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b"Tculture.: Therefore, thls study proved that human‘:

ABSTRACT

ThlS research examlned:how Computer—Medlated

fCommunlcatﬁon!(CMC) fltS i

"_‘use of communlcatlon medla from human communlcatlon Z;f"““

diFace (FTF) communlcatlon _

‘7ﬁhypotheses were tested u31ng frequency count‘and cross;fﬂ;fty
ilytabulatlon data treatment by an onllne and offllne fﬁl
lihquestlonnalre survey. | |

The results from thlS data treatment showed that many

he'paradlgmymodel focu51ng on theﬁ;;;f;f

‘vusers are res1stant to adoptlng cMe not because of a lack offf},y

"”ltechnlcal knowledge and computer Sklll but because of each o

J1nd1v1dual s emotlons toward unfamlllarlty w1th the CMC

‘»;communlcatlon1perspectlves,are'thevcoreoof_CMCgl_
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INTRO'DYUCTION :

Computer technology found early_success‘among members of
the scientific community because it enabled them to quickly
perform extensive calculatiOns and accurately organize data,
Therefore, ‘the first era of computer technology focused on |
»efficiently generating accurate answers to given ‘problems.

As computer technology matured, the focus«shifted to
designing‘user interfacespthat»allowed even novice users to
effectively interact with-the‘technology; Moreover, while in
the'past computers tended to be stand-alone devicesvwhich
operated in isolation, increasingly, computers_are being
connected or networked together, making information available
across a Wide geographic area. The combination of these'two

trends -- user—friendly human interfaces and computer

‘,7networking -- has given rise to systems which provide

opportunities'for non—spec1alists to use computer‘technology.
- This technology represents a new paradigm in human |
communications and has impacted areas in bus1ness, education,
and mass communication,»This-new form;ofvcommunication has
become known as Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC).
Advances in technology,vthechmputer, and the Internet
operation have resulted in a simplified user—friendly
interface. However, many nonprofess1onals still lnSlSt that
‘there are barriers to using the Internet, whether they are
technical obstacles or those that are more reflective of the

1nd1v1dual, such as computer ”maturity,” technological



"abilities ,'-"« or*’izitechhophob’ia.,. " It is within this context that -

h'CMC becomes 1mportant.‘.'

The purpose of thls study, then, 1s to 1dent1fy how CMC ~5gjffu»7

‘”ff“flts the paradlgm model focu31ng on use of communlcat”dnghs;*

medla from a human perspectlve, s1nce Internet use has_',fwff

""altered tradltlonal patterns 1n human communlcatlon.~ Thus,‘_lp

there are two factors Wthh need to be cons1dered ln

‘";jrunderstandlng why human communlcatlon perspectlves are. at the -

core of CMC in thls-study' (a) the development and movement
-v‘.of 1nformatlon and communlcatlon technology, and (b) the :
ilmpact that CMC has on human communlcatlon. To thlS end the
afollow1ng chapters descrlbe and examlne the evolutlon of

1v1nformatlon and communlcatlon technologles and look at how»n

oCMC -- via the Internet - represents a paradlgm shift.



CHAPTER ONE

The Hlstory of Informa ion and Communlcatlon Technology and .

i'jflmportant aspect of the hlstory of 1nformatlon technology and!‘llw

'ﬂymedla deals Wlth channels of communlcatlon such as prlnt

;fmedla, the postal serv1ce, and the telephone.‘ Even longlu

l;before electronlc technology appeared the need for d*

v"lnformatlon to be passed among 1nd1v1duals and/or groups
ex1sted., Because these forms of medla developed over. a long i

"evolutlonary process, they represent “active metaphors in-

'7_Vthe1r power to translate experlence 1nto new forms” (McLuhan,'

2,1964,41994 ‘P 57) | Therefore, thls chapter explores the
‘;evolution of,human communlcatlon in general andkthev‘
v,technology‘movement‘inithe UnitedvStatesfwhich‘played;a,role
'_ ln'netWOrk development._ Studying the technOlOgy movement in
the U.S. provides background on how'ComputereMediated '
'Communlcatlon (CMC) is rooted in developments in human
'communlcatlon. Moreover, cons1deratlon of past developments
of more tradltlonal forms of medla prov1de 1ns1ght 1nto how :

‘advanced technology can be used to enable human communlcatlon

"_and 1nfluence soc1ety.\lv

“HlStOIV of Medla
The hlstory and development of varlous medla such as the.’

~postal serv1ce, prlnt medla, telegraph ‘and telephone



irepresent'thebdeVelopnent of'commnnication nedia»starting
with'manuél'operation'and transitions:to:automatéd eléctrénic”
’téchnology.- L | ” |

‘The history of media communication starts with the
postal service. The postal service is a feaébnable?wny to
exchangeimessages with otheré; NeVertheleés, the pdstal
service had a problem with slow postal deliVery speed as.

“news Wasvas slow ns feet and'horses’ hoofs; when it arrived,
it passed from monthvto mouth and waé apt to end up as myth
and legend” (Montalban 1985; Frederick, 1993, p._23);t
bHowever,.the improvement of the technology established faster
transportation-éystems and provided a solution for slow
delivery speed. Also, advanced technology‘créated attributed"
to greater efficienCY in the'dispatnhing and relaying of |
‘ meséages.

