The data indicate that group-based aspects of the 

Personal or social life of respondents are accommodated better by PortaCom 

than other online services, while respondents prefer using other online 

Services over Portacorn for pursuing individual relationships of this nature. 

This preference is understandable as PortaCom is designed as a many-to-many 

activity whereas email is designed as a one-to-one activity. 

The following focus group exchange corroborates this dist~nction between 

Portacorn as a social group and email as one-to-one channel ??  ' < ' PAT.  ' ' r . :  

Speaker #I: I'm actually interested in [what's] happened t r l  + e i  

online world when we went from email to conferencing ...y ou cdr l  

listen to people, and because there's more people out there, too, 

there's groups, it's like, there's PEOPLE! 

er #2; Well, I think the difference between email and 

conferencing is that there's a little more structure and sometimes 

if you're not quite sure what you want to say, but you are 

interested in joining a community, conferencing is a perfect way; 

you can go in and listen for a while . . .  there are rules Set Up 

about what you are talking about and it's easier to join in and 

become part of it . . .  (Focus Group #Il P-7). 
Data show that the degree of importance users attach to PortaCom as a 

activity varies greatly. However, qualitative data suggest that some 

Users were extremely dependent upon Portacorn as a primary social activity. 



The following statement by a focus group participant is perhaps representative 

Of the 4% of the respondent group who rated PortaCom "Extremely important" as 

a Social activity: 

I mean I am so dependent on it [PortaComl. That is my social 

world and if I didn't have Port.aCom, I mean, I felt like I 

wouldn't have anything (Focus Group #I, p. 2 6 ) .  

3 0  Attachment, Identity, and Membership 

The data show that respondents felt a sense of qualified attachment to 

Portacorn as a group. While the shared concern among members about a number of 

Portacorn issues helped to forge a sense of identity, users would not make 

Strong personal commitments to ensure PortaCom's survival. While respondents 

do not consider there to be a strong insider versus outsider relationship, 

they do consider those who speak poorly of PortaCom to be uneducated about it. 

implies an outsider versus insider relationship, separ 1: .. C.P who are 

"in the know" about Portacorn from those who are not. 

However qualified this feeling of attachment and identity nias/  : &., . 

"evertheless a positive statement about user association with PortaCm as a 

group to which they belong. The issue for the researcher then becomes, what 

lS the nature of this group? That is, if PortaCom is a permutation or a 

Virtual adaptation of a neighborhood-like entity, what kind of neighborhood is 

it? 

Most Portacorn activity occurs in conferences that members join freely 

Nitho~t external pressures, such as those created by work or school 

Portacorn activity is also fluid and constantly evolving, like a 

continually being renovated. As an interactive environment that. 

on user involvement in the creation and maintenance of new 

Conferences, PortaComts character is largely self-created and discovered by 

its User base, rather than imposed by administrative and other expectations. 



Portacorn memers were attached to and identified with, not a virtual "place," 

but a virtual experience that provides them the opportunity to craft their own 

environment. portacorn members are attached to a qualitative social and 

intellectual experience and to the opportunity to create "a neighborhood of 

the mind." 

C. PortaCom as Personal Network 

This study was concerned with two main aspects of the personal network 

approach to understanding community: involvement with six sets of categories 

Of interaction and the acquisition and use of information resources. Each is 

discussed in turn. 

1. Set #I: Socially Defined categories of Interaction 

AS explained earlier in the discussion of solidary community, Portacorn 

was predictably weak in maintaining ties with kin. H o w e v e r ,  ' 7 ' 3  reveal that 

Portacorn is just as important as written correspondence -Ln m d ~  ,.- 1 .  - A :  

with co-workers. Experience suggests that this is due to a number , 

a geographically dispersed work force, work environments ~n dhicr, 

inter-office communication is less paper-oriented than more traditional office 

environments, and a work force that needs asynchronous communication to 

accommodate irregular working hours. 

But it is not immediately clear from the data why CO-workers would 

Prefer Portacorn to other online services. Personal experience in using the 

U A ~ ~  and port-corn environments suggests two reasons. First, work issues tend 

to Concern small group-based issues, and PortaCom is more oriented to small 

collaboration than other online services through at UAS (such as BITNET, 

internet, or UACN email). Second, PortaCom is much more easily adapted for 

local use in the creation and maintenance of group-based activity than any of 

the other options availale through UAS. For example, creating BITNET 

listservS for use in purely local affairs is extremely cumbersome and 



Problematic. 

The identification of PortaCom as a somewhat effective means of 

maintaining relat.ionships with acquaintances is not surprising as it offers a 

great deal of opportunity to "bump into people." While POrtaC0m might not be 

a primary means of developing close friendships, it is an effective means of 

developing more indirect, marginal, or background relationships. It is 

literally impossible not to meet a number of people on PortaCom. Time limits 

the degree to which each relationship can be pursued, and thus some become 

acquaintances--relationships that do not require a great deal of time to 

maintain. 

The category of interaction those with s imilar  i n t e r e s t s  is one of 

the few categories in which Portacorn is rated more important than phone. This 

lating is not surprising as Portacorn has developed around groups that form 

to discuss particular topics, ideas, and hobble? Because of 

Portacorn's large user base, it is much easier to develop cr!t~ 1. - f 
constituents using Portacorn than it is using face-to-face interart , 

particularly regarding specialized or esoteric topics. It is not u I A ~ ~  r l sL!+  

that respondent input about the use of PortaCom to communicate with colleagues 

is similar to input about communicating with those who have similar interests. 

Because Portacorn expands access to colleagues, it makes sense that PortaCom 

offer opportunities not available via synchronous channels of 

co~unication. 

The data also suggest more voluntary kinds of connections.   hat is, 

'bile participation by co-workers or colleagues might be somewhat externally 

by job or school requirements, involvement with the categories of 

interaction within this set is probably much more internally motivated. 

experience online indicates that one of the main reasons people join 

Portacorn is to seek increased contact with colleagues and with those having 

Similar interests. This desire is particularly important to people living in 



remote places, like Alaska, and especially Juneau, which is only accessible by 

boat or plane. Again we see the importance of PortaCom as a social 

environment that participants join because they can meet new people. 

There are a certain number of respondents who, as students or employees, 

need to be online because they are required to collaborate with peers and 

colleagues. However, data collected in response to the westion "Why did you 

begin using Portacorn?" show that only about one third started using Portacorn 

because it was a course or work requirement. The rest began using it for less 

formal reasons. Qualitative data indicate that while some respondents may 

have entered the online world under external pressure to do SO, such as to 

meet class requirements, fascination with it compelled them to explore it in 

far more depth than rewired by course commitments. Answers to the question 

about the total number of conferences respondents explored during the year 

Provides additional insight. For example, some of the respon?~~+s were 

Students in my telecommunications class, the most demandlnq L ,  l5 1- 

of online involvement. While this class required partic:PT 

three conferences, well over one third of the respondents (36%) re[ : 4 

between eleven and thirty conferences during the school year. 

2. S e t  #2: I n d i v i d u a l l y  Def ined  C a t e g o r i e s  o f  I n t e r a c t i o n  

The vast majority of respondents greatly prefer in-person and phone, 

interaction for maintaining the four personal, close, positive relationships 

in this set: t h o s e  you a r e  c l o s e  t o ,  t hose  you l i k e  t o  spend t ime  

with, t h o s e  who have a n  ongoing p re sence  i n  your  l i f e ,  and t h o s e  who 

ace most i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  your l i f e .  The results of the in-depth section 

Of the questionnaire dealing with close friendships only amplified evidence 

Of this preference. Poignantly in this regard, factor analysis revealed no 

dimensions relating to close friendships or intimate relationships. 

While the relevance of these four categories of interaction may be 



readily apparent, the relevance of the fifth category of interaction in this 

set, those you argue with, may not be. It is derived from Wellman's caveat 

to the community researcher not to equate community with harmony. In a 

journal devoted to the topic of community, Macy puts this point quite 

bluntly: "[C]ommunity means dealing with some of the people you least want to 

be with" (Macy, 1992, p. 56). Also derived from the data is that some people 

like "to flamew and that flaming could set the tone for entire conferences 

Within PortaCom, and sometimes for the entire PortaCom environment. 

Given this background, the fact that P0rtaC0m figures more prominently 

in this category of interaction than in any other indicates that it offers a 

Popular and effective venue for arguing and that this is one of its most 

communication functions. While the endless debate within Portacorn 

about freedom of speech is a testimony to the intellectual freedom felt by 

arguing is the most demonstrative display of the ~ r n o t i n n a l  freedom they 

felt. 

The second dimension revealed by factor analysis of the 1 n T t - :  , 

category infomation, non-confrontational communication, is largely 1. 'inc.., . 

two categories of interaction from this set: those you argue with, defining 

the negative end of the dimension's continuum, and those you like to spend 

time with, defining the positive end. This dimension Serves as a mi~r0~0Sm 

Of the ~oita~om experience and corroborates the two sides of online freedom 

(discussed in the summary of qualitative data in Chapter 6 )  that are 

with asynchronicity and the lack of meta-infomation such as eye 

body language, and voice inflection. On the positive side, online 

encouraged communication, the pursuit of new relationships, and 

'Pending time engaging in activities not possible using other channels of 

On the negative side, it allowed users to be argumentative and 

anti-social without having to deal directly with the confusion or pain caused 

by their actions. 



3 .  Set #3: New Relationships 

While the number of new close friends that respondents met on Portacorn 

may seem small (la), data gathered about two activities related to new 

relationships (making new friends and meeting new people) shed 

considerable light on this apparently insignificant figure. These are two of 

the only four categories of interaction for which PortaCom and other online 

emices were more important than all other channels of communication other 

than in-person interaction. They are the only categories that loaded 

Positively on the first dimension revealed by factor analysis of interaction 

category data, called "providing new social opportunities." Each category 

loaded very strongly on this dimension. 

These results are not surprising. The new 900 phone services not 

how does one make new friends or meet new people using the 

Phone? Written correspondence can be used for this purpose I - O  effort 

such means as pen pal programs, but Pen pal relatlonshl! 

hindered by the pace of exchanging written letters, which is ty~l - . i L  , 1 '  
. 

'lower than exchanging messages using online communication. In add1 t an, 

Phone and letters facilitate primarily one-to-one rather than group-oriented 

activity. 

The data indicate that one of the unique contributions of online 

media to the world of human interactions is precisely the fact that, other 

than in-person interactions, they provide the only medium capable of 

Creating a social environment in which one can meet someone and/or gather 

in groups. That is, in the same way that online systems provide readily 

Searchable libraries of information on a wide range of topics, they also 

Provide a ready source of different kinds of interesting people who are 

generally online because they want to socialize. This general feeling is 

very well in the following focus group discussion: 



Person #I; I just want to know why you are attracted to going 

online. I mean you could be doing something else. You could be 

reading, you could be in a bar, but you go online. Why do you do 

that? 

son # 7 ;  I think it is just to meet diverse people. Well, it's 

to meet new interesting people (Focus Group #2, P. 1). 

But it is not just the availability of diverse people that encourages 

making new friends and meeting new people. It is also the comfort with 

people can "cruise for connections," as one PortaCom user described 

it, and engage in socializing with a minimum of personal risk. The 

following focus group comments are typical in this regard: 

Another thing I like about telecommunications is that if you are 

talking about something formal, you know, if You are talking to 

someone face-to-face, you'd be up and youf d have qnod p~s+ure.. . 

whereas if you are telecommunicating you can lean back . 

chair, put your feet up on the monitor, eat ice cream arid 

flatulate (Focus Group #2, p. 5 ) .  

. . .  [ I l t  is easier meeting people face to face [in PortaCom or 

online] . . .  they don't see you when you are squirming . . .  and you can 

think out your responses . . . .  (Focus Group #1, p. 5 ) .  

I've always kind of tried to shy away from meeting a lot of the 

People, not shy away actively but shy away passively. And I 

think primarily [what] it comes down [to] for me is that I try to 

watch myself real carefully, not trying to judge people overmuch, 

and I try to feel that PortaCom gives me an opportunity maybe to 

know people maybe in a truer way than I would have otherwise, 

because it's possible that I might dismiss a person or something 

that they say based on some kind of physical attribute, and that 



b o t h e r s  m e  and I t r y  t o  sc reen  t h a t  ou t ,  bu t  t h e r e  is  always t h a t  

f e a r  (Focus Group # I ,  p .  11 1 . 
Pursuing new r e l a t i o n s h i p s  on Portacorn i s  f a c i l i t a t e d  no t  on ly  by t h e  d ive r se  

group o f - p e o p l e  who a r e  a v a i l a b l e  bu t  a l s o  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  PortaCom o f f e r s  a 

comfortable  s o c i a l  environment because it r e q u i r e s  less r e l i a n c e  on t h e  s o c i a l  

S k i l l s  needed i n  a face- to-face environment. 

4 -  Set #4: Education-related Categories of Interaction 

While Portacorn i s  not  a s  important  a s  phone o r  in-person i n t e r a c t i o n  i n  

set of  c a t e g o r i e s  of i n t e r a c t i o n ,  it is  c l e a r l y  an imporcant channel of 

communication. The l a r g e s t  co re  group of PortaCom u s e r s  i s  educa t ion - r e l a t ed .  

Conferences w i t h  an educa t iona l  theme outnumber s o c i a l  and t e c h n i c a l  

by a 3-to-1 r a t i o .  

The p o p u l a r i t y  of portacorn a s  an educa t iona l  medium i s  perhaps b e s t  

i n  h i s t o r i c a l  terms. Twenty yea r s  ago, cornr\ut c .  -13ncing was 

lust b e i n g  inven ted .  Ten y e a r s  ago, it was j u s t  becomlng d v a 1 1  i t  

widespread b a s i s .  PortaCom had only been r e l i a b l e  f o r  t h r e e  ye31  

this Study. During t h e  year  of t h e  s tudy s t u d e n t s  r epo r t ed  t h a t  P o r r d a r n  w d s  

a s  impor tan t  a s  u s ing  t h e  phone f o r  s tudent - to-s tudent  cor'municatlon. 

The importance of portacorn f o r  educa t iona l  purposes i s  no doubt a r e s u l t  

Of t h e  focus  a t  UAS on o n l i n e  communication. Even though UAS has  on ly  10% of 

the t o t a l  enro l lment  i n  t h e  Univers i ty  System, it accounts  f o r  40% of  t h e  mail  

t r a f f i c  (UACN B i l l i n g  Document, 1992) .  The presence of a m a s t e r ' s  degree i n  

educa t iona l  technology wi th  a telecommunications emphasis, course  o f f e r i n g s  i n  

telecor'm~nications made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  gene ra l  pub l i c ,  and t r a i n i n g  

O P ~ o r t u n i t i ~ ~  f o r  s tuden t s ,  f a c u l t y ,  and s t a f f  i n  o n l i n e  s k i l l s  c r e a t e  an 

u n ~ s ~ a l l y  h igh  i n t e r e s t  i n  u s ing  t h e  UACN and t h e  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  it o f f e r s .  