At the beginning,'printed media had mbre significant
problems than the postal service because disttibution of
books was limited to an éduéated upper claés. Nevertheiess,
development of the printing machine serVéd to increase the
demand for printed material and literacy bécame more
Widespread.'_Writtén,media‘began>early and improved mostly
through éréatihumanieffnrt.; | | o |

iInformatidn.technologyvquickly shifted énd‘expanded to
electronic media when théltédhnblogy became availénle:"
Growth in communicntinn;téchndlngy‘occnrredjrapidiy with the

innovation of the electronic'telegraph and‘whichvdeveloped

4



R lnto the telephone.; In 1876 the flrst telephone was,FI

| d-*3exh1b1ted and 1n the 1990s there are about 400 mllllon

ftelephones worldw1de, w1th 155 mllllon 1n the Unlted States .

,,alone (Frederlck 1993 p 37) , Therefore, the emergence ofﬂh';?d

flelectronlc technologles spawned a dlgltal lnformatlon

;¥8001ety. Utlllzatlon of thls technology requlres a hlgher
VTrfdegree of knowledge Wthh may make lt dlfflcult for some to‘ {
'Vhass1mllate-;;;¢‘ e 3 : IR T S

‘ngardware Development

It 1s lmportant to understand the development hlstory ofﬁfh‘

7Qcommun1catlon medla ln order to comprehend computer fy”*" '

ff__technology because computer technology shlfted from belng a'hf’

wf-i»SClentlflc tool to belng a human communlcatlon tool.gkl

In 1946 J.vPresper Eckert and John Mauchly at the
Q‘TUnlver51ty of Pennsylvanla bullt the flrst electronlc dlglta17

niicomputer "ENIAC.T‘ The ENIAC deSIgn was funded by the U S.

'7[fiArmy for use ‘in constructlng computer balllstlcs tables, to

f*[predlct the weather, and to make atomlc energy calculatlons.aﬁ}:ﬁ

”sﬁ;;However, 1n order to do anythlng useful, the computer

‘“fi}grequlred a sequence ¢

bﬁvery spec1f1c and complex

‘7v21nstructlons.' The englneers had to wrlte a program to do |

yfanythlng, and they needed to connect hundreds of w1res and

llﬂzgarrange thousands of sw1tches 1n a certaln way to program thef*i~

ENIAC (Frledman & Koffman, 1994, p. 3)

“In 1947 when the flrst generatlon computers were bUllt

o The demand was for computers'ﬁj;.. to perform s01ent1f1c




-appllcatlons, partlcularly military contract work” (Bursteln,
- 1986, p. 105) From the end of the 19SOs to the early 1960s,
“the second generation computers were created. In 1964, the
“third generation computers were developed by u31ng integrated
circuits. During the 1970s, computers were used in a larger
_range'of applications because the cOSt had fallen.i The 1970s
alsozmarkedva technological changebthat-distinguishedvthe |

fOurth generationvcomputers. vThen;rprogrammable-

minicomputers were~introduced‘ fhese programmable machines

were small andiinexpensive enough to.be,purchased by

individual users: IBM'introduceditheir microcomputer called

_ the “personal Computer” (Burstein, 1986, p.;114). |

| For the last’zopyears hardware’technology'has seen

sustained performance.increases'of 18%‘to.35%vper‘year; This~

has played a key»factor‘inibringingvincreased computingvpower

into_the.home of,theiaverage individualv(Hennesy’&”Patterson,

1990) . | | -

Software Development

 The developmentrof‘computer}hardware'iS’not;the only

signifiCant factor explaining computer'technology’segrowth'

and‘transformation or its shift in use from specialists to

._nOnprofessionals. Software technology developments are also

a contributing factor. ; | B
As in hardware development, the early stages of software

development required spec1flc skills and knowledge because

: vprograms were de31gned for- indiViduals w1th a technical



l&background trylng to solve a spec1f1c problem., The flrst

L vgeneratlon computers were wrltten 1n machlne language,»and

llcodlng thlS machlne language was tlresomefwork.f In the 1950s‘7f

”fsecond generatlon programmlng language ”Assembly" Was,f):“

wcreated and thlS language translator converted Engllsh—llkev

'statements 1nto machlne language 1nstructlon codes (Laudon &

'fﬂLaudon, 1994 p. 213) Then, from the 19503 to the 197OS,vr*
the flrst hlgher—level language emerged Wthh became known asr
‘kthlrd generatlon programmlng language.u ngher-level |
| languages are ”Programmlng languages where each source

‘decoded statement generates multlple statements at the

””; achlne language level"~(Laudon & Laudon, 1994 p; 213)