The f a c t  t h a t  s tudent - to- teacher  c o m m u n i ~ a t i ~ n  was seen by respondents  as more 

"portant t h a n  teacher - to-s tudent  communication i s  perhaps a reflection of t h e  



"safetyw students might feel in interacting wlth those above them in the 

education hierarchy. 

What does online communication replace in the educational experience of 

ten or twenty years ago? What does it add or detract? These questions would 

Serve as interesting starting points for other research projects. 

5 -  S e t  # 5 :  Rece iv ing  and Giving Emotional Help 

There are suggestions in the literature that people look for emotional 

or fulfillment online (Gonzalez, 1989, Gumpert, 1987) . However, 

unenthusiastic user response to questions about using PortaCom for these 

Purposes, as well the fact that factor analysis did not reveal a "an emotional 

S u P ~ ~ r t "  dimension, indicate that, overall, PortaCom is not used for emotional 

The vast majority of respondents giving and receiving emotional 

prefer primarily synchronous media: phone and in-person interaction. 

However, focus group discussion and personal expyrlen .+. , . ++hat, 

for emotional help, portacorn is considered critical to some of I ' 

The following exchange is between two focus group participants, ~ r ! +  f 'T, 

had just gone through a very stressful divorce. While her situatlon rrught not 

be typical, her comment provides testimony about PortaCom as a means by which 

receive emotional support. Of note, once again, is a reference to the 

motivating effects of feeling emotionally safe while engaged in online 

on #1: ...I've gotten a lot of support on the computer this 

last year. 

n #2; you mean like emotional support? 

on #I; Oh, big time . . . [  I]f somebody is asking you something 

online, you can sit in front of that screen and go through 

whatever contortions you happen to be going through and rlobody has 

to see it (Focus Group #1, p. 2 )  . 



Using PortaCom as a source of general emotional connectedness with a 

group is more prevalent than using it for giving and receiving help with 

Specific emotional problems. One focus group member described this aspect of 

attachment to PortaCom well when she credited PortaCom with being a "cure for 

loneliness" (Focus Group #I, p. 9). User awareness of this connectedness 

becomes especially acute when technical problems cause PortaCom to become 

inaccessible, or when PortaCom is relatively quiet due to reduced user 

activity. During such periods some users reflect on their attachment to 

PortaCom. A number of focus group members talked about going through 

Withdrawal when PortaCom was down or inactive, as this focus group exchange 

illustrates: 

Person #1: A couple of weekends ago it was really dead [in PortaCom] and 

I went in there and it kept saying you've read all your news [Portacorn 

messages]. And 1 kept thinking that it's been hours, smrbndy has to 

have been here. 

Person #2r It's sort of like a drug withdrawal. 

Person: I think it's more ... it's a kind of loneliness . . . [  not tlndlng 

PortaCom available] would be like calling up . . . . y  our friends and 

getting, "I'm sorry. That number has been changed or disconnected 

(Focus group #1, p. 9) . " 

6. S e t  #5 :  R e c e i v i n g  a n d  G i v i n g  Help  With  O f f l i n e  Tasks  

The categories of interaction within this set dealt specifically with 

using channels of communication to help arrange activities in the offline 

World, specifically help with small tasks. Results show that synchronous 

media are rated far more important than asynchronous media for this purpose, 

and that PortaCom had almost no utility in this regard. 

Qualitative data suggest two reasons for this result. First, those to 

hhom respondents turn for help in the non-virtual world are not Portacorn 

users. Second, PortaCorn is simply not effective in facilitating or planning 



some personal events that happen in the non-virtual world. Synchronous media 

allow for the immediate give-and-take necessary to set agendas and confirm 

details . 
Most of the focus group discussion about the offline versus the 

0nl.ine worlds suggests that many like the separation between the two. 

While one person reported using PortaCom as a way to resolve conflict with 

a friend (to smooth out the relationship in the offline world), the 

following comments by focus group participants were more common. 

And so I guess particularly with people that I tend to think 

highly of on-line, I try not to meet them because I'd be afraid, I 

guess, that some kind of prejudice that I have, that I don't know 

about, could get involved and somehow lessen that respect 

(Focus Group #1, p. 11) . 

I've heard people say that they are more inclined to feel 

uncomfortable if they have actual physical contact with peop:s 

rather than . . .  some people who are really into PortaCom really 

don't want to meet the people. It's like, no -- let's keep this 

separate. This is PortaCom (Focus Group #1, p. 11). 

Of note is that both quotations indicate that crossing from PortaCom into the 

non-virtual world would introduce a kind of contamination of the PortaCom 

experience. portacorn users would rather connect with each other's ideas 

rather than each other, free of the potentially confusing considerations 

involved in face-to-face communication. 

7 -  Acquisition of Professional & Social Information 

Not surprisingly, PortaCom is more important as an information source for 

Personal/social purposes than mass media (newspapers, Tv, magazines). Portacorn 

is an interactive medium in which users contribute to a social environment that 

1s designed to facilitate personal relationships and social affiliations. Mass 



media, on the other hand, are passive media with limited utility in this regard. 

While PortaCom was rated less important for finding professional 

information than for finding social/personal information, it was still valued 

by respondents for this purpose. It is easy to observe "the strength of weak 

tiesw that it facilitates. Online Classified, a PortaCom conference 

advertising goods and services for sale, and a number of professional 

Conferences within PortaCom bring people together who otherwise might not be 

able to associate. These people share technical information, the latest 

information about job openings and business machinery for sale, and sources 

Of information on other networks. These activities help members of the user 

base to advance each other professionally. 

Magazines are rated more important than PortaCom for professional 

reasons, presumably because respondents read magazines that are specifically 

devoted to their professional area. But again, other t-raditional mass media, 

like newspapers and television, are rated not nearly as ~mportan:  3 c ,  

Porta~om. While traditional media are broadcast-based, and profess1 i 1 ,  

magazines are a narrowcast medium, PortaCom facilitates both narroWC'aSt an(: 

broadcast communication. ~t is easy to post a public message in PortaCom 

looking for specialized information. It is also easy to conduct a general 

search for discussion groups within PortaCom devoted to a narrow range of 

specific topics. Portacorn is a "searchable" social gathering. 

The issue arises concerning the degree to which PortaCom has displaced 

other forms of media in the lives of PortaCom users. Although the study did 

not collect questionnaire data regarding this matter, the following focus 

group exchange is illuminating: 

Sneaker #1: What was everyone doing before PortaCom came along? 

Sneaker #7: . . .  I wrote lots of letters to my friends who are now mad 

because I'm not writing them anymore. 

a e a k e r  #l: . . .  I wrote lots of letters. I read newspapers and maqazines 



and journals. 

-: And books. 

-: And you feel [PortaComl has taken the place of that? 

S~eaker #2: Yeah some it. 

iQe&edU: A lot of it (Focus Group #1, p. 8). 

PortaCom provides an interactive channel of communication for 

Processing information passively received via traditional mass media 

sources. In a number of instances, news gleaned from mass media served as 

the basis for group processing of local, national, and international events 

and information. For example, the organizer of a conference titled 

Education Forum regularly contributed information gleaned from 

Professional education journals and state legislative records to serve as 

general information bulletins as well as the basis for group discussion. In 

another more emotionally-charged example, during Iran's invasion of Iraq and 

the Gulf War that ensued (1991-1992), Open Forum members were o b s c ,  c ! 

with discussion of the war. News from different media sources was : ;  : .  , 

and views of the war were exchanged. Open Forum provided a unique means 

by which to process information about important events rather than simply to 

absorb it. 

8. Core U s e r  Groups 

Measures of strong association were developed to determine if there 

Were core groups of users. Two core groups of users with mutually exclusive 

memberships were identified: those who use PortaCom for educational purposes 

and those who use it to pursue new social opportunities. The data showed 

that those associated with each core group had no distinguishing 

characteristics other than their association with particular categories of 

interaction. of particular interest to this study were how the two groups 

differed and what the existence of these clearly delineated subgroups 



i n d i c a t e d  about  PortaCom1s i n t e r n a l  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e .  These i s s u e s  are 

d i scus sed  below. 

The pr imary d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two groups l i e s  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  

a c t i v i t i e s  t hey  were engaged i n .  Members of t h e  educa t iona l  c o r e  group were 

S tuden t s  and t e a c h e r s  who were engaged i n  formal,  d e f i n e d  s o c i a l  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  These r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were work o r i e n t e d  and a t  least somewhat 

e x t e r n a l l y  mot iva ted .  That is ,  t e a c h e r s  had a c o n t r a c t u a l  o b l i g a t i o n ,  and 

s t u d e n t s  had an  academic o b l i g a t i o n  t o  engage i n  o n l i n e  d i s c u s s i o n  and t o  

Perform o n l i n e  t a s k s  t h a t  were s t r u c t u r e d  and group-oriented.  S tuden t s  

depended on each  ano the r  f o r  i n p u t  and d i s c u s s i o n  and i n  some c a s e s  f o r  j o i n t  

P r o j e c t  c o l l a b o r a t i o n .  Online c l a s s e s  were conducted du r ing  a s p e c i f i c  

Per iod .  S tuden t s  were under p r e s s u r e  t o  perform wi th in  d e a d l i n e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  

complete course  work and r e c e i v e  grades .  

I n  direct c o n t r a s t ,  t hose  looking  f o r  new s o c i a l  opport : n i t i e s  were 

engaged i n  s e l f - d i r e c t e d ,  i n t e r n a l l y  mot iva ted  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h  1;" : 

o b l i g a t i o n  t o  perform de f ined  t a s k s .  These were t h e  people  who, 111 ':.. 

ve rnacu la r ,  " c r u i s e d  t h e  n e t , "  looking  f o r  new s o c i a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  There 

Was l i t t l e  s t r u c t u r e  o r  commitment necessary  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  they  

Pursued. There were no t i m e  frames, formal o b l i g a t i o n s ,  o r  o t h e r  forms of 

e x t e r n a l  p r e s s u r e  t o  guide t h e i r  a c t i o n s .  Thus, t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was 

vo lun ta ry  and se l f -de f ined .  

W e  s e e  h e r e  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between work and r e c r e a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a 

r e c u r r e n t  d i s t i n c t i o n  i n  t h i s  s t udy .  I n  Chapter 7 a l i s t  of t h e  t e n  most 

a c t i v e  conferences  accord ing  t o  system d a t a  was compared wi th  a l i s t  of t h e  

t e n  conferences  r a t e d  most important  by respondents .  None of t h e  educa t ion  

conferences  t h a t  were most a c t i v e  were a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  most important  by 

I n  f a c t ,  t h e  t e n  most favored  conferences c o n s i s t e d  e n t i r e l y  of 

conferences t h a t  involved voluntary  membership and f a i r l y  informal  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The conferences most favored  were used l a r g e l y  f o r  r e c r e ~ t i o n  



and the exchange of informal information whereas the education conferences 

were used for work activity. Similarly, core user group information confirms 

that when strong measures of association are used, PortaCom is seen as 

accommodating two primary activities: 1) informal, recreation-oriented 

activity, and 2) formal, work-oriented activity. 

Thus, PortaCom is flexible and powerful enough to accommodate two 

distinct populations of users who engage in two of life's most basic 

activities: work and recreation. This flexibility and power derive from the 

design of the Portacorn software and the open administrative policy that 

guides PortaComls use at UAS. PortaCom users at UAS are allowed a great deal 

Of latitude in the creation of recreational conferences that do not pertain 

directly to academic or administrative functions. This policy is in contrast 

with many office environments in which online communication is used mostly 

for work and in which recreational uses of CMC are considere$ !.3rqely a waste 

Of time. 

D. Summary: Three Models sf Community Research 

PortaCom is clearly neither a solidary community nor an adaptation of 

a solidary community. However, discovering how PortaCom does not fit the 

solidary community model helps to identify many of PortaComls key 

characteristics. Viewed from a solidary community perspective, PortaCom is 

a spatially ambiguous, asynchronous environment consisting of a moderately 

transient, non-kinship-based population. The members of the population are 

somewhat socially homogeneous in that they are mostly white male students 

and unrepresentative of the UAS student body. They are loosely associated 

by their lack of common religious and political belief systems and by their 

involvement in a common pursuit of rationally achieved order. 

Although Portacorn lacks one of the more defining qualities of a 

Physical neighborhood, recognized boundaries, it does have certain 



experiential boundaries. The presence of issues of concern help to create a 

PortaCom "identityw which is recognized by many of its members. Overall, 

respondents did see themselves as moderately attached to PortaCom and were 

willing to defend it when ~t was threatened. For many, PortaCom is an 

important social group; for some it is crucial as a focus for social 

activity. What is important is that some PortaCom members use it as an 

environment in which to pursue group purpose and activity. The study shows 

that PortaCom1s ability to facilitate group experience is one of its most 

important qualities. 

Understanding PortaCom1s ability to facilitate personal networks is 

more straightforward than determining its status as a neighborhood because 

Personal networks are geographically dispersed by definition. PortaCom1s 

utility in maintaining geoqraphically dispersed relationships is clear. 

While Portacorn is not nearly as important as phone and in-perscn interaction 

as a channel of communication, it does provide an important means * 

maintaining a number of different relationships and finding i n f o r ? i t .  

facilitate personal and professional pursuits. Between ten and f l f t - y  percer y 

of respondents rated PortaCom at least "Important" for all categories of 

interaction that comprise personal networks. PortaCom excels in the area of 

facilitating communication with peers and colleagues. Two core groups of 

portacorn users utilize PortaCom to maintain specific kinds of personal 

relationships, particularly for work, in this case school work (11 users), 

and for recreation (6 users), in particular expanding opportunities to 

socialize. While portacom is not used by many for intimate relationships, it 

1s crucial to the few who use it for this Purpose. 

The fact that PortaCom functions as a basis for both group activity and 

identity as well as for individually-based, ego-centered networks is a key 

component of online community, the subject of the next section. 



E. Online Community and Community Theory 

The findings of this study inform community theory. Of particular 

interest are the possible existence and nature of new kinds of "communityw 

that adapt to the virtual medium. But before a discussion of these issues, 

it is necessary to return briefly to the issue of "community" itself. 

Chapter 3 contains a discussion of the conceptual problems associated 

with community study caused by the fact that the term "community" is used for 

many different purposes. In particular, modern adaptations of the term cover 

a wide variety of social experience, from limited associations, such as one's 

Professional community, to more encompassing experiences, such as one's 

Physical community and the sense of belonging attached to it. During the 

course of this study, I talked with many colleagues and others interested in 

this research project about the issue of "community." I came to appreciate 

that many felt an emotional attachment to the word "community." Some of 

those not involved with Portacorn felt strongly that the terr " rlty" 

should not be used to refer to anything less than a fairly com~ r l - l ,  - 

social experience, which they felt a CMC system could not provlde. i l b w e . .  , 

some of those involved with PortaCom, particularly focus group partlclpants, 

felt strongly that Portacorn did constitute a manifestation of community 

though they found this manifestation difficult to describe. 

motional attachments aside, the terms llcommunityll and "online 

C0mrnunityw are in wide use and need to be addressed as part of any study of 

the social structures within a CMC system. There are two approaches to using 

the concept of community in the study of online environments: 

1) TO avoid using the term "community" altogether and to use instead a 

tern with fewer connotations. PortaCom might be viewed as an "association" 

Or some other kind of limited social system. This approach would need to 

address specifically how Portacorn is not a community. 