C_ngher—level languages such as Ada, BASIC C COBOL, FORTRANf:th
Llsp, Pascal and C++ became s1gn1flcantly popular w1th
f;programmers because they were much easier to use than machlne
~and assembly languages.p The majorlty of hlgher~level |
languages were for s01entlsts and/or mathematlc1ans to be
[,used in research and/or.developlng computer technology.
~Because ‘they were. 1n1t1ally charged w1th thls m1s51on,
computer operators needed 31gn1f1cant technlcal knowledge. p
vdmlDevelopment and Hlstory of the Internet U ‘

ot Computer hardware and software were flrst developed by
and for sc1entlsts and other spe01allsts' orlglnally, the
':Internet was also utlllzed only for 301ent1f1c purposes.
fTherefore,'lnltlally, operatlng the Internet requlred

‘exten51ve knowledge and understandlng of wvarious detalls of



5the network vlncludlng network archltecture and use protocol.’ :

:)5ffAs a result, computer llteracy remalned llmlted to ‘a small

ffand speclflc:}o“u atlon.‘ However,'w 'hfthe growth Of networkff

- fftechnology and tsglvcreased‘avallablllty,Y{

":mitoward s1mple-systems Wthh nonspec1allsts.can use as a o

ffjpractlcal communlcatlon tool._y_ff{f_

Computer network hlst‘ry sta.‘ed 1n th’ late 1960s wheniv

zﬂ'*fthe U. S Defense Department s Advanced Research PrOJects

”s7kagency (DARPA) founded a hlgh—rlsk progect known as ARPARNET@ki”f

H’ffg(Advanced Research PrOJects Agency Network) In 1973 DARPAff}T,*”

”ﬁdflstarted a research program 1nvest1gat1ng technlques and
”ﬁfg;[technologles Wthh would enable 1nter11nk1ng packet networks?
Jﬁ'to deve10p communlcatlon protocols.; These protocols were to;l:‘
tfitlater form the foundatlon of the Internet protocol (IP) |

THThen, from the late 1970s to early 19808, hlgle experlmental?f
’:tlocal area networks and workstatlons were connected t° the
ok fjARPARNET, and the network entlty became more WldelY known as
ii?the Internet.t Also, 1n the early 19705, federal support |

Ulﬁglncreased the number of users of the ARPARNET from the

"f*?computerxsc1ence research communlty to 1nclude part Of the

-1s01ence research communlty. In 1975 ARPA

'H7i}transferred ARPARNET management as well as the Network

i'-‘F'Measurement Center to the Defense Communlcatlon Agency (DCA,vf""

'bpprev1ously known as the Defense Informatlon System Agency)
r(Computer SCLence and Telecommunlcatlons Board and Natlonal

’t:_Research Coun01l 1994, p.;238)




iThevnext'majorfeventvinvthethistorybof’the Internet3was‘~

the creatlon of a high-speed set of connectlons known as o

VNSFNET (Computer Sc1ence and Telecommunlcatlons Board and
"Natlonal 801ence’Foundatlon Network). The NSFNET program
‘gmalntalned hlgh—speed w1de-area computer communlcatlon
networks orlglnally con51st1ng of a three level structure

~ made up of un1vers1t1es, research lnstltutlons, and reglonal":
’psand backbone networks serv1ng the research community (NSF907,
1990)1» The NSFNET backbone serv1ce started‘from‘1986band
,consisted of’a;smali‘number'of’56vkbps/connectionsrto:sixv
'[1nationally—funded‘supercomputer centers; This program’

‘encouraged u. S. academlc 1nst1tutlons to connect to the

, NSFNET and prov1de remote access to supercomputer centers
(NSF907, 1990) The growth of the NSFNET prOJect was an

effectlve comblnatlon of government hlgher educatlon,

S bu31ness, and 1ndustry cooperatlon Wthh advanced the_r

nlnatlonal agenda to contlnue research and educatlon (Merlt N
: Network 1992) "By 1994 there were more than two mllllon
Internet host computers w1th an ever grow1ng user base of 15
'fmllllon (Computer 501ence-and Telecommunlcatlons Board 19947
baip. 21) Addltlonally, the Internet already had begun

¢ prov1d1ng varlous klnds of sc1ent1flc resources 1nclud1ng

T dlgltal llbrarles, databases,vsupercomputers, and remote

»sc1ent1f1c sens1ng 1nstruments. -Moreover, the Internet

advanced researcher 1nteractlon and collaboratlon as5001ated

_ Ve
1 »w1th end users utlllzlng the Defense Data Network PrOtocols



o .«(NSF907 1990),» RS :

””~f’but the entlre set 1s known by the names of two of the

mof ”Transm1ss1on Control Protoc l/Internet Protocol (TCP/IP)”f;t*‘ff

rlwo ro‘l;"?

TCP/IP refers to a set of)standards for computer e

tjs’communlcatlon protocols 1n1t1ally lssued by ARPARNET and the ﬁfﬁ’

:LU S Department of Defense (DOD) There are flve protocols

tkprotocols, TCP/IP. TCP/IP 1ncludes three mllltary standard

. ; I
‘Qprotocols‘ Internet Protocol (IP), Transmlss1on Control

ifiProtocol (TCP), Flle Transfer Protocol (FTP), Slmple Flle

:f"TTransfer Protocol (SMTP), and TELNET (Stalllngs & Van Slyke;’

‘ 'f‘1990 p. 433) Many TCP/IP protocols were successful on the L

»Internet because they were able to dellver the bas1c serv1ces-”
‘[hthat many end—users needed such as flle transfer,'electronlc‘;px

:[mall and remote logln, and they could access a Very largelpﬁp_
idnumber of cllent and server systems (Gllbert, 1995) ' |
'_‘;U_s_e_r__;Mllle____mu_m '_ | ; RIS

Once the computer technology and network systems became

i
i
i

7iuser frlendly, maklng 1t unnecessary to have a strong
L

“'Ucomputer background for Internet,utlllzatlon, computer

vf5fnetwork technologles spread 1nto‘varlous areas of the fleld

’ :

’7pﬁyrap1dly.« Because the technology of the Internet 1s maturlng»hf

'”ff°and the number of users'lsflncrea31ng, 1nd1v1duals are

"ffbecomlng more skllled 1n effectlve usage of the Internet..f

‘ff_The protocols avallable on the Internet are, for the most

ipart, open systems.: ThlS means that the methods of data_‘

transm1531on are completely publlc and non—proprletary s:afﬁkff




’ufresult,‘computer network technology has spread to‘varlous o
vdlsc1pllnes and has become known as Computer—Medlated .__
7Communlcat10n (CMC) : Walther and Burgoon (1992) descrlbed 5?}'

efCMC asvbf’l no longer a novelty but a communlcatlon channel _

“fgfthough whlch much of our bu51ness and soc1al 1nteractlon,,fQ;5

"ftakes place, and thlS transformatlon 1s expected to contlnue”ﬁfiﬁl':'

'l(p. 51) Whlle access can be obtalned w1th low-cost and

ffobsolete technology such as d1al—up connectlons, gradual

?';mlgratlon is pOSSlble as fundlng permlts (Dern, 1995 p.if'ghﬂffubw

')220) The Internet protocols, developed on an ad—hoc bas1s, S

”t.,fhave become the default standards. The most elght common pf
;yprotocols are Electronlc Mall (emall), Flle Transfer Protocol&

1(FTP), Gopher, Talk and Chat Netnews/Usenet, HYPerteXtifi

”v[;lHypterText Transfer Protocol (HTTP), and Word—Wlde Web (WWW) T"

":?_Therefore, the varf'ty of ways the Internet can be used and L

Publlc aware‘ of the Internet 1ncreased once the -

S
”7f;benef1ts of belng ”on the Net” for bu31ness was artlculated ,”f

Qiclearly (Dern, 1995 p. 220) The reason that the Internet

";fmllllons of other Internet users whlch can substantlally

,5ls SO effectlve i because 1t allows rapld communlcatlon w1tth7?"

'~1f}reduce the sales cycle (Nejmeh 1994 p 25) The World—Wldeeft%

'TWeb (WWW), w1th 1ts scope and volume of the Internet

_r\

lz,bandw1dth prov1des the most valuable serv1ce for most




. ,organlzatlons because (a) 1t meets thelr demands of overall
:market trends, (b) 1t recelves attentlon from hlgh—technologyf’
"fmarket segments, and (c) 1t lS drlven by competlng pressures

Cand oplnlons.u,,};"~-‘

o The reason the Internet prov1des a strong advantage for ff:'

‘dbu51nesses 1S‘”a large number of software development vendorsf'
-prov1de Internet—based customer support and malntenance”gfhfg
f(Nejmeh 1994 p. 26) When customers con31der purchaSIng a

rproduct and/or serVICe, many tlmes they seek out adv1ce and

'ﬂlnformatlon from ”communltles of transactlon w1th those met

dby communltles of 1nterest" (Armstrong & Hagel 1996 p.~
‘f136) Therefore, sometlmes the most effectlve Way a company
(_can promote and support a product is to utlllze corporate
FTP Gopher, and WWW servers that dlssemlnate tlmely |
~lnformatlon such as product announcements, recent strateglc J
alllances, and press releases, to the product s prospectlve
‘customers (Nejmeh 1994 p. 25). |
' Also, utlllzlng the Internet in a bus1ness organlzatlon
represents‘a change ln communlcatlons and cultural patternsk
| because “ ... the global nature of the Internet means that
:_lnformatlon 1s truly heard around the world rather than to
',;the few people who may have overheard a conversatlon.”'rf
f(Nejmeh 1994 p. 27) Internet access ln a company means
. that communlcatlon hlerarchles are often broken down 1n the

“organlzatlon."‘:"”"‘

12



bf_ueffectlve‘use of the Internet‘,nfeducatlon-f

flnformatlon a"ai)able on the Internet 1svaliuady recognlzed

‘}7;as an 1nvaluabl lear*lng resource, and the volume of

‘1feducatlonal materlals shows explos1ve growth" (p._56) The;fifff

'”skey 1ssue of us1ng the Internet 1n hlgher educatlon for

"r'currlculum and pedagogy 1s 1n-’”...»the effectlve use of

"lnformatlon technology»resources as a tool to support

1nstructlon and learnlng outcomes" (Green & Gllbert 1995 p.__

'j13) There are several categorles Wthh need to be addressed~ L

".,when cons1der1ng the use of computer networks in hlgher

qfeducatlon. These lnclude such thlngs as’ (a) dlstance R

v*educatlon,,(b) dlgltal llbrarles, (c) collaboratlve learnlng,r:]fﬁ'

- (d) currlculum, and (e) teacher—student 1nteractlon.tﬁs°"
Dlstance educatlon is- used by students who have e
"gfspec1al needs and purposes, and access to computer resources :

T*,ls typlcally avallable on a 24 hour bas1s.j Therefore, 1t has;‘

'ﬂtsome 1mpact on school demographlcs as lt opens opportunltles

"fyfto non—re51dents, part-tlme students, and senlor c1tlzens

1;w1sh1ng to further thelr educatlon (Green & Gllbert 1995 p.'