2 )  TO use the concept of qualified "community," in which community is 



Clearly defined as a unique, specialized expression of community. 

The second approach is the one taken here. Online community is viewed 

as a concept that, like other adaptations of community, both expands and 

limits the concept of community. The rest of this section explores the 

Concept of online community, how it relates to the other models of community 

used in this study, and what it adds to conceptual considerations of 

community. 

In his historical overview of media evolution, Levinson notes that there 

is "always a price to pay, a loss of prior ~ ~ m m ~ n i ~ a t i ~ n  ability, with each 

Step forwardn (p. 4, 1990). His second principle of media evolution states 

that "new media often retrieve elements of biological (natural) communication 

eclipsed by primitive media (which extend communication only by sacrificing 

some of its natural benefits)" (p.4, 1990). Consider the three primary 

cOmmuni.cation technologies of modernity: telephones, radio, 2nd television. 

Telephones connect in an interactive environment people who 3re s r ;  by 

Space. However, phone interaction is largely dyadic communicatlor, I :  . 

rarely group oriented. Radio and television create vicarious grobp euper;cr..x 

but at the expense of interactivity and group self-awareness. 

Computer conferencing offers some compensation for the weaknesses in 

these technologies. A computer conferencing environment offers a new 

dimension to because of a unique quality: it facilitates not only 

elements of personal networks but also of the neighborhood model of community. 

Online community is represented in the table below: 

Table 10.1: Com~ar ison  of Different Forms of Community 

Group based OR Geographically dispersed OR 
Personal extension? Geographically concentrated? 

Neighborhood Group 
Personal Network Personal 
Online Community Both 

Concentrated 
Dispersed 
Both 



A comparison of key aspects of the communication channels used to sustain 

Community helps to illuminate other unique qualities of computer conferencing 

with regard to the concept of online community: 

Table 10.2: Conlgarison of Channels of Commu.nication 

Facilitates Accommodates 
Facilitates Extending Geographically Accommodates 
Grou p/Activity Personal Dispersed Asynchronous 
Identity? Network? Communication? Communication? 

Phone NOT EASILY YES YES YES'' 
In-person interaction YES YES NO N3 
Written Correspondence NOT EASILY YES YES YES 

Computer conferencing YES YES YES  YES'^ 

As mentioned earlier, technologies are synthesizing rapidly, making it 

difficult to form definitive distinctions among them in terms of these key 

aspects. As examples, I have marked two of these exceptions: 

1) While phoning is usually associated with synchronous communication, 

there is widespread use of answering machine techndloq3, hi.,, ' fers  

crude asynchronous communication. 

2 )  While computer conferencing is usually associated with asynir.r nous 

communication, it is capable of sustaining crude synchronous 

communication. 

However, the table adequately reflects common usage and strengths of these 

forms of communication, and thus a detailed analysis of all the exceptions 

that could be cited does not add anything substantive to this discussion. 

As the table indicates, only computer conferencing allows asynchronous, 

geographically dispersed, personal, and group activity. However, the crux of 

computer conferencingls real power and unique contribution as a medium to the 

realization of community lies in the fact that it is the only medium that 

truly facilitates asynchronous group activity. AS such it allows groups of 

People to interact in a common, virtual "space" that does not operate 

to schedules. The benefits of asynchronicity are unique. The 



online equivalent of a town meeting happens whenever people sign on. NO one 

waits. There is no such thing as being late. No one misses any part of the 

meeting because all meeting activity is stored and retrievable. Both space 

and time are almost completely eliminated as barriers to forming this kind of 

group activity. I define online community as follows: 

Online Community: an asynchronous social system that, through the use 

of computer-mediated communication, facilitates: 1) geographically 

dispersed communication, 2) the extension and facilitation of one's 

personal network, and 3) group activity and identity. 

~ u t  present in this definition are also the limitations of online 

community. ~ t s  greatest strengths, asynchronicity and geographic dispersal, 

are also its weaknesses. The lack of synchronous, geographically-based 

activity precludes many of the activities normally associated with living in a 

community, from dancing to communal dining. The fact that c?llne community is 

CMC-based activity reduces community to an exchange of, at :'rest, 

Primarily text. Online community, like all expressions of commur~:~ , 

modern age, is an act of limited, focused community, with its unlcddr 

contribution to the expansion and limitation of human potential. The next 

Section of this chapter deals specifically with those aspects of PortaCom that 

contribute to the expansion of human potential. 

F. The Opportunity of Online Community 

The combining of qualities of group-based communities and personal 

networks in an asynchronous environment creates resources and facilitates 

Social opportunities not commonly found in either community model. Described 

below are the new resources and opportunities that PortaCom offers. Some of 

are, no doubt, shared by other online environments. However, they 

the strongest qualities of PortaCom as indicated by the data. These 

walities could inform future studies as a step toward understanding how an 



increased involvement in online environments changes our behaviors and social 

expectations, in both virtual and non-virtual environments. 

PortaCom offers: 

1. Private, public, and restricted group-based communication 

Within the same environment. The reader will recall the discussion in 

chapter 4 of online proxemics and the wide variety of communication that 

Portacorn offers users. Users can engage in private, personal, social, and 

Public communication, which offer opportunities to develop many kinds of 

relationships. 

2. Opportunities to meet new people and make new friends. This 

aspect of Portacorn surfaces many times during the course of the study. ~t is 

a truly unique contribution to social activity and the most poignant 

realization of Levinson's second principle of media evolution about retrieving 

elements of natural, in this case face-to-face, CoInIWni r a t  i m  th,at were 

abandoned by other modern media. 

3. The freedom and safety to express oneself about s u b j e  t- s 

often considered taboo in the non-virtual world. The overwbj-: mi n ( j  

Predominance of Love and Sex as one of the two focal conferences (Open Forum 

being the other) among the over one hundred conferences that PortaCom 

supported is testimony to what happens when people are uninhibited enough to 

discuss highly personal issues with strangers. 

4. The freedom and safety to be more forthright about one's 

immediate feelings and in the process break individual and group 

behavioral norms of the non-virtual world. The overwhelming 

Predominance of Open ~orum as the other focal conference is testimony to 

What happens when people feel uninhibited enough to react "in the moment" 

rationally and emotionally. 

5. An opportunity to pursue rational order. Portacorn is a hands- 

On, parti~ipant-d~iven act of social evolution. It represents an intellectual 



version of what communes in the 1960's tried to produce in the non-virtual 

World, incorporating many individual concerns within an environment that has 

little authoritative structure or government. 

6. Both a broadcast and narrowcast information medium. Portacorn 

facilitates a process by which users can easily appeal to a broad user group 

in order to locate information, experts, and discussion groups concerning very 

Specific, often esoteric, interest areas. 

7. Access to people grouped by interest. Related to the previous 

Quality is the fact that PortaCom seems to be a community in which activities 

and people are searchable, based on interest. That is, it is a world in which 

People have announced their areas of interest (through "new user 

Presentationsn and by virtue of conference membership), the effect of which 

minimizes "start up time" in getting to know people and determining areas of 

compatibility. 

8 .  Core Group co-existence. PortaCom is f lexlble d l  J i <. I 

enough, as software and as a social system, to maintain two l a r ~ ~ p . ,  

independent groups of users engaged in two of life's main social I P - + L ~ I , .  

work and recreation. 

G. The Future 

Within the framework of Levinson's theory about the historical overview 

Of the evolution of media, it is reasonably possible to predict the future 

of the online environment by understanding its strengths and 

ueaknesses. CMC developers will likely build upon CMC's abilities to 

facilitate group-based, geographically dispersed corrununication while 

addressing CMC'S major weakness: as a text-based medium it conveys a very 

limited kind of information and thereby facilitates limited kinds of 

communication. 

It appears fairly likely that the next step in the evolution of online 



environments will be the synthesis of multi-media and networking. Each has 

what the other lacks. CMC-based networks offer social distribution on an 

international scale, but in largely text-based environments. On the other 

hand, current multi-media environments are generally "stand alone" and non- 

distributed (largely due to equipment and transmission costs) but are data- 

rich, incorporating text, graphics, voice, and video. The online environment 

Will seek to regain the information it lost in becoming a world of words by 

incorporating these data sources in an interconnected web of resources. 

The PortaCom of the future might well include conference messages 

Consisting of audio and/or video information. PortaCom may also include 

drawings, charts, and other kinds of graphics that make the communication of 

complex ideas much easier. A number of inexpensive, multi-media programs 

already allow for this kind of communication, but they are not currently used 

Within the context of a conferencing environment. Recent scftware products 

developed to transmit multi-media information on the Internet. ,L: \Ar> 5 2 1 c 

NCSA, are plagued by bandwidth problems -- current data networf 

have the capacity to effectively transmit multi-media information. "he 

transmission speed of the information varies with network traffic and is often 

Slow. But the direction of CMC is clear: the restoration of some of the 

@lements of communication lost by reducing communication to an exchange of 

text. 



Conclusion and Call For Further Study 

Micro versus Macro Perspective and a Call for Online Anthropology 

I see the need to develop two different perspectives for researching 

online activity: the micro perspective and the rracro perspective. 

The micro perspective pursues a psychological understanding, focusing on 

users who are committed to an online environment and have included it as an 

important part of their lives. A follow-up study might well consist of 

interviews with core group members to determine the nature of their use of and 

attachment to portacom. In particular the researcher might attempt to 

determine whether there are types of people who are attracted to and dependent 

upon PortaCom or if there are personalities that are espec~,l. -> . 4 +(, 

Portacorn or the online environment in general. Such informat l . > r )  

invaluable to software developers, educators, business professl(,rL i :, 1 1 ,  

designers of CMC. 

The macro perspective is based on looking at the broad spectrum of 

Online groups and conferencing systems, and analyzing and classifying them 

to size, purpose, behavioral norms, social structure, ritual, and 

Other characteristics that are usually associated with the pursuits of 

Cultural anthropology. Research could benefit greatly if the broader fields 

Of online studies and anthropology were to work together, applying online 

'@search techniques to objectives and methodology, perhaps 

a branch of study that might be called online anthropology. 

In some ways, online anthropology is implied in the work of ~iltz 

( 1 9 8 4 ) ,  Vallee (1979), and others. With the following statement, Hiltz came 

Closest to calling such inquiry "online anthropology" when she concluded a 



large case study of an office automation project involving computer 

conferencing. ~f online anthropology has a beginning point, it is this: 

Much of the early work in anthropology fell into the category of 

"ethnographyn: a description of a single society. Later, as this 

descriptive material accumulated, "ethnology," or the comparison 

of similar institutions across societies, became possible. A 

priority for future research on computer-mediated communication 

systems should be sufficient standardization of the types of data 

collected and the measurement used so that an "ethnology" of 

computer-mediated systems becomes possible (1984, p. 196). 

Online anthropology will help provide the perspective needed to understand the 

Structures and broad behavioral parameters of the "online world." And it will 

entice those from cultural anthropology to assume the task of trying to 

understand a fundamentally new kind of human gatherlnq 

This study serves as a humble contribution to the d ~ v l  11 l v -  I t i - ) : S  

Particular focus of the social sciences. It is my hope that ~n 

community theory to analyze a virtual social systeln, ' ' ~ e l b ~ .  

Provide the means and perspective needed to advance online anthropology. In 

viewing PortaCom from the perspective of conventional community theory, we see 

from whence we came. In applying conventional community theory to the new 

environment of the virtual medium, perhaps we can also see where we are 

headed. PortaCom and the online world both limit and expand community. With 

@nough foresight, we can guide the development of CMC to create the kinds of 

t.hat will humanize our technological world. 



APPENDIX I - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE STUDY OF PORTACOM 

WHY STUaY PORTACOM? One of  t h e  most e x c i t i n g  t h i n g s  t o  happen i n  t h e  p a s t  
decade h a s  been t h e  c r e a t i o n  of networks t h a t  connect thousands perhaps  even 
mi l l i ons  of people  from a l l  over  t h e  world t o  communicate through t h e i r  
computers i n  a p l a c e  many call  " v i r t u a l  space".  A t  UASr w e  a r e  f o r t u n a t e  t o  
have a very  good, wel l -supported computer conferencing system, PortaCom, which 
c u r r e n t l y  connec ts  up t o  700 people  i n  over  one hundred conferences  wi th  
focuses  r ang ing  from educa t ion  t o  love  and sex t o  f irst  amendment r i g h t s .  

WHY YOU ARE =ORTAW Because computer con fe renc ing  i s  s o  new, t h i s  i s  a 
very unique k ind  of s tudy,  perhaps t h e  on ly  one of i t s  k ind  i n  t h e  world. 
This  s tudy  r ecogn izes  you are one of  t h e  pioneer  e x p l o r e r s  of " v i r t u a l  spacew 
and i s  t u r n i n g  t o  you f o r  i npu t  about how and why you inc lude  networks, 
conferenc ing  systems, and PortaCom i n  your l i f e .  This  r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t  w i l l  
he lp  s t u d e n t s ,  f a c u l t y ,  s t a f f ,  and t h e  r e sea rch  community better understand 
l i f e  i n  " v i r t u a l  space" and how computer conferencing i s  changing s o c i e t y .  
Thank you ve ry  much f o r  be ing  p a r t  of t h e  p r o j e c t .  

CONFIDENTIALITY P r o v i d i n g  your  name f o r  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i s  o p t i o n a l .  
Having your name i s  he lp fu l ,  no t  only because it he lps  m e  keep t r a c k  of who 
has answered t h e  q u e s t i o n a i r e  and who h a s n ' t ,  bu t  a l s o  because i t  enab le s  m e  
t o  conduct l o n g i t u d i n a l  research ,  perhaps con tac t ing  you some t i m e  i n  t h e  
f u t u r e  (2-3 y e a r s  f o r  now) t o  f i n d  o u t  how your a t t i t u d e  toward Portacom o r  
computer conferenc ing  has  changed. You have my a b s o l u t e  and t o t a l  assurance  
t ha t  a l l  of your answers w i l l  be s t r i c t l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l .  If you provide  your 
name, it w i l l  be removed from t h e  ques t i onna i r e  and s u b s t i t j i t ~ d  wi th  a number 
before  t h e  d a t a  i s  reviewed, and s t o r e d  i n  a confident  la! "he only t i m e  
I would use  your name i s  perhaps t o  con tac t  you l a t e r ,  as . r c ~ r t  .- .I(> . 

T1m and DATES Based on t h e  f i e l d  ~ e s t  I conducted,  I f c  an(! 
w e s t i o n n a i r e  w i l l  t a k e  you between 30  t o  50 minutes  t o  f i l l  t - l i '  

. + . , ,  

r e t u r n  t h i s  by m y  1 5 t h  t h a t  would be much app rec i a t ed .  