Vp'17) as well as those ”llVlng 1n 1solated areas or people

'f{rw1th phys1cal llmltatlons” (Watabe, Hamalalen, & Whlnston,

:ﬂ751995, p.,141) ‘Moreover, the Internet makes school resourcesj‘



“more acces31ble and it prov1des emtens1ve opportunltles'g
’_”worklng dlrectly w1th people from other places and cultures,v
rather than only learnlng about other places 1nd1rectly
_ through books” (Hunter, 1995, p 87) Improvementsvln
~computer network technologles and onllne technologles '
‘_encourage computer conferences collaboratlve learnlngband
dlstance educatlon (Haras1m, et al.,v1995 p. 10) | -
U31ng dlgltal llbrarles in higher educatlon has several v"
advantages because dlgltal llbrarles are electronlc resources"
h_outs1de of classrooms. Also, dlgltal llbrarles are hlghly
"access1ble and automatlcally searchable, they are not
.restrlcted as local 1nformatlon can eas1ly be made global.l
Therefore, dlgltal llbrarles create learnlng opportunltles
rfor global rather than just local communltles. : |

Collaboratlve learnlng env1ronments became pOSSlble

through the Internet because students and 1nstructors can

access networks and llbrarles on a 24-hour baSlS from school -

home, and work. Students and 1nstructors are able to work

together to solve problems through 1nformatlon sharlng,

’”?:knowledge bulldlng, and soc1al communlcatlon w1thout .

;phys10ally meetlng on or off campus (Hara51m et al.,v1995, p.

30 R \_
| : Also, the Internet has the potentlal to change

_communlcatlon methods between students and 1nstructors |
- because onllne systems do not requlre face-to-face (FTF)

, 1nteract;on., The Internet also is access1ble on a 24 hour

14



basis:’it is not limited by office hOuré. A student who is
-having difficulty With a particular topic can formulate a
cogent question which can be sent by email to the instructor
(Friedman et al., 1995, p. 192) because the Intefnet is a
textabased, asynchronous environment (Harasim, 1990, p. 27).
In this way, students Who may not normally feel comfortable
asking questions can do sb, and the instructor has more time
to carefully consider other aspects of the student’s question
which may not be possible in an on-the-fly situation (Harasim
et al., 1995, p. 29). The‘internet creates an effective

learning environment in higher education.

15



| CHAPTER TWO v
L | Computer—Medlated Communlcatlon as. the Paradlgm
vi:fParadlgm Shlft | ’
! Improvements in performance,Lavallablllty, and user

>interface ln computer network systems has created a new mode o

‘-yof communlcatlons 1n modern soc1ety. User demographlcs have

‘v?shlfted from spec1allst to nonprofes31onal and from wealthy'f'
fto average 1ncome households. The trend is’ toward greater |
"automatlon of tasks, the average person needs less | -
‘spe01allzed computer knowledge.? Slnce 1ts emergence, the
Internet has galned w1de spread usage and has altered
mtradltlonal patterns of human communlcatlon.‘ |
= In the early 1990s, average people began to utlllze

‘computer technology for non—SCLentlflc purposes such : |
'bus1ness, educatlon, mass communlcatlon, and personal
communlcatlon.. ThlS Shlft requlred a dlfferent perspectlve'
vfrom which to understand both technology and human

communlcatlon.’ ”The result is that CMC studles ‘have the

“QVchance to shift toward a more multldlsc1pllnary approach

_Iembrac1ng these new medla and changlng use patterns”
(December, 1995 p. 5). The»result is a new paradlgm knownb
as Computer—Medlated Communlcatlon (CMC) Wthh brlngs o
"ntogether the multltude of poss1b111t1es that onllne usage
.enables. | |

cMC contalns both technologlcal and’ human dlmens1ons.‘

However, these two dlfferent components have not hlstorlcally ,

16



;developed together.v In the beglnnlng‘of‘the Internet S

hlstory, emphas1s on technologlcal aspects came flrst.,nef)"

{thranzberg (1991) quotes Wllllam Ogburn S book On Culture andf‘p
uSoc1al Change to show how a. 31gn1flcant delay occurs between?'

a'the development of a technology and 1ts acceptance by a

',soc1ety.n.ff~7&i*~

vMany years ago. the great SOClOlOngt Wllllam E "
Fleldlng Ogburn postulated the concept of cultural_;.
- lag’ in terms of human response to- technical" L
-@capabllltles.. ‘He pointed out that the technologles 0
~developed in' the precedlng century ‘gave mankind the
“opportunity to bring about a new and better social -
system, allowing the vast quantity of material
goods being turned out by an advancing technology . 5
to rebound to the benef;t to all of mankind, rather SRR
than being confined to a narrow few. However,vhe i
also stated that ‘cultural systems and human
institutions =- government, legal, and the like -=
‘tend to lag in respondlng to new opportunltles
offered by these technlcal 1nnovatlons. (Kranzberg,
1991 - p. 29) e S R

Likewise, in’ the early‘stages of computer network
-'development 1nd1v1duals 1n the technology and science 'f‘
‘communlty embraced the technologlcal 1nnovatlons.‘ However,.
"these innovations dld not spread to other communltleS-‘

‘ 1mmed1ately. » |

Part of the reason why these technologlcal 1nnovatlonsv
l‘ln communlcatlons dld not 1nfluence the non—sc1ent1f1c»f
:communlty was because other communltles were satlsfled w1th
.Atradltlonal methods of communlcatlon. The term‘”tradltlonal
methods of communlcatlon" 1ncludes Face—to—Face (FTF)

communlcatlon, the postal serv1ce,,and the telephone, but .



7fdoes not 1nclude CMC.. The acceptance of CMC can be comparedQ}~i"

'”w1th a paradlgm shlft that Kuhn (1970) analyzes 1n hlS book f’f:fh]j'

>The Structure of Sc1ent1flc Revolutlons., Kuhn deflnes

if"normal sc1ence" or the tradltlonal way of d01ng thlngs as L

'v'belng flrmly based upon one or more past achlevements (p.

.'jlo) Kuhn expla;ns a ”paradlgm" as a set of 1deas Wthh

o offers a unlque Way of d01ng thlngs as well as allow1ng room-'”

: for further 1nvest1gatlon (p. 10)

e Achlevement was sufflclently unprecedented to L
~attract an enduring group of adherents away from
competing modes of scientific activity.
Simultaneously, it was sufficiently open—ended to ‘
leave all sorts of problems for the redefined ‘group =
of practltloners to resolve. . Achlevements that o
‘'share these two characteristics I shall henceforth
- refer to as: paradlgm,’ a term that relates closely L
~to- normal sc1ence., (Kuhn, 1970, p. 10)

slA paradlgm prov1des a basekllne of truth agalnst whlch the
adherent can compare new flndlngs.’ Kuhn (1970) sald ”The
ex1stence of ‘the’ paradlgm sets the problem to be solved-
"foften the paradlgm theory 1s 1mp11cated dlrectly in the

("de51gn of apparatus able to solve the problem” (p. 27). uFor

”example, a normal 1nd1v1dual unaware of CMC would probably

b'g'.not con31der the poss1blllty of asklng thousands of

v*lnd1v1duals around the world thelr oplnlon on. a partlcular

t“sub]ect even though thls is done on regular ba51s u51ng

f[Usenet._ The tradltlonal communlcatlon paradlgm llmlts the‘

v‘bilndlv1dual s range of pos51b111t1es. :

When new paradlgms arlse, they always do ={o) agalnst a'

St N



‘more traditional background in which anomalies begin to
appear (Kuhn, 1970). In the case of CMC, “anomalies” or
vproblems became visible with traditionalvcommunication
methods (p. 27).

Computer-Mediated Communication

On September 15, 1993, the Clinton Administration
formally launched National Information Infrastrncture-(NII)
_in rhetorical terms as the aggregate of the nation’s
networks, computers, softWare, information resources,
~developers, and producers (Kahin, 1995, p. 3). One of the
major aims of NII includes increasing the qualitykand
- availability of access to computer networks. At the same
~ time, computer literacy and Internet literacy increased
rapidly. |

In October 1993, a Current Population Survey (CPS)
quantitatively‘measured the magnitude of Internet grewth. It
rfound that: | |

29.2 million Americans using networked
information services either at home or at work;

19.7 million'using’suCh services at work;

14.7 million us1ng such services, including the
Internet, from household computerS°

2. 06 mllllon host computers on the Internet in 1993°
and : a

12.3 million Americans had some from of Internet
access (ClVllle, 1995, p. 179) » :

Using these survey-results, the Internet Society calculated

‘an 81% annual grthh rate of Internet host computers between
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"l'.mllllon users access 1nformaylon serv1ce,_fro _thelr home

.rsJuly 1993 and July 1994. The survey result showed that 14»7 ig,h;}i,

@computers and 1ndlcated that an 1ncrea31ng usage component of_

L the Internet is by 1nd1v1duals (ClVllle, 1995, P- 179) 1 The fhﬂh

"“frnumber of Internet host machlnes has lncreased from 4 852 OOOL;TT‘ o

'_to 9 472 OOO from January 1995 to January 1996 (Network
gwlzards, 1996) : | | | s

I,t CMC has had an 1nfluence on a diverse range of areasir
:isuchvas the economy, mass communlcatlon, pOllthS, and
“1nd1v1dual communltles.f The growth of computer network

pftechnology has had 1mpact on human communlcatlon. v”The‘ g

' dublqultous nature of electronlc communlcatlon has flrmly

manlfested ltself ln computer-medlated communlcatlon"’