WHAT s IN IT FOR YOU? AT LEAST A RUBLE. . . 
who f i l l s  ou t  t h e  ques t i onna i r e  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  one Russian Ruble. you 

a re  a l s o  e n t i t l e d  t o  see a copy of my f i n a l  r e p o r t .  If you would l i k e  t o  s ee  
the r e p o r t ,  p l e a s e  l e t  m e  know. Thank you aga in  f o r  your p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  



SECTION ONE. please circle the number which corresponds to your answer. 
If you object to a particular question, please leave it and go to the next 
one. 

There are some terms that are used throughout this questionnaire that need to 
be defined. They are: 

* t h i s  school year refers to this academic school year, from 
August/~eptember 1991 to April/May 1992 (roughly now). 

* t h e  previous school year refers to the August/September 1990 - 
April/May 1991 school year, the school year that ended about a year ago. 

* neighborhood is defined as any place that you can walk to from 
home. Outside your neighborhood is any place you have to use 
transportation from home to get to. 

* onl ine  service  o ther  than PortaCom is any service that you go 
online to reach other than PortaCom, such as BITNET, UACN email, 
Compuserve, etc. 

* + * * * * * * * * + * * *  

Name (optional) : - 

1. How old are you? 

2 o  What is your gender? Please choose one: 
1, male 
2. female 

3~ Please estimate what your income level has been for the past ., .rl . .  
Please choose one: 

1. less than 10,000 per year 
2. 10,000 - 20,000 per year 
3. 20,000 - 30,000 per year 
4. 30,000 - 40,000 per year 
5. 40,000 - 50, 000 per year 
6. Above 50,000 per year 

4 .  How much formal education have you had? Please choose one: 
1. less than high school 
2. high school 
3. some college 
4. 4 year degree 
5. more than a 4 year degree 
6. other (please specify) 

5 ~ .  What is your marital status? Please choose one: 
1. single, not seriously involved 
2. single, seriously involved with someone 
3. engaged to be married 
4 .  living with someone in a long term relationship 
5. married 
6. divorced 
7. separated 
8. widowed 
9. Other (please specify if you like): 



6 .  What i s  your r a c e / e t h n i c i t y ?  P l ea se  chocse one: 
1. Anglo (White, non-Hispani c )  
2 .  Hispanic  
3. Af r i can  American, Black 
4 .  Nat ive  American, Nat ive Ind ian  
5. Asian 
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  spec i fy  if you l i k e )  

7 .  Which b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  your s tuden t  s t a t u s ?  P l ea se  choose one: 
1. not  a  s tuden t  
2 .  h igh  school  s tuden t  
3. p a r t  t i m e  u n i v e r s i t y  s tuden t ,  undergraduate  l e v e l  
4 .  p a r t  time u n i v e r s i t y  s tuden t ,  g radua te  l e v e l  
5.  f u l l  t i m e  u n i v e r s i t y  s tuden t ,  undergraduate  l e v e l  
6 .  f u l l  t i m e  u n i v e r s i t y  s tuden t ,  g radua te  l e v e l  
7 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  spec i fy )  

8. Are you a u n i v e r s i t y  t eache r?  Please choose one: 
1. yes,  p a r t  t i m e  
2 .  yes ,  f u l l  t i m e  
3. normally yes  bu t  not  t h i s  school  year  
4 .  no 
5.  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

9. Are you a K-12 t eache r?  P l ea se  choose one: 
1. yes,  p a r t  t i m e  
2 .  yes,  f u l l  t i m e  
3.  normally yes  bu t  no t  t h i s  school year  
4 .  no 
5 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

10. Which b e s t  d e s c r i b e s  your r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  t h e  Universlt;. .: ;i . 
Southeas t?  P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. t e a c h e r  
2 .  s t u d e n t  
3. c l a s s i f i e d  employee 
4 .  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
5.  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  a t  a l l  
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  spec i fy )  

11. What h a s  your work s t a t u s  been du r ing  t h i s  school  yea r?  P l e a s e  choose 
one : 

1. most ly  no t  working 
2 .  most ly  working o f f  an on 
3. most ly  working p a r t  t ime 
4 .  most ly  working f u l l  t ime 
5 .  o t h e r  (p l ea se  s p e c i f y )  

l 2 .  What has  your housing s i t u a t i o n  been du r ing  t h i s  school  yea r?  P l ea se  
choose one: 

1. own my own house, condo 
2 .  r e n t i n g ,  s t uden t  housing 
3. r e n t i n g ,  o f f  campus 
4 .  s t a y  w i th  family o r  f r i e n d s  on non-rent o r  l i m i t e d  r e n t  b a s i s  
5.  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  



13.  What g e o g r a p h i c  a r e a  have you been l i v i n g  i n  d u r i n g  t h i s  s c h o o l  y e a r ?  
P l e a s e  choose one:  

1. mos t ly  Juneau-Douglas area 
2 .  m o s t l y  S i t k a  area 
3. m o s t l y  Ketchikan area 
4 .  m o s t l y  area i n  S o u t h e a s t  Alaska o t h e r  t h a n  Juneau,  S i t k a ,  o r  

Ke tch ikan  
5.  m o s t l y  Anchorage a r e a  
6 .  m o s t l y  F a i r b a n k s  area 
7 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

14. Is where you have been l i v i n g  d u r i n g  t h i s  s c h o o l  y e a r  normal ly  your  horne 
town? P l e a s e  choose one:  

1. y e s  
2. no 
3 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

15.  I f  where you have been l i v i n g  d u r i n g  t h i s  s c h o o l  y e a r  i s  not your  home 
town, why did you move? P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. n o t  a p p l i c a b l e -  I have been l i v i n g  i n  my home town t h i s  y e a r  
2 .  t o  go t o  s c h o o l  
3. t o  t a k e  a job 
4 .  spouse  moved 
5 .  o t h e r  

16.  P l e a s e  e s t i m a t e :  d u r i n g  t h i s  s c h o o l  y e a r  what i s  t h e  a v e r a g e  number of 
t i m e s  per w e e k  t h a t  you v i s i t  o r  are v i s i t e d  by f r i e n d s  who are l i v i n g  in 
Your neighborhood? P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. 0 o r  1 t i m e  
2 .  2 t o  3 t i m e s  
3 .  4 t o  6 times 
4 .  7 t o  1 5  t i m e s  
5.  more t h a n  1 5  times 
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  
7 .  d o n ' t  know 

1 7 .  P l e a s e  estimate: d u r i n g  t h i s  schoo l  y e a r  what i s  t h e  a v e r a g e  number of 
times per w e e k  t h a t  you v i s i t  o r  a r e  v i s i t e d  by f r i e n d s  who l i v e  outside 
Your neighborhood? P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. 0 o r  1 t i m e  
2 .  2 t o  3 times 
3.  4 t o  6 t i m e s  
4 .  7 t o  15 times 
5 .  more t h a n  1 5  times 
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  
7 .  d o n ' t  know 



18. Please estimate: during this school year what is the average number of 
times per week you use some form of transportation (car, bike, public 
transportation, whatever) for any reason (going to work, shopping, whatever). 
Please choose one: 

1. 0 to 5 times 
2. 6 to 10 times 
3. 11 to 20 times 
4. 21 to 30 times 
5. more than 30 
6. other (please estimate) : 
7. don't know 

19. Did you own your own computer at the beginning of this school year 
(September, 1991)? Please choose one: 

1. yes 
2. no 
3. other (please specify) 

20. Did you buy a computer sometime since last September (September, 1991)? 
Please choose one: 

1. yes 
2. no 
3 ,  other (please specify) - 

21. Did you own your own modem at the beginning of this school year 
(September, 1991)? please choose one: 

1. yes 
2. no 
3. other (please specify) - -. -- 

22. Did you buy a modem sometime since last September (Septernk,c.! . 
Please choose one: 

1. yes 
2. no 
3. other (please specify) 

23. Do you have regular access to a computer and modem at work? Please choose 
one : 

1. yes 
2. no 
3. other (please specify) 

2 4 .  What best describes your political leanings Or affiliation? Please choose 
one : 

1. republican 
2. democrat 
3. independent 
4. not important to me 
5. other (please specify if you wish): 



25. What best describes your religious or spiritual leanings or affiliation? 
Please choose one: 

1. Protestant 
2. Catholic 
3. Jewish 
4. Moslem 
5. Native religion 
6. not important to me 
7. other (please specify if you wish) : 

26. Please give a rough estimate of the year you went online for the first 
time using ANY online service (PortaCom, UACN email, Compuserve, an 
electronic bulletin board, whatever) : 

2 7 .  For the purpose of this question, a "regular participant" is defined as 
someone who interacts on Portacorn roughly on the average of at least once a 
week. 

Please give a rough estimate of the year that you became a regular 
Participant on PortaCom. 

1. year became a regular PortaCom participant was: 
2. not a regular pariticipant 
3. other (please specify) 

2 8 .  What caused you to begin using PortaCom? Please choose ori*) 
1. it was part of a course 
2. direct recommendation from someone 
3. heard about it through the grapevine and was curious 
4. other (please specify) 
5. don't remember 
6. the devil made me do it 

 NO^^:^^^ NEXT 6 Q U E S T I O N S  ASK ABOUT YOUR PRESENCE ON PORTACOM. 
A L L  S I X  Q U E S T I O N S  USE THE SAME C H O I C E S .  

29. Generally speaking, how often did you use PortaCom during the previous 
School year  (1990-1991 school year)? Please choose one: 

1. several times a day 
2. approximately once a day 
3. a couple times a week 
4. approximately once a week 
5. couple times a month 
6. once a month or less 
7. didn't use it at all 
8. other (please specify): 
9. don't know 



30. Generally speaking, how often did YOU Use P0rtaC0m last summer (Summer, 
19%) ? Please choose one : 

1. several times a day 
2. approximately once a day 
3. a couple times a week 
4. approximately once a week 
5. couple times a month 
6. once a month or less 
7. didn't use it at all 
8. other (please specify) : 
9. don't know 

31. Generally speaking, how often did you use PortaCom during the Fall 
Semester (Fall, 1991)? Please choose one: 

1. several times a day 
2. approximately once a day 
3. a couple times a week 
4. approximately once a week 
5. couple times a month 
6. once a month or less 
7. didn't use it at all 
8. other (please specify) : 
9. don't know 

3 2 .  Generally speaking, how often have you used Port-aCom this semester 
(Spring, 1992) ? Please choose one: 

1. several times a day 
2. approximately once a day 
3. a couple times a week 
4. approximately once a week 
5. couple times a month 
6. once a month or less 
7. didn't use it at all 
8. other (please specify) : 
9. don't know 

33 .  Generally speaking, how often do you think you will use PortaCom next 
year? Please choose one: 

1. several times a day 
2. approximately once a day 
3. a couple times a week 
4. approximately once a week 
5. couple times a month 
6. once a month or less 
7. didn't use it at all 
8. other (please specify): 
9. don't know 



3 4 -  Genera l ly  speaking, how o f t e n  do YOU t h i n k  YOU w i l l  use  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  
o t h e r t h a n  portacorn ( such  a s  UACN m a i l ,  BITNET, e t c . )  next year? P l e a s e  
choose one: 

1. s e v e r a l  t i m e s  a day 
2 .  approximately once a day 
3. a couple  t i m e s  a week 
4 .  approximately once a week 
5. couple  t i m e s  a month 
6 .  once a month o r  l e s s  
7 .  d i d n ' t  u se  it a t  a l l  
8 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  spec i fy )  : 
9.  d o n ' t  know 

35. P l e a s e  e s t i m a t e  how many hours per week you g e n e r a l l y  spen t  u s i n g  
Portacorn t h i s  school  yea r .  P l ea se  choose one: 

1. an  hour o r  less 
2 .  1 t o  2 hours  
3. 3 t o  6 hours  
4 .  6 t o  10 hours  
5. 10 t o  15  hours  
6 .  over  15 hours  
7 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 
8 .  d o n ' t  know 

3 6 .  Genera l ly  speaking,  how would you d e s c r i b e  how you approached reading 
Your PortaCom messages t h i s  school  year?  P l ea se  choose one: 

1. read o r  scan  very  few, i gno re  q u i t e  a f e w  
2 .  scan  some, r e a d  some, ignore  some 
3. scan  some, r e a d  many, i gno re  very few 
4 .  scan  a few, i gno re  a few, read  most 
5.  read a l l  
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  
7 .  d o n ' t  know 

3 7 .  Genera l ly  speaking ,  how would you d e s c r i b e  how o f t e n  you contributed 
Portacorn messages du r ing  t h i s  school  year?  P l ea se  choose one: 

1. c o n t r i b u t e  r a r e l y  i f  a t  a l l  
2 .  c o n t r i b u t e  now and then  
3. c o n t r i b u t e  r e g u l a r l y  
4 .  c o n t r i b u t e  a g r e a t  d e a l  
5. c o n t r i b u t e  every  t ime o r  nea r ly  every t i m e  I i n t e r a c t  on Portacom 
6.  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

3 8 .  During t h i s  school  year  were you eve r  a conference o rgan ize r  on PortaCom? 
' lease choose one: 

1. y e s  
2 .  no 
3 .  d o n ' t  know what an o rgan ize r  i s  
4 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  



39.  P l e a s e  estimate how many c o n f e r e n c e s  you currently b e l o n g  t o .  P l e a s e  
choose one:  

1. 1 t o  5 
2 .  6 t o  1 0  
3 .  11 t o  20 
4 .  2 1  t o  30 
5 .  more t h a n  30 

40. P l e a s e  estimate: d u r i n g  t h i s  schoo l  y e a r ,  what a r e  t h e  t o t a l  number of 
Portacorn c o n f e r e n c e s  you have exp lored ,  as e i t h e r  a p a r t i c i p a n t  o r  a n  
o b s e r v e r ?  P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. 1 t o  1 0  
3 .  11 t o  20 
4 .  2 1  t o  30 
5. 31 t o  40 
6 .  41 t o  50 
7 .  more t h a n  50 

4 1 .  Of t h e  t o t a l  t i m e  you s p e n t  o n l i n e  d u r i n g  t h i s  s c h o o l  y e a r ,  p l e a s e  
e s t i m a t e  how much was s p e n t  u s i n g  PortaCom vs. u s i n g  o t h e r  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  
( such  as BITNET, UACN m a i l ,  Compuserve, e t c . ) .  P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. a l l  o r  a lmos t  a l l  o n l i n e  t i m e  was s p e n t  u s i n g  Portacom 
2.  a b o u t  75% u s i n g  Portacom, 25% u s i n g  o t h e r  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  
3 .  a b o u t  50% u s i n g  Portacom, abou t  50% u s i n g  o t h e r  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  
4 .  a b o u t  25% u s i n g  PortaCom, abou t  75% u s i n g  o t h e r  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s  
5 .  a l l  o r  a l m o s t  a l l  o n l i n e  t i m e  was s p e n t  NOT u s i n g  Portacorn 
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y ) :  
7 .  don1 t know 

42. P l e a s e  e s t i m a t e :  d u r i n g  t h i s  schoo l  y e a r  how much or j v l :  + ;.n 
Portacorn h a s  been  s p e n t  i n  c o n f e r e n c e s  ( r e a d i n g  and  w r i t l n q  
c o ~ e n t s / n o t i c e s )  vs .  i n  your  PortaCom m a i l  box ( r e a d i n g  and w r  ' 
l e t t e r s ) .  P l e a s e  choose one: 

1. a l l  o r  a l m o s t  a l l  o f  my t ime  w a s  s p e n t  i n  just conferer, t  es 
2 .  a b o u t  75% i n  confe rences ,  25% i n  m a i l  box ( r e a d i n g / w r i t l n y  l e t t e r s  
3 .  a b o u t  50% i n  confe rences ,  50% i n  m a i l  box ( r e a d i n g / w r i t i n g  l e t t e r s  
4 .  a b o u t  25% i n  confe rences ,  75% i n  m a i l  box ( r e a d i n g / w r i t i n g  le t ters  
5 .  a l l  o r  a lmos t  o f  my t i m e  was s p e n t  only i n  my m a i l  box, 

r e a d i n g / w r i t i n g  l e t t e r s  
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  - 
7 .  d o n ' t  know 

43.  T h i s  q u e s t i o n  a s k s  you t o  compare your  a c t i v i t y  i n  p u b l i c  v s .  p r i v a t e  
conferences. A p r i v a t e  confe rence  i s  d e f i n e d  as any c o n f e r e n c e  which i s  NOT 

P u b l i c ,  i n c l u d i n g  p r i v a t e ,  p r o t e c t e d ,  o r  r e s t r i c t e d  c o n f e r e n c e s .  