Ts(Steven, 1995 p.‘l) Computer networks create a unlque form;f;

- of human communlcatlons whlch cannot be regarded as ordlnary S

' face—to—face, Verbal non—verbal mass communlcatlon, R
‘Sflntercultural or 1nterpersonal communlcatlon. When u51ng a:

computer to communlcate, normally the user does ‘not see the

'r'other user’ S fac1al reactlons (face—to—face) nor does the

"user normally hear the other s v01ce. Interactlon between

,3jusers is llmlted to text on the computer screen (Wthh is notF_:

‘ftradltlonal verbal or non—verbal communlcatlon) -Also;‘fjfffh'
'?,gInternet users are able to ea31ly access other countrles;':h‘t
-’networks and users (extraordlnarlly 1ntercultural) ' Flnally,-
f:users can recelve a varlety of newspapers, maga21nes, news Q

ﬂ'lnformatlon from the Internet (non—standard mass



7rﬁcommunications)‘--for7these*reasons,-analysis'0f3CMthas““'”;'
“l'become prevalent.» December (1995) explalns the challenges

”’1nvolved in studylng CMC, ... The reallty of the 1990s

fglnvolves more complex 1nteractlons,bmany of whlch take place e

fwfor non—economlc reasons. ThlS grow1ng dlver31ty 1n how
idpeople use on—llne communlcatlon challenges those studylng
CMC "o Therefore, to understand the lmpllcatlons of CMC the.
: effects of technology development on the communlty of its ﬁl}

".users should be examlned._. .

d‘Old Paradlqm and New. Paradrgm" | |

| Although technology contlnues to develop rapldly, there
‘bneeds to be. cons1deratlon for ordlnary, non-technlcal users
’attemptlng to’ utlllze computer network technology. It~lSv SR
:'hard to expect the qulck adoptlon of computer network

h'technology by those other than spe01allsts and s01entlsts.,p

- In order to. achleve'thls, 1nd1v1duals need to be aware of

changes and be w1lllng to change thelr own perspectlves to
l as51mllate the modern technology.p The trans1tlon between old;‘
‘nvand new technology and tradltlonal to new human communlcatlon
methods can be compared to a paradlgm Shlft. Kuhn (1970)

i deflned a new paradlgm and an ‘old paradlgm saylng, “The: new

”Tlfparadlgm 1mplles a new and more. rlgld deflnltlon of the

o pfleld. Those unw1111ng or unable to accommodate thelr work
:,to it must proceed 1n 1solatlon or attach themselves to some e
y.other group"(p. 19) & Therefore, people who cannot ass1m11ate‘"

d the new CMC paradlgm w1ll contlnue to llve under the old
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'rf;normally arlse

:‘»fparadlgm w1thout thevbeneflt of computervnetwork technology.,f“
bProblems and Anomalles | | ,... | .: .

B The motlvatlon for shlftlng from an old paradlgm to a

fbnew one 1s to ellmlnate anomalles of the old paradlgm. Whlle

”the new paradlgm may solve anomalles,_some form of res1stancef

”..,,The prev1ous awareness of anomaly, the gradual
© .and simultaneous emergence of both. observatlonal
and conceptual recognltlon, and ‘the consequent :
. change of paradigm categories and procedures often SR
.3[are] accompanled by re31stance.:(Kuhn, 1970_ p. u»‘*
62) ST L

f The CMC paradlgm Shlft exposes several klnds of

"*;anomalles Wthh 1nclude aspects of both technology and

'k‘tradltlonal human communlcatlon w1th 1ts 1nherent

E"restrlctlons of speed tlme, place, method and cost. Desplte’{y[

b_thls, many have dlfflculty acceptlng the new CMC paradlgm
Ely and Plomp (1991) explaln people s re31stance to new

'.1nnovatlons~ ”There are people who for varlous reasons s1mply'

: do not want change and who want to scuttle the work of agents f

bvfiof change and 1nnovatlon” (p.,256) The restrlctlons that an»t

“*old paradlgm and 1ts adherents llve by are what spec1flcally

'“wfffuels the blrth of a new paradlgm.u Kuhn (1970) explalned

t}bgabout these restrlctlons, whlch lead to a paradlgm sh1ft,,_5

”*lfﬁf' The enterprlse now under d1scuss1on has drastlcally

'jrestrlcted v1s1on. But those restrlctlons, born from

v’zconfldence 1n a paradlgm, turn out to be essentlal to the

'ﬁdevelopment of sc1ence” (p.‘24) Thus, CMC 1s able to solve'



the restrictions and problems of the old paradigm.
Technological Restrictlons of the 0ld Paradigm

The technological aspects of the old paradigm of
information technology include the postal serVice, telephone,
newspaper,’and facs1mile (FAX) These forms of information
technology contain several restrictions includlng speed time
difference, locale, dellvery method and cost. |

The postal seryice, despite tremendous 1mproyementS in
dispatching and transportation speedﬂcompared with the early -
days of the system discussed in chapter one, has several
limitations. Evenbwith the fastest delivery service,_mail
requires the recipient to wait'at'least a‘day; Also,
although'the sender can specify the mail’s delivery time, the
gselection is usually limited to morning or afternoon.
Moreover, one—day delivery serv1ce is much more expen51ve
than ordinary postal service. International mail is
bconstrained s1milarly, -and takes more time and 1s more costly
| than the domestic mail service.