'lease e s t i m a t e :  d u r i n g  t h i s  schoo l  y e a r  how much of t h e  t i m e  you s p e n t  i n  
Por tacorn conferences (NOT m a i l )  was s p e n t  i n  private v s .  public 
'Onferences. P l e a s e  choose one:  

1. a l l  o r  a lmos t  a l l  o f  my t i m e  w a s  s p e n t  i n  just p u b l i c  c o n f e r e n c e s  
2 .  a b o u t  75% i n  p u b l i c  confe rences ,  25% i n  p r i v a t e  
3. a b o u t  50% i n  p u b l i c  c o n f e r e n c e s ,  50% i n  p r i v a t e  
4 .  a b o u t  25% i n  p u b l i c  confe rences ,  75% i n  p r i v a t e  
5 .  a l l  o r  a l m o s t  o f  my t i m e  was s p e n t  only i n  p r i v a t e  c o n f e r e n c e s  
6 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  
7 .  d o n ' t  know 



44. Which conferences a r e  most important  t o  you? Why? 

45, Where do you work? P l ea se  choose one: 
1. most ly  a t  home 
2 .  mostly a t  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  
3 .  mostly a t  a work p l a c e  o t h e r  t han  home o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  
4, o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  spec i fy )  

4 6 .  Where a r e  you when you go on l ine?  Please choose one: 
1. mostly a t  home 
2 .  most ly  a t  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  
3. most ly  a t  a work p l a c e  o t h e r  than  home o r  t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  
4 .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  

4 7 .  Th i s  i s  t h e  end of Sec t ion  One. Feel fret? t o  provide  any comments below 
P e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  ques t i ons  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n :  



SECTION TWO *** WORKSHEET **' 

P l e a s e  tear t h i s  s h e e t  o u t  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  It  i s  n o t  be t u r n e d  i n  and  i s  
o n l y  meant t o  be u s e d  f o r  your  r e f e r e n c e .  

Think f o r  a minu te  abou t  t h o s e  p e o p l e  you feel e s p e c i a l l y  c l o s e  t o -  i n  o t h e r  
words, t h o s e  p e o p l e  whom you would p r o b a b l y  r e f e r  t o  as y o u r  close friends. 
Now, i n  t h e  b l a n k s  below write t h e i r  names o r  i n i t i a l s .  Again,  this will 
not be turned in w i t h  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  T h i s  i s  done o n l y  f o r  y o u r  
r e f e r e n c e .  I have p r o v i d e d  b l a n k s  f o r  up t o  8 c l o s e  f r i e n d s .  You are n o t  
e x p e c t e d  t o  fill i n  each  one, j u s t  as many as p e r t a i n  t o  you. That  is, if you 
feel o n l y  3 p e o p l e  i n  your l i f e  q u a l i f y  as c l o s e  f r i e n d s ,  t h e n  o n l y  f i l l  i n  
t h r e e  o f  t h e  b l a n k s .  

1. Close Friend #I 

2. Close Friend #2 

3. Close Friend #3 

4. Close Friend #4 

5. Close Friend #5 

6. Close Friend #6 

7. Close Friend #7 

8. Close Friend #8 



SECTION TWO, continued. Using the worksheet list of close friends as 
Your guide, please answer the following sets of Westions, one for each close 
friend you identified. Each set of questions is identical. If you have only 
identified, for example, three close friends, then only fill out only the first 
three sets and move to the end of this section on page 17. The scale used is: 

Nor at d Somewhat Very Extremely Don't 

You circle the number that impomnt important I m p o ~ n t  Imponant h p o m n t  know 

represents your answer =>>> 1 2 3 4 5 0 

During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 4 5 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 5 

c. PortaCorn: 1 2 3 4 5 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 1 2 3 4 5 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 

f. other (please specify) : f 2 3 4 5 

g- Did you meet this friend through PortaCom? 
Please circle one: YES NO 

h.  Did you meet this friend through an online 
service other than ~ortacom? 
Please circle one: YES NO 

- - - - - - - - - . .  

During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 

a. telephone: 1 2 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 '2 

c. PortaCorn: 1 2 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 1 2 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 

f. other (please specify) : 1 2 

Did you meet this friend through PortaCom? 
Please circle one: YES NO 

Did you meet this friend through an online 
service other than Portacorn? 
Please circle one: YES NO 



Not at dl Somewhat Very E x m c l y  Don't 
hP0-t h p m t  Imp-t Important Importam know 

During t h i s  school  year ,  how important  
t o  you have t h e  fo l lowing  been as a 

a. t e lephone:  1 2 3 4 5 

b. speaking,  i n t e r a c i n g  i n  person:  1 2 3 4 5 

c. PortaCorn: 1 2 3 4 5 

d. o n l i n e  s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  PortaCorn: 1 2 3 4 5 

e. w r i t t e n  correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 

f .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 1 2 3 4 5 

g- Did you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through PortaCorn? 
P l e a s e  c i r c l e  one: YES NO 

h. D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through an o n l i n e  
s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn? 
P l e a s e  c i r c l e  one: YES NO 

4. Close Friend #4 
During t h i s  school  year ,  how important 
t o  you have t h e  fo l lowing  been a s  a 
means of i n t e r a c t i n g  wi th  t h i s  f r i e n d :  

a. t e lephone:  1 2 

b. speaking,  i n t e r a c i n g  i n  person:  1 2 

c. PortaCorn: 1 2 

d. o n l i n e  s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn: 1 2 

e. w r i t t e n  correspondence: 1 2 

f .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 1 2 

D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through an o n l i n e  
s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  portacorn? 
P l e a s e  c i r c l e  one: YES NO 



During t h i s  school  year ,  how important 
t o  you have t h e  fo l lowing  been as a 

a. t e lephone:  1 2 

b. speaking,  i n t e r a c i n g  i n  person:  1 2 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 

d. o n l i n e  s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  PortaCorn: 1 2 

e. w r i t t e n  correspondence: 1 2 

f .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 1 2 

g. D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through PortaCorn? 
P l e a s e  circle one: YES NO 

h.  D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through an o n l i n e  
s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn? 
P l e a s e  circle one: YES NO 

Not at all Somewhat 

During t h i s  school  year ,  how important 
t o  you have t h e  fo l lowing  been a s  

a. t e lephone:  1 2 

b. speaking,  i n t e r a c i n g  i n  person:  1 2 

c. PortaCom: 1 2 

d. o n l i n e  s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  PortaCom: 1 2 

e. w r i t t e n  correspondence: 1 2 

f .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 1 2 

Very E x m e l y  Don't 

h p o a a n t  Important know 

D i d  you m e e t  t h i s  f r i e n d  through an o n l i n e  
s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn? 
Please circle one: YES NO 



Not at dl Somewhat "cry 
important imporwt Imponant Imponant 

During t h i s  school  year ,  how important  
t o  you have t h e  fo l lowing  been as a 

a. t e lephone:  1 2 3 4 

b. speaking,  i n t e r a c i n g  i n  person:  1 2 3 4 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 

d. o n l i n e  s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t h a n  Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 

e .  w r i t t e n  correspondence: 1 2 3 4 

f . o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 1 2 3 4 

Q. D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through PortaCorn? 
P l e a s e  circle one: YES NO 

h. D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through an o n l i n e  
s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn? 
P l e a s e  c i r c l e  one: YES NO 

8. Close Friend #8 
During t h i s  school  year ,  how important 
t o  you have t h e  fo l lowing  been a s  a 

a. t e lephone:  1 2 3 4 

b. speaking,  i n t e r a c i n g  i n  person:  1 2 3 4 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 

d. o n l i n e  s e r v i c e  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 

e. w r i t t e n  correspondence: 1 2 3 4 

f .  o t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  : 1 2 3 4 

g- Did you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through Portacorn? 
P l e a s e  c i r c l e  one: YES NO 

Extrcmcly Don't 

Imponant know 

h.  D i d  you meet t h i s  f r i e n d  through an  o n l i n e  
Se rv i ce  o t h e r  t han  Portacorn? 
P l e a s e  c i r c l e  one: YES NO 



9 .  please estimate how many of the close friends you ident i f ied  know each other at ie 
somewhat. Please choose one: 

1. none or very few 
2 .  about 25% 
3 .  about 50% 
4 .  about 75% 
5. a l l  or nearly a l l  
6 .  other (please specify) : 

10. T h i s  i s  the end of Section Two. Feel f ree  t o  of fer  any comments about t h i s  sect<c 

------------------------------------------------------,- _--______________------------------------------------------------------.. 

PLEASE GO TO THE NEXT SECTION 



SECTIONTHREE-S his section asks for information about what role Portacorn 
and other ways of communicating play in your life in a general sense rather 
than with individuals. The importance scale and media choices used are the 
same as those used in the last section. All the questions in this section 
have exactly the same format. I recommend you look at the first few 
questions to get a feel for the format and then proceed. 

* * * * * * * * * * *  
Not at all Somewhat Very Extnmely Don't 

You circle the number that lmpohlnt lmpoltPnt Important ~mponant Important know 

represents your answer ===>>> 1 2 3 4 5 0 

2 

1. During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with family 
and/or relatives: 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 4 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 

d. online service other than Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 

: 1 f. other (please specify) 3 

2. During this school year, how important- 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with co-workers: 

a. telephone: 

b. speaki.ng, interacing in person: 

c. PortaCom: 

d. online service other than PortaCorn: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 



Not at a l l  Somewhat Very Exuanely Don't 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

c. PortaCom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. online service other than Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 5 0 

4. During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with those you 
argue with: 

a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

c. PortaCom: 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 

a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

c. PortaCom: 

d. online service other than PortaCorn: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 



I l i f e :  I 
a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

c. PortaCom: 

d.  online service other than PortaCom: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 

Nor at lll Somewhat Very Extremely Don't 
unporunt important Imponant Imponant Imponant know 

6. During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with those who 
have an ongoing presence i n  your 

7 .  During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with 

L acquaintances:  I 
a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

c .  PortaCom: 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 

8 .  During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with those you 
cons ider  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n f l u e n t i a  
i n  your l i f e :  J a .  telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

c. PortaCom: 

d.  online service other than PortaCom: 

e. written correspondence: 

f .  other (please specify) 







Not at all Somewhat V- Extmnely Don't 
important important Important Imponant Important know 

15. During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of asking for or receiving 
help in a crisis situation: 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. online service other than Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 5 0 

16. During this school year, how important 
to you have the following been as a 
means of offering or giving daily 
or ongoing emotional support to 

I 0-s : I 
a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

d. online service other than PortaCorn: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 

to you have the following been as a 
means of offering or giving help 

a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 

c. PortaCorn: 

d. online service other than PortaCorn: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 



Not at dl Somewhat Very Extremely Don't 
important important Important Important Important know 

1 8 .  During this school year, when you 
asked others for help with a small 
task, such as going shopping or moving 
furniture, how important have the 
following been for making the 
arrangements: 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 5 0 

19. During this school year, when others 
asked you for help with a small 
task, such as going shopping or moving 
furniture, how important have the fol- 

I lowing been for making the arrangements :I 

a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person 

c. PortaCom 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 

e. written correspondence: 

f. other (please specify) 



Not at dl Somewhat V q  Extmnely Don't 
important i m p o ~ t  hponant  Impoaant Important know 

20. IF YOU WERE A TEACHER THIS SCHOOl 
YEAR PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION. 
Otherwise please go to the next 

During this school year, how importan 
to you have the following been as a 
means of interacting with your 

1 students : I 
a. telephone: 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

c. Portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 5 0 _ _ _  

21. IF YOU LEFT YOUR HOME TOWN THIS 
YEAR and moved somewhere new, please 
answer this question. Otherwise go tc 
the next question. 

How important to you have the follow- 
ing been for interacting with those 
in your home town: 

a. telephone: 1 2 3 1; , , 

b. speaking, interacing in person: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

c. PortaCom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. online service other than PortaCom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. written correspondence: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 5 0 





SECTIQNFOUR-I~ this section you are asked questions about how you find 
information, what you like to do, what kinds of transportation are important 
to you, and other odds and ends. The same scale of importance is used. 

Not at all Somewhat Very Ext~mc ly  Don't 
important important Imponant Imponant Imponant know 

1. How important have the following been 
to you during the school year as a 
means of finding information to help 
or enhance youx personal or social - 

I life: I 
a. in person meetings: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

b. phone conversations: i 2 3 4 5 0 

c. newspaper: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. TV: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. formal education: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. portacom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

g. online group other than 
one on portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

h. magazines: 1 5 0 

i. other (please specify) : : 1 2 -! 3 

a. in person meetings: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

. - - -_____ _ _  ____________________--_--_--- - - - - - - - - -_--- - - - - .  

2. How important to you have the following 
information sources been during the 
school year as a means of finding 
information to help or enhance your 
professional life or educational 
career: 

b. phone conversations: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

- 

c. newspaper: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

d. TV: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

e. formal education: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. portacom: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

g. online group other than 
one on portacorn: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

h. magazines: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

i. other (please specify) : : 1 2 3 4 5 0 



Not at all Somewhat Very E x m e l y  Don't 
important importpnt Important Important Important know 

3 .  How important to you has your 
involvement with the following groups 
been during this school year: 

a. church or spiritual group: 1 2 

b. hobby or recreation group: 1 2 

c. educational group (formal class, 
study group): 1 2 

d. circle of friends which 
you see in person: 1 2 

e. people at work: 1 2 

f. family: 1 2 

g. portacom: 1 2 

h. online group other than 
one on portacom: 1 2 3 4 

i. other (please specify) : 1 2 3 4 

--____ - 

4 .  How important have the following 
activities been to you during the 

I school year: I 
a- spending time interacting with friends, 

face to face or on the phone: 

b. spending time interacting with family: 

c. working: 

d. watching TV: 

e. listening to the radio: 

f. entertainment (for example, going 
to plays or movies) : 

g. practicing an avocation or sport: 

h. reading: 

i. spending time interacting on PortaCom: 

I. spending time interacting on online 
services other than PortaCom: 

k. other, please specifiy 



Not at all Somewhat Very Exvanely Don't 
important imporunt Important Important Important know 

5. How important to you have the follow- 
ing means of transportation been (for 
any reason- work, shopping, whatever) 
during this school year in meeting you 
daily and/or ongoing transportation 
needs outside your neighborhood: 

a. own car: 

b. borrowed car: 

c. car pooling: 

d. bicycle: 

e. walking: 

f. public transportion: 

g. other (please specify) : 

6. During this school year, how important 
has PortaCom been as a means of: L 

a. meeting class requirements: 

b. collaborating with colleagues 
or fellow students: 

c. coordinating projects with others: 

d. meeting work requirements 
(as part of your job) : 

e. discussing personal or 
social life issues: 

f. gaining technical information: 

g. engaging in fun or general discussion: 

h. other (please specify: ) 



Not at d Somewhat VW Extxunely Don't 
hPo-t hpo-1 Important Imponant Important know 

have online services other Porta- 
Corn (such as UACN mail, BITNET, etc.) 

a. meeting class requirements: 1 2 

b. colloborating with colleagues 
or fellow students: 1 2 

c. coordinating projects with others: 1 2 

d. meeting work requirements 
(as part of your job) : 1 2 

e. discussing personal or 
social life issues: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

f. gaining technical information: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

g. engaging in fun or general discussion: 1 2 3 4 5 0 

h. other (please specify: : 1 2 3 4 5 0 _ _ _  
8. How important are the following as 

issues which face PortaCom and its 

I continued development: I 
a. having enough room on the V M  

to support PortaCom: 

b. which PortaCom users should get 
priority in terms of space, 

resources, and access: 

C .  will there be money to support it: 

d. establishing/not establishing a 
way of handling disputes on PortaCom: 

e. issues of free speech/censorship: 

f. issues of offensive behavior: 

g. how big PortaCom should 
get and open it should be: 

h. issues of "who controls PortaComw: 

i. UAS administrat. support of PortaCom: 

j. issues surrounding legal minors 
having access to adult online material: 

k. Other (please specify) 



9. Please feel free to comment on how you feel these issues facing PortaComls 
development can or should be addressed. If more space is needed, feel free to 
continue on the back of the page: 

1 0 .  This is the end of Section Four. Feel free to Comment about the questions in 
this section: 



SECTION FIVE-   he f i r s t  p a r t  of t h i s  s e c t i o n  a s k s  you t o  ra te  t h e  degree 
t o  
wtlich you ag ree  o r  d i s a g r e e  wi th  some s t a t emen t s  u s i n g  t h e  fo l l owing  s c a l e :  

You c i r c l e  t h e  number t h a t  
best r e p r e s e n t s  your answer => 

Stronlgy Stronlgy Don't 
Diugree Disagree N a ~ t r d  Agree A g m  know 

Strongly Strongly Don? 
Diugree Disagree Neutral Agree A g m  know 

1. STATEMENT: 
"I: would m i s s  PortaCom i f  it were no 
longe r  around. " 1 2 3 

2. STATEMENT: 
"There a r e  two k inds  of people:  those  on 
PortaCom and t h o s e  no t  on PortaCom." 1 2 3 

3 .  STATMENT: 
"Portacorn i s  a waste of  t i m e . "  1 2 3 

4. STATEMENT: 
" I f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of PortaCom were 
t h r ea t ened ,  s ay  through budget c u t s ,  
I would be  w i l l i n g  t o  work o r  perhaps 
pay a f e e  t o  h e l p  p re se rve  it." 1 2 3 

5. STATEMENT: 
"I feel Portacorn should be used more f o r  
r e s e a r c h  and educa t ion  than  f o r  genera l  
d i s c u s s i o n  and s o c i a l i z i n g . "  1 2 3 

6 .  If  Portacorn were no longer  around, what would you miss? 



7 .  ~f someone were t o  t e l l  you t h a t  he o r  she f e l t  Portacom was a waste of 
time, how would you l i k e l y  f e e l ?  Choose ALL t h a t  apply: 

1. upset o r  angry 
2 .  somewhat upset  o r  angry 
3 .  defensive 
4 .  somewhat defensive 
5. wouldn' t care- no b i g  deal  
6 .  t h a t  mabye they were r i g h t  
7 .  t h a t  they were e s s e n t i a l l y  r i g h t  
8 .  t h a t  t h e  person saying it d i d n ' t  understand PortaCom 
9.  cur ious  a s  t o  why they s a i d  t h a t  

1 0 .  t h a t  i f  t h e  person who s a i d  t h a t  knew more about Portacorn, 
they would f e e l  more p o s i t i v e  about it 

11. t h a t  t h e  person should be ignored because they obviously don ' t  
know what they a r e  t a l k i n g  about 

1 2 .  t h a t  t h e  person needs t o  be educated about PortaCom 
13. t h a t  t h e  person probably has never used PortaCom 
1 4 .  t h a t  t h e  person has an important point  of view I sllould l i s t e n  to 
15.  Other (p lease  speci fy)  : 

8 ,  I n  t h e  space below, f e e l  f r e e  t o  e labora te  on your r eac t ion  t o  someone who 
s a i d  Portacorn was a waste of time: 



9. ~f the existence of PortaCom was threatened, Say through budget cuts,  what 
would you be will ing t o  do t o  help preserve it. Please choose ALL tha t  apply 

1. I wouldn't be inspired t o  help 
2 .  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  I am too busy t o  help but would hope Portacom survives 
3. anything reasonable, as  long as it doesn't take a  l o t  of time 
4 .  c a l l  someone who was inf luent ial  i n  deciding PortaComts f a t e  
5. write a l e t t e r  i n  support of keeping PortaCom 
6.  sign a  pe t i t ion  t o  help keep PortaCom 
6 .  help circulate  a  pet i t ion t o  preserve PortaCom 
7 .  at tend a  meeting about it 
8 .  spend a  few hours a  week helping t o  organize the e f fo r t  t o  keep it 
9 .  I would pay a  fee i f  I had t o  
1 0 .  other (please specify) 

10. Feel f ree  t o  elaborate on what e l se  you would do t o  help preserve 
PortaCom: 

11. Overall, how would you ra t e  your experience on Portacom during t h i s  
school year: 

1. bad or waste of time 
2 .  okay some of the time 
3. mostly good 
4 .  mostly very good 
5. always very good 
6.  other (please specify) 

1 2 .  This i s  the end of Section Five and the end of the questionnaire. Feel 
f ree  t o  comment on t h i s  section or the questionnaire overal l :  



APPENDIX II - DATA TABLES 

T h i s  appendix c o n s i s t s  of d a t a  tables c o n t a i n i n g  data c o l l e c t e d  f o r  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e  S e c t i o n s  I1 and  111. HOW t o  read t h e  data table i s  e x p l a i n e d  

below i n  t e r m s  of t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o l l e c t e d  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n :  

"During t h e  s c h o o l  y e a r ,  how i m p o r t a n t  t o  you have t h e  f o l l o w i n g  been as a 

means of i n t e r a c t i n g  w i t h  f a m i l y  and  r e l a t i v e s ?  Phone, in -person  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  

Portacorn, Onl ine  s e r v i c e s  o t h e r  t h a n  PortaCorn, Wr i t ing ,  and  o t h e r ? "  

Table A l .  Family- Data Table 

1 . SIII, Q1: Family 
2. 
3 .  Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7 .  Very important 
8.  Extremely important 
9. Missing 

10. Total 
1 1 . Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 
18. Relative, whole 

Phone 
0 
3 
9 
6 

2 1 
43 

1 
83  
8 2  

9 9 O/o 

52% 
78% 
85% 

7 0 
3 7 O/o 

3 7  

In person 
0 
9 
9 

1 2  
1 5  
35  

3 
8 3 
8 0  

9 6 % 
44% 
63% 
7 8 '10 

6 2 
3 2 O/o 

3 2  

Online 
0 

6 1 
5 
4 
4 

5 

8 3 
7 8 

9 4 "10 
5 %  

10% 
1 5 O/o 

12  
6 %  

6 

Other 
2 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 

7 7  
8 3  

6 
7 O/O 

0% 
0 96 
0 O/O 

0 
0 O/o 

0 

Each row of t h e  t a b l e  i s  e x p l a i n e d  i n  t u r n .  

ROW #I - The q u e s t i o n  a n d  q u e s t i o n  t i t l e .  T h i s  data t a b l e  r e p r e s e n t s  

S e c t i o n  111, Ques t ion  1 and  concerns  f a m i l y .  

ROW #2 - The d i f f e r e n t  forms of  i n t e r a c t i o n  a s k e d  a b o u t  i n  t h e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  "Online" r e f e r s  t o  " o t h e r  o n l i n e  s e r v i c e s "  ( t h a t  i s ,  o n l i n e  

S e r v i c e s  o t h e r  t h a n  Portacorn).  

#3-8 - The number of t h e  number of  t i m e s  r e s p o n d e n t s  c i t e d  t h e s e  

l e v e l s  o f  impor tance  f o r  each form of i n t e r a c t i o n .  These c o n s t i t u t e  " v a l i d " ,  



t h a t  i s  "non-blank," answers. 

~ o w s  #9  - The number of mi s s ing  (b l ank )  answers .  For  t h e  purpose  of 

t h i s  s tudy  t h e s e  are cons idered  i n v a l i d  answers. 

Row #10 - The number of t o t a l  v a l i d  and non-val id  answers .  T h i s  

should  always equa l s  83 as t h e r e  were 83 respondents .  

Row #11 - The number of  t h e  number of non-blank answers .  

ROW #12 - The pe rcen tage  of t h e  t o t a l  answers  d i v i d e d  by t h e  t o t a l  

number of v a l i d  answers (row l l / r o w  1 0 ) .  

ROW #13 - "extremely impor tan t"  i s  t h e  pe rcen tage  of v a l i d  r e sponses  

t h a t  were extremely impor tan t .  This  i s  r e f e r enced  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of l e v e l s  

of  importance d i s cus sed  a l i t t l e  later .  

#14 - "2 very  impor tan t"  i s  t h e  pe rcen tage  of v a l i d  r e sponses  t h a t  

a r e  equa l  t o  o r  g r e a t e r  than  very  important  ( t h a t  is,  e i t h e r  very  important  or 

extremely i m p o r t a n t ) .  This  i s  r e f e r enced  i n  t h e  d i s cus s ion  of l e v e l s  of 

importance d i s cus sed  a l i t t l e  l a t e r .  

Row #15 - "2 impor tan t"  i s  t h e  pe rcen tage  o f  v a l i d  r e s p r ~  , 

equa l  t o  o r  greater than  important ( t h a t  is, e i t h e r  important ,  V ( . Y  , l r n ~ i  L ,  ; ,t, 

o r  extremely i m p o r t a n t ) .  This  i s  re fe renced  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of l e v e l s  of 

The number ofimportance d i s cus sed  a l i t t l e  l a t e r .  

ROWS #16-18 - These a r e  used  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  d a t a  i n  a more 

h o l i s t i c ,  r e l a t i v e  con tex t .  ROW # 1 6  c o n s i s t s  of t h e  t o t a l  number of 

respondents  c i t i n g  each form of i n t e r a c t i o n  a s  " 2  impor tan t . "  ROW # 1 7  is t h e  

t o t a l  r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  row #16 d iv ided  by t h e  t o t a l  number of  t i m e s  forms of 

i n t e r a c t i o n  were c i t e d  a s  "2 important"  f o r  any media. For example, t h e  t o t a l  

of row # I 6  is  191, which sums a l l  t h e  t i m e s  t h a t  any form of i n t e r a c t i o n  was 

seen  as "2 impor t an t . "  Phone was c i t e d  a s  " 2  important"  70 t imes .  ~ h u s ,  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  importance of phone i s  37% (70/191 = 3 7 % ) .  



Questionnaire Section I1 - Close Friends 

1. SII, Q1: Close Friend #1 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don1 t know 1 1 0 0 1 
4. ~ o t  at all important 6 8 65 50 4 4 
5. Somewhat important 17 9 9 7 17 
6. Important 12 6 8 8 9 
7. Very important 15 11 0 7 7 
8. Extremely important 31 4 7 0 9 5 
9. Missing 1 1 1 2 0 
10. Total 83 8 3 8 3 83 8 3 
11. Total valid 8 2 82 82 81 8 3 
12. Percent valid 99% 99% 99% 98% 100% 
13. = extremely important 38% 57% 0% 11% 6 % 
14. => very important 56% 71% 0% 20% 14% 
15. => important 71% 78% 10% 30% 25% 
16. Total, => important 58 64 8 24 2 1 
17. Relative 32% 36% 4% 13% 123 

1. SII, 92: Close Friend #2 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 1 1 0 0 0 
4. Not at all important 12 9 6 6 4 9 3 8 
5. Somewhat important 15 9 6 5 17 
6. Important 11 13 4 4 12 
7. Very important 19 19 1 6 ,, 

8. Extremely important. 23 3 0 i . e, 
2 2 3 9. Missing 

10. Total 8 3 8 3 8 3 d ' 
11. Total valid 8 1 8 1 80 d 0 
12. Percent valid 98% 98% 96% 96, '95 
13. = extremely important 28% 37% 3% 14% 88 
14. => very important 52 % 60% 5% 28% 15% 
15. => important 65% 77% 10% 33% 30% 
16. Total, => important 5 3 62 8 2 6 24 
17. Relative 30% 35% 5% 15% 14% 

1. SII, 43: Close Friend # 3  
2. Phone In person Portacorn Online Writing 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 
4. Not at all important 11 11 5 5 45 44 
5. Somewhat important 14 9 10 6 13 
6. Important 18 16 2 6 7 
7. Very important 16 14 2 6 6 
8. Extremely important 16 2 4 5 11 3 
9. Missing 8 9 9 9 10 
10. Total 83 83 83 83 83 
11. Total valid 75 74 74 74 73 
12. Percent valid 90% 89% 89% 89% 88% 
13. = extremely important 21% 32% 7% 15% 4% 
14. => very important 43% 51% 9% 23% 12% 
15. => important 67% 73% 12% 31% 2 2 %  
16. Total, => important 50 5 4 9 2 3 16 
17. Relative 33% 35% 6 % 15% 10" 

O t h e r  

O t h e r  
2 
2  
0 
0 
0 
2 

'7 7 
9 3 
6 
7 3 

33% 
33"- 
332 

2 
1: 

O t h e r  
1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
1 
7 8 
83 
5 
6" 

209  
20 - 
2 0 
1 
1 



2. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 
10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

1. SII, Q5: Close Friend 
2. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7, Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 
10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

1. SII, Q6: Close Friend 
2. 
3. Don1 t know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important. 
9. Missing 
10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 

Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
0 0 0 0 0 

1. SIX, Q4: Close Friend #4 

17. Relative 

# 5  
Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 

0 0 0 0 0 
10 13 39 3 3 2 6 
9 6 6 3 5 
8 11 1 4 6 
16 7 1 3 6 
6 12 2 6 
3 4 3 4 3 4 \: ' 1  
83 83 83 ) 

4 9 49 4 9 4 -.I 
59% 59% 59% 5 9 
12% 24% 4% 12% 12 -  
45% 39% 6% 18% L 4 k  
61 % 61 % 8% 27% 378 
30 30 4 13 18 
31% 31% 4% 14% 19% 

#6 
Phone 

0 
7 
9 
8 
6 
7 
4 6 
83 
37 
45% 
19% 
35% 
57% 
21 
28% 

In person PortaCom Online Writing 
0 0 0 0 
6 2 6 24 19 
8 4 2 7 
6 2 4 5 
7 1 3 0 
10 4 4 5 
4 6 4 6 4 6 4 7 
83 83 83 83 
37 3 7 37 3 6 
45% 45% 45% 43% 
27% 11% 11% 14% 
4 6% 14% 19% 14% 
62% 19% 30% 28% 
2 3 7 11 10 
31% 9% 15% 1 4 8  

Other 
1 
3 
1 
0 
0 
2 
7 6 
83 
7 
8% 
29% 
2 9% 
29% 
2 
2% 

Other 
1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
1 
7 8 
8 3 

5 
G ;  

20% 
20: 
20s 
1 
1 9 

Other 
1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
2 
77 
83 
6 

7 % 
33% 
33% 
3 3 "  
2 

3% 



1. SII, Q7: Close Fxiend 
2. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 
10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

1. SII, 48: Close Friend 
2. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 

10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

#7 
Phone 

0 
6 
7 
3 
1 
4 
62 
8 3 
21 
25% 
19% 
24% 
38% 
8 

21% 

# 8 
Phone 

0 
3 
4 
3 
4 
1 
68 
83 
15 

18% 
7 % 
33% 
53% 
8 

27% 

In person PortaCom Online Writing 
0 0 0 0 
4 14 13 11 
6 2 1 1 
3 1 1 4 
4 0 2 1 
4 4 4 3 
62 62 62 63 

In person PortaCom Online Writing 
0 0 0 0 
5 8 9 9 
3 I 1 2 
1 1 1 2 
3 4 2 0 
3 1 2 2 
6 8 6 8 6 8 
83 t? 3 .: > 

15 L5 i 

18% 18% , q  
20% 7% 13 
40% 33% 27s 135 
47% 40% 33% 175 
7 6 5 4 

23% 20% 17% 13% 

1. SII, Q 1-8 : ~ l l  8 Close Friends 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 2 2 0 0 1 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 

10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

Other 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8 1 
83 
2 
2% 
0% 
0% 
0 % 
0 
0% 

Other 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
81 
83 
2 

7 2 
/ 5 

- 1  

J% 
0 % 
0 
0% 

Other 
9 

19 
1 
2 
0 
10 
623 
664 
41 
6% 

24% 
24% 
295 
12 



Questionniare Section I11 

1. SIII, Q1: Family 
2 .. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 
10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16, Total, => important 
17. Relative 

1. SIII, 42: Co-workers 
L. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 
10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
0 0 0 0 0 
3 9 7 4 61 11 
9 9 2 5 2 5 
6 12 1 4 20 
21 15 1 4 17 
4 3 35 0 4 8 
1 3 5 5 2 
8 3 83 8 3 83 83 
82 8 0 78 78 8 1 
99% 96% 94% 94% 98% 
52% 44% 0% 5% 10% 
78% 63% 1% 10% 31% 
8 5% 78% 3% 15% 56% 
7 0 62 2 12 45 
37% 32% 1% 6% 24% 

Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
1 1 1 1 1 
12 5 48 29 3 8 
13 1 7 12 15 

1. SIII, Q3: Those you are close to 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 1 
4. Not at all impcrtant 3 1 44 3 5 17 
5. Somewhat important 8 2 21 17 13 
6. Important 9 11 9 9 28 
7. Very important 2 3 16 4 9 12 
8. Extremely important 4 2 5 3 3 12 12 
9. Missing 1 0 2 1 0 
10. Total 83 83 8 3 83 83 
11. Total valid 8 2 83 81 8 2 83 
12. Percent valid 99% 100% 98% 99% 100% 
13. = extremely important 5i% 64% 4% 15% 14% 
14. => very important 76% 83% 9% 26% 29% 
15. => important 87% 96% 20% 37% 63% 
16. Total, => important 7 1 80 16 3 0 52 
17. Relative 28% 32% 6% 12% 21% 

Other 
2 
4 
0 
0 
0 
0 
7 7 
83 
6 
7 "- 
0% 
OW 
0% 
0 
0 9 

Other 
4 
9 
0 
1 
0 
2 
6 7 
8 3 
16 
19% 
13% 
13% 
19% 
3 
1 % 

Other 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 
1 
7 6 
83 
7 
8 3 
14% 
14 % 
14 % 
1 
01 



1. S I I I ,  44: Those you a rgue  w i th  
2. Phone I n  p e r s o n  PortaCom O n l i n e  W r i t i n g  
3. D o n ' t  know 4 4 3 3 4 
4.  Not a t  a l l  i m p o r t a n t  3 8 9 36 4 6 4 5 
5 .  Somewhat i m p o r t a n t  1 9  10  12  10  14 
6.  I m p o r t a n t  9 23 11 10 6 
7 .  Very  i m p o r t a n t  5 1 2  10 3 3 
8 .  E x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  3 2 2 7 5 6 
9.  M i s s i n g  5 3 4 6 5 

1 0 .  T o t a l  83 83  83 83  83 
11. T o t a l  v a l i d  7 8 8 0 7 9 77 7 8 
1 2 .  P e r c e n t  v a l i d  94% 96% 95% 93% 94% 
1 3 .  = e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  4 % 28% 9% 6% 8% 
1 4 .  => v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  10% 43% 22% 10% 12% 
1 5 .  => i m p o r t a n t  22% 71% 35% 23% 19% 
1 6 .  T o t a l ,  => i m p o r t a n t  17  57 28 1 8  1 5  
1 7 .  R e l a t i v e  13% 23% 11% 7 % 6% 

1. SIII, Q 5 :  Those you l i k e  t o  spend a l o t  of t ime  w i t h  
2 .  Phone I n  p e r s o n  PortaCom O n l i n e  W r i t i n g  
3 .  D o n ' t  know 1 0 1 2 2 
4.  ~ o t  a t  a l l  i m p o r t a n t  4 2 44 3 8 3 3 
5.  Somewhat i m p o r t a n t  16  0 18 1 3  1 5  
6.  I m p o r t a n t  12  6 10 1 7  17  
7 .  Very  i m p o r t a n t  20 1 7  5 4 9  
8 .  E x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  30 5 8 4 6 

0 0 9.  M i s s i n g  I A 

1 0 .  T o t a l  83 83  83 8 3 
11. T o t a l  v a l i d  8 3 83  8 2 8 2 
1 2 .  P e r c e n t  v a l i d  100% 100% 99% 99% 93 
1 3 .  = e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  36% 70% 5% 10% 7 % 
1 4 .  => v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  60% 90% 11% 15% 1 8  % 
1 5 .  => i m p o r t a n t  75% 98% 23% 35% 39% 
1 6 .  T o t a l ,  => i m p o r t a n t  
1 7 .  R e l a t i v e  

O t h e r  
2 
5 
9 
0 
0 
1 

75 
83 

8 
10% 
13% 
13% 
13% 

1 
0% 

O t h e r  
3 
5 
0 
0 
0 
1 

74 
83 

2 

i 8 - 
11% 
11% 

1 
0 % 

1. SIII, Q6: Those who have an  ongoing p re sence  i n  your l i f e  
2 .  Phone I n  p e r s o n  PortaCom O n l i n e  W r i t i n g  O t h e r  
3 .  D o n ' t  know 1 0 0 1 1 1 
4.  ~ o t  a t  a l l  i m p o r t a n t  4 1 44 37 29 4 
5 .  Somewhat i m p o r t a n t  10  5 17  14  11 1 
6. I m p o r t a n t  2 2 1 5  12  20 2 4 0 
7 .  Very  i m p o r t a n t  1 9  14 5 5 8 0 
8 .  E x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  2 7 4 7 3 5 10 1 
9.  M i s s i n g  0 1 2 1 0 7 6 

1 0 .  T o t a l  8 3 8 3 83 83  8 3 83 
11. T o t a l  val id 83 82 81  8 2 83 7 
1 2 .  p e r c e n t  v a l i d  100% 99% 98% 99% 100% 8% 
13. = e x t r e m e l y  i m p o r t a n t  33% 57% 4 % 6% 12% 14% 
1 4 .  => v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  55% 74% 10% 12% 22% 14 % 
1 5 .  => i m p o r t a n t  82% 93% 25% 37% 51% 14 % 
1 6 .  T o t a l ,  => i m p o r t a n t  68 76 2 0 3 0 4 2 1 
1 7 .  R e l a t i v e  29% 32% 8% 13% 18% 0 % 



1. SIII, 47: Acquaintances 
2. Phone 
3. Don't know 0 
4. Not at all important 19 
5. Somewhat important 2 7 
6. Important 2 1 
7. Very important 8 
8. Extremely important 8 
9. Missing 0 
10. Total 83 
11. Total valid 8 3 
12. Percent valid 100% 
13. = extremely important 10% 
14. => very important 19% 
15. => important 45% 
16. Total, => important 37 
17. Relative 19% 

In person PortaCom Online Writing 
0 0 0 0 
4 2 4 23 4 6 
19 23 2 2 16 
31 2 0 20 14 
16 7 9 4 
13 8 8 2 
0 1 1 1 
83 8 3 83 83 
83 8 2 8 2 8 2 

100% 99% 99% 99% 
16% 10% 10% 2 % 
35% 18% 21% 7% 
72% 43% 45% 24% 
60 35 3 7 20 
32% 18% 19% 11% 

Other 
1 
4 
0 
1 
0 
0 
77 
83 
6 
7% 
0% 
0 'j 
17% 

1. SIII, Q8: Those who are particularly influential in your life 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing Other 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 1 
4. ~ o t  at all important 11 2 3 9 3 1 2 4 4 
5. Somewhat important 12 1 16 18 12 0 
6. Important 17 7 10 11 2 0 0 
7. Very important 15 2 0 7 11 8 0 
8. Extremely important 25 5 0 6 7 14 2 
9. Missing 3 3 5 5 7 6 

10. Total 8 3 83 8 3 8 3 83 
11. Total valid 8 0 8 0 78 '8 7 
12. Percent valid 96% 96% 94% 948 4.: .. C; 

13. = extremely important 31 % 63% 8% 9 % 18% 97 

14. => very important 50% 88% 17% 23% 28% 29% 
15. => important 71% 96% 29% 37% 54% 29% 
16. Total, => important 5 7 77 23 2 9 42 2 
17. Relative 25% 33% 10% 13% 18% 1% 

1. SIII, Q9: Those who share a similar hobby or interest 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 1 1 0 1 1 
4. ~ o t  at all important 18 4 24 2 1 3 7 
5. Somewhat important 24 5 17 11 18 
6. Important 22 27 21 2 2 15 
7. Very important 9 21 13 13 7 
8. Extremely important 7 23 6 12 1 
9. Missing 2 2 2 3 4 

10. Total 83 83 83 8 3 83 
11. Total valid 8 1 8 1 81 80 7 9 
12. percent valid 98% 98% 98% 96% 95% 
13. = extremely important 9% 28% 7% 15% 1% 
14. => very important 20% 54% 23% 31% 10% 
15. => important 47% 88% 49% 59% 29% 
16. Total, => important 38 71 40 47 2 3 
17. Relative 17% 32% 18% 21% 10% 

Other 
2 
3 
0 
0 
1 
1 
76 
83 
7 
8% 
14% 
29% 
2 9% 
2 
1% 



1. SIII, Q10: Colleagues or peers in your field 

2. 
3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 

10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
1 1 1 1 2 
12 3 26 15 3 0 
10 5 12 12 15 
15 13 15 2 0 13 
2 5 26 11 18 12 
17 32 14 14 7 
3 3 4 3 4 
8 3 83 8 3 83 83 
80 80 79 8 0 79 
96% 96% 95% 96% 95% 
21% 40% 18% 17% 9% 
53% 73% 32% 40% 24% 
71% 8 9% 51% 65% 41% 
57 7 1 4 0 52 32 
22% 28% 16% 20% 13% 

1. SIII, Q11: Meeting new people 
Phone In person PortaCom Online Writinq 2. 

3. Don't know 
4. Not at all important 
5. Somewhat important 
6. Important 
7. Very important 
8. Extremely important 
9. Missing 

10. Total 
11. Total valid 
12. Percent valid 
13. = extremely important 
14. => very important 
15. => important 
16. Total, => important 
17. Relative 

0 
5 7 
14 
5 
3 
2 
2 
8 3 
8 1 
98% 
2 % 
6% 

12% 
10 
6% 

friends 1. SIII, Q12: Making new 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 0 0 1 1 2 
4. ~ o t  at all important 56 3 3 5 31 5 8 
5. Somewhat important 16 8 2 3 2 2 9 
6. Important 4 17 12 13 7 
7. very important 4 19 5 8 3 
8. Extremely important 1 3 5 5 6 3 
9. Missing 2 1 2 2 1 

10. Total 8 3 83 8 3 83 83 
11. Total valid 8 1 82 81 8 1 82 
12. percent valid 98% 99% 98% 98% 99% 
13. = extremely important 1% 43% 6% 7 % 4% 
14. => very important 6% 66% 12% 17% 7 % 

15. => im~ortant 11% 87% 27% 33% 16% 
16. Total, => important 9 71 22 27 13 
17. Relative 6% 50% 15% 19% 9% 1 % 

Other 
2 
4 
0 
0 
2 
1 
74 
83 
9 

11% 
11% 
33% 
33% 
3 
1% 

Other 
1 
3 
2 
0 
0 
1 
7 6 
3 3 

- s. 
14 % 
14% 
14% 
1 
1% 

Other 
1 
5 
1 
0 
1 
0 
75 
83 
8 

10% 
0% 
13% 
13% 
1 



1. S I I I ,  Q13: Strengthening old friendships 
2.  Phone I n  pe rson  PortaCom O n l i n e  W r i t i n g  
3 .  Don't  know 0 1 0 0 1 
4. Not a t  a l l  impor tan t  12 4 31 3 0 3 6 
5. Somewhat impor tan t  11 4 18 14 11 
6. Impor tan t  15 10 16 12 14 
7 .  Very i m p o r t a n t  21 20 7 10 5 
8 .  Extremely impor tan t  20 4 0 7 14 12 
9. Miss ing  4 4 4 3 4 

1 0 .  T o t a l  83 8 3 83 83 83 
11. T o t a l  v a l i d  79 79 7 9 8 0 79 
1 2 .  p e r c e n t  v a l i d  95% 95% 95% 96% 95% 
1 3 .  = ex t remely  impor tan t  25% 51 % 9% 17% 15% 
1 4 .  => v e r y  impor tan t  52% 76% 18% 30% 22% 
15 .  => impor tan t  71% 8 9% 38% 45% 39% 

T o t a l .  => impor tan t  56 7 0 30 36 31 

Other  
1 
5 
0 
0 
0 
1 

7 6 
8 3 

7 
8% 

14% 
1 4 %  
14% 

1 - - - 

R e l a t i v e  

SIII, Q14R: Asking for or receiving ongoing emotional support 
Phone I n  p e r s o n  PortaCom O n l i n e  W r i t i n g  Other  

Don ' t  know 0 0 0 0 1 1 
~ o t  a t  a l l  impor tan t  2 0 7 47 43 37 6 
Somewhat impor tan t  11 6 2 1 12 1 5  0 
Import  a n t  16 12 4 11 10 0 
Very i m p o r t a n t  17 20 4 6 11 1 
Extremely impor tan t  19 38 5 7 1 
Missing 0 0 2 i 74 
T o t a l  83 83 8 3 8 1 8 3 
T o t a l  v a l i d  83 83 8 1 8 1 9 
p e r c e n t  v a l i d  100% 100% 98% 98% 3 8 %  

= ex t remely  impor tan t  23% 4 6% 6% 11% 9 % L 1 S 
=> v e r y  impor tan t  43% 70% 11% 19% ~ 2 %  22% 
=> i m p o r t a n t  63% 84% 16% 32% 35% 22% 
T o t a l ,  => impor tan t  52 70 1 3  2 6 28 2 
R e l a t i v e  27% 37% 7% 14% 15% 1% 

SIII, 415: Asking for 

Don' t  know 
Not a t  a l l  impor tan t  
Somewhat i m p o r t a n t  
Import  a n t  
Very i m p o r t a n t  
Extremely impor tan t  
Miss ing  
T o t a l  
T o t a l  v a l i d  
P e r c e n t  v a l i d  

= e x t r e m e l y  impor tan t  
=> v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  
=> i m p o r t a n t  
T o t a l ,  => impor tan t  
R e l a t i v e  

or receiving help in a crisis situation 
Phone I n  p e r s o n  PortaCom O n l i n e  W r i t i n g  Other  

1 0 0 0 0 0 
16 9 5 5 4 8 5 0 6 

8 6 8 11 12 0 
7 10 9 5 7 0 

16 16 2 9 6 0 
31 3 9 5 6 4 2 

4 3 4 4 4 75 
83 8 3 83 83 83 83 
7 9 80 7 9 7 9 79 8 

95% 96% 95% 95% 95% 10% 
39% 4 9% 6% 8 % 5% 25% 
5 9% 69% 9% 19% 13% 25% 
68% 81% 20% 25% 22% 25% 

5 4 65 16 2 0 17 2 
31% 37% 9% 11% 10% 1% 



1. SIII, Q16: Offering or giving daily or ongoing emotional 
to others 

2. Phone In person PortaComOnline Writing 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 1 
4. Not at all important 10 4 4 6 39 39 
5. Somewhat important 12 3 15 15 15 
6. Important 17 17 11 10 17 
7. Very important 2 1 16 3 8 5 
8. Extremely important 22 4 2 4 8 4 
9. Missing 1 1 4 3 2 

10. Total 8 3 83 83 83 83 
11. Total valid 8 2 82 79 80 8 1 
12. Percent valid 9 9% 99% 95% 96% 98% 
13. = extremely important 27% 51% 5% 10% 5% 
14. => very important 52% 71% 9% 20% 11% 
15. => important 73% 91% 23% 33% 32% 
16. Total, => important 60 75 18 2 6 2 6 
17. Relative 29% 36% 9% 13% 13% 

1. SIII, Q17: Offering or giving help to others in a crisis 
situation 

2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 1 1 3 3 3 
4. ~ o t  at all important 11 8 50 4 1 4 9 
5. Somewhat important 9 3 10 10 12 
6. Important 8 15 7 11 6 
7. Very important 2 4 15 4 6 5 
8. Extremely important 2 7 3 8 4 i 4 

3 3 5 : 9. Missing 
10. Total 8 3 8 3 83 8 3 
11. Total valid 8 0 8 0 7 8 7 9 
12. percent valid 96% 96% 94% 95% 35' 
13. = extremely important 34% 47% 5% 10% 5 C- 
14. => very important 64% 66% 10% 18% 11% 
15. => important 74% 85% 19% 32% 19% 
16. Total, => important 5 9 68 15 25 15 
17. Relative 32% 37% 8% 14% 8 % 

support 

Other 
2 
5 
0 
0 
1 
0 
7 5 
83 
8 

10% 
0 % 
13% 
13% 
1 
0 % 

Other 
2 
6 
0 
0 
0 
1 
74 
23 

1. SIII, Q18: When you asked others for help with a small task 
that was not online 

2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing Other 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 1 
4. ~ o t  at all important 5 1 5 5 4 6 65 5 
5. Somewhat important 7 9 15 22 7 0 
6. Important 16 18 8 6 5 0 
7 .  Very important 2 2 26 1 4 2 0 
8. Extremely important 31 28 2 2 1 1 
9. Missing 2 1 2 3 3 76 

10. Total 83 8 3 83 83 83 8 3 
11. Total valid 8 1 8 2 81 8 0 8 0 7 
12. percent valid 98% 99% 98% 96% 9 6% 8 % 
13. = extremely important 38% 34% 2 % 3 % 1% 14% 
14. => very important 65% 66% 4 % 8 % 4% 14% 
15. => important 85% 88% 14% 15% 10% 14% 
16. Total, => important 69 7 2 11 12 8 1 
17. Relative 40% 42% 6% 7% 5 % 1% 



1, SIII, Q19: When others asked you for help with a small task 
2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing Other 
3. Don't know 0 0 1 1 1 1 
4, ~ o t  at all important 5 3 61 47 66 5 
5. Somewhat important 5 10 10 16 6 0 
6. Important 21 2 2 6 10 7 0 
7. Very important 18 18 1 6 1 0 
8. Extremely important 34 3 0 2 1 0 0 
9. Missing 0 0 2 2 2 77 

10. Total 83 8 3 8 3 83 83 8 3 
11. Total valid 83 83 81 8 1 81 6 
12. Percent valid 100% 100% 98% 98% 98% 7% 
13. = extremely important 41% 36% 2 % 1% 0 % 0 % 
14. => very important 63% 58% 4% 9 % 1% 0 % 
15. => important 88% 84% 11% 21% 10% 0% 
16. Total, => important 7 3 7 0 9 17 8 0 
17. Relative 41% 40% 5% 1.0% 5 % 0% 

1. SIII, Q20: If a teacher, how important in interacing with 
your students 

2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing Other 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 1 
4. ~ o t  at all important 6 0 14 13 7 1 
5. Somewhat important 5 2 5 4 8 0 
6. Important 6 2 3 3 6 0 
7. Very important 6 2 3 3 2 0 
8. Extremely important 6 2 3 4 6 1 
9. Missing 54 5 4 5 4 ; 4 4 80 

10. Total 8 3 83 83 3 3 8 3 
11. Total valid 29 29 29 2 0 3 
12. Percent valid 35% 35% 35% 35% 
13. = extremely important 21% 79% 14% 21% 2: i 

14. => very important 41% 8 6% 24% 31% 18% ~ 3 %  
15. => important 62% 93% 34% 41% 48% 33% 
16. Total, => important 18 2 7 10 12 14 1 
17. Relative 22% 33% 12% 15% 17% 1% 

1. SIII, 421: If left home, how important interacting w those in 
home town 

2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing Other 
3. Don't know 0 0 1 1 0 2 
4. ~ o t  at all important 0 2 10 6 2 0 
5. Somewhat important 1 4 2 1 4 0 
6. Important 2 3 0 0 3 0 
7. Very important 3 1 0 1 2 0 
8. Extremely important 7 3 0 4 2 0 
9. Missing 7 0 7 0 70 7 0 70 81 
10. Total 83 83 83 83 83 8 3 
11. Total valid 13 13 13 13 13 2 
12. Percent valid 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 2 % 
13. = extremely important 54% 23% 0% 31% 15% 0 % 
14. => very important 77% 31% 0% 38% 31% 0% 
15. => important 92% 54% 0% 38% 54% 0 % 
16. Total, => important 12 7 0 5 7 0 
17. Relative 39% 23% 0% 16% 23% 0 % 



1. SIII, Q22: If a student, how important interacting with 
fellow students 

2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 1 
4. Not at all important 14 2 14 17 52 
5. Somewhat important 16 3 19 13 8 
6. Important 18 11 9 14 1 
7. Very important 7 13 14 11 0 
8. Extremely important 7 3 4 7 7 0 
9. Missing 21 2 0 2 0 2 1 2 1 

10. Total 8 3 8 3 8 3 83 83 
11. Total valid 62 63 63 62 62 
12. Percent valid 75% 76% 76% 75% 75% 
13. = extremely important 11% 54% 11% 11% 0 % 
14. => very important 23% 75% 33% 29% 0% 
15. => important 52% 92% 48% 52% 2 % 
16. Total, => important 32 5 8 30 32 1 
17. Relative 21% 38% 19% 21% 1% 

Other 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
80 
83 
3 
4% 
33% 
33% 
33% 
1 
1% 

1. SIII, Q23: If a student, how important in interacing with 
teachers 

2. Phone In person PortaCom Online Writing Other 
3. Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 1 
4. Not at all important 15 4 24 2 1 40 1 
5. Somewhat important 2 0 2 9 13 9 1 
6. Important 13 8 8 7 5 0 

, - 
7. Very important 9 18 11 ? 2 0 
8. Extremely important 6 31 11 7 0 
9. Missing 2 0 20 20 A ._ 7 9 n 

10. Total 8 3 83 83 8 3 3 

11. Total valid 63 63 63 6 1 
12. Percent valid 7 6% 76% 76% 73% I : ,  

13. = extremely important 10% 4 9% 17% 11% t -  , - ;S 
14. => very important 24% 78% 35% 33% 8% 0% 
15. => important 44% 90% 48% 44% 17% 0 % 
16. Total, => important 28 5 7 30 2 7 10 0 
17. Relative 18% 38% 20% 18% 7 % 0 % 



APPENDIX  1 1 1  - Por taCom Conferences by  Type, as of  3110192 

This shows PortaCom private and public conferences as of March 10, 1992 
belonging to one of three broad groups: I- instructional/institutional, II- 
technical, or 11- social. Each of these is further broken down and defined. 
Please note that there may be disagreement among P0rtaC0m members concerning the 
categories and where I have placed conferences. Also note that many conferences 
belong to more than one category. For example, Open Forum is social but is also 
used to iron out issues relating to Porta.Com. Thus it belongs to category I I ~  
as well as category IIIa. The Compuer Center Log deals with both institutional 
issues (category Ia) as well as technical issues (category IIb) . ~hus, please 
use this as a guide to, not a definitive assessment of, PortaCom activity. 

1. ~cademic/institutional 
la. Educational, instructional, research-oriented, administrative 

Chemistry (Questions & Answers) 
Clio Con 
Physics 212 
First Amendment 
Ketchikan Student Issues 
Ketchikan Student Notices 
(UAS) Student Govt. Announcements 
Online Communication 
(ED 432) Electronic Democracy 
Alaska Science Projects Network 
Disted Dialogue 
OC Papers 
ED 333 (Learning Process) 
(UAS) Sitka Computer Faculty 
ATRN (AK Teacher Researcher Network) 
(Systems Analysis + Design) CIS 350 
ED 637 (Oldaker) 
ED 430 (Seminar) 
ED 670 (Conference) 
(Rural Student) Services Network 
GEO CON 
ED 402 
Juneau Teacher Researchers 
(ED 432) Ed Journal 
MEHS OA PROJECT 
Innovative Assessment 
COMT 493/ED 693 (Distance Education) 
Center (for) Teacher Education 
ED 432 
LEAD (conference) 
Distance Education Research Project 
(ed 432) usenet 
ED 673/com 473- A ~ V .  ~comm 
Sitka ED 402 
(Sitka) Online Services Course 
(SBPA) Advisory Committee 
(The Computer Center) Log 
(SBPA) Tech Talk 



1 b . A c a d e m i c a l l y  o r  s t u d e n t  p r o j e c t  i - e l a t e d ,  p o s s i b l y  b u t  not  
n e c e s s a r i l y  i n s t r u c t i o n a l :  
(A question of) Philosophy 
Ed Tech Bill 
(The) Holographic Paradigm 
(Short) Stories 
(Contemporary) Families 
The Academy (philosophia) 
(Towards Understanding) Islam 
Education Forum 
Legislation (in process) 
Etymology (Rediscovering Language) 
Enlightenment (Thinking) 
Acting ( &  all that drama stuff) 
(Marine Advisory Program) MAP 
Myers Briggs 
(Human) E-mail 
SERRC Tech Comm 
Sturgulewski/Carricaburu Conference 
Davidson/Jacobson Conference 
~acko/~tchley Conference 
Duncan/Gaffney Conference 
Navarre/Browning Conference 
~lmer/Gaffney Conference 
Bruckrnan/~agengast Conference 
~turgulewski/DuBeau Conference 
~oyer/Thieman Conference 
~turgulewski/Ower Conference 
~avarre/Thiel Conference 
Boyer/Thieman Conference 

Student Legislative Conference 

T e c h n i c a l  
2a .  Genera l  t e c h n i c a l  h e l p :  

(Ask) Dr. Vax 
Arniga Bits 
Network (Hitchhikers) 
WordPerf ect (Users Group) 
Apple talk 
Amiga Bits 
Connectivity (LANs, MANS, and WANs) 
Macintosh Users' Group 
UNIX User's Group 
IBM (Discussion and User's Group) 
Programming Languages 

2b.  Portacorn r e l a t e d  t e c h n i c a l ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e ,  g e n e r a l  i n f o :  
(Description of) Public Conferences 
(Description of) Private Conferences 
(Presentation of) New Users 
(PortaCOM) Etiquette 
(PortaCOM) HelpLine 
Suggestion Box 



3 .  Soc ia l  
3a. Student s e rv i ce ,  general  d iscuss ion,  o r  non-game r e l a t e d :  

Open Forum 
(Ideas and Info f o r )  Parenting 

Movie Reviews 
(The) Classif  ieds  
(Questioning Love & )  Sex 

Book Reviews 
Comic Books (and Other Collectables)  
Music (post )  
Joe ' s  Garage 
(Conference o f )  Absurdity 
(Pet )  Peeves 
Hoops Scoops 
Under 19 (club) 
Current Events 
Restaurant (Reviews) 
G&L Forum 
A - J  Mine 
Words of Wisdom 

3b. Games o r  game-related: 
Computer Games 
( I )  MORIA! (Dungeon Explorer' s Ltd. ) 

CONQUEST (Multi-Player S ta r  Trek) 
MUD (Multi User Dungeon) 
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