The telephone is the fastest transmission service within
the framework of the old communication paradigm. Furthermore
a user can call any other country at any time. Long distance,
phone calls and international phone callsbare costly,‘and
moreoyer, different telephone companies have different
charging Systems which vary in rate depending on the time of
"day. The most. inconvenlent aspect about using the telephone

is that the- caller needs to be consc10us of the local time of
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1the other party; vaen fOr'domeStic'callsrinvthe'ﬁis;, the‘
tnumber of different time zones, including eastern standard
time, central standard time, mountain standard time, and |
-pa01flc standard tlme, places restrictions on reasonable
’ usage time frames.kIt becomes more complicated if. the user
‘needs to call overseas as many other countries are on
~ drastically different times and even on different days. For
uexample, a user who llves in Los Angeles in the U.s. |
‘standard time zone, and attempts to‘call Tokyo, Japan, at
Monday 2 p.m.vconnects to Japan at Tuesday éla.m. It is in
most cases unreasonablelto-calleapan from LOs Angeles.at.Z
| p.m.nor‘earlier than 2 p;m;‘standard‘time.‘“‘
Mass'media,‘such,as»newspapers, may‘seem‘likegthe
faStestvway‘to receivelinformation from_other regions of the
country; However, in most cases, the newspaper'is delivered
by person to each indiyidual home once a day. Therefore, thei
newspaper'is not the fastest way of receiving information. It
is'possible to receive the neWSpaperiin other states from the
U, S. and even from other countries, but cost becomes a
‘factor.’ It is not too surprising. that the majority of modern
news vendors use CcMC techniques to prepare and gather news |
“from remote locations.yiw | : |
| FaCSlmlle (FAX) technology works on the same principles
“as the telephone but the user can send short documents Wlthln
}a matter of a few minutes. However, 1f the'user w1shes to |

send many pages, the time required and the poss1bility of the
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“'frece1v1ng machlne jammlng needs to be'conSLdered. Long

'“Vftransmlss1on tlmes translate to expen51ve telephone fees.,‘ﬂﬁnx

"JAddltlonally,,ln some cases, tlme dlfference needs to be ;,;f”

‘\;"cons1dered as w1th a telephone call.. Because a FAX machlne”pﬂ7”'

-fls a mechanlcal dev1ce and often 1s set to alert the recelver e

. of an. 1ncom1ng message, many people prefer not to recelve a

-a»FAX 1n the mlddle of the nlght.»

'?Technoloylcal_Freedom of theuNew’Paradll'f’v A ‘
H 'ah Technology whlch embodles CMC together w1th a computer L
‘”tnetwork system such as the Internet,_removes the restrlctlonsl;
of the old paradigm. " | B Gt
Postal serv1cesvhave problems with slow speed dellvery:

vtlme and expen31ve cost. Telephone serv1ces have problems

'_vrelated to tlme zones and cost. Newspapers have problems L

ff,yw1th slow speed dellvery tlme, and cost. FAX, whlle .

"“acceptable for small documents, is 1mpractlcal for documents

f‘w1th many pages and share the restrlctlons of telephone

RS communlcatlon. a

The CMC paradlgm solves these restrlctlons in several
uways.y Flrst, electronlc mall (emall) can solve many problemSyfl
'j.assoclated w1th the postal serv1ce, telephone,‘and FAX.» Wlth,

'nemall a user can send text and/or documents in a couple of

“ﬁymlnutes to a local or remote forelgn locatlon.: ThlS

"transm1531on 1s not expens1ve. Moreover, the sender does not -

"_:need to con31der t1me dlfferences because transm1s310n lS a

non-mechanlcal and s1lent process.~h , 7“



L1kew1se, the Wbrld—Wlde—Web (WWW) solves problems

"a55001ated w1th the old paradlgm Wlth a properly Conflguredfyf"

fi{WWW browser, a user is able to access Flle Transfer Protocol

VV(FTP), Hypertext Transfer Protocol (HTTP) and Gopher (gopher)r

'ﬁfilnformatlon systems. As w1th emall, the user can transfer

‘1nformatlon 1n a short tlme (dependlng ‘on the flle 31ze and

| '_connectlon speed) Usually transm1ss1on only takes at most a;

”*[“couple of mlnutes. Also, the user ‘can access any country

vf;w1th the WWW w1thout lncurrlng addltlonal costs. Thls 1s

Jfbecause the 1nformatlon 1s passed transparently from domaln j\¥"

lf,fto domaln v1a a router as descrlbed ln Chapter One._

Thus, the new paradlgm resolves many of the old

'3g;parad1gm s technologlcal dlfflcultles through utlllzatlon of,{fln :

";the Internet.,:pfﬁ_ﬁ?"

’ffRes1stance to the New_Paradlfl;

C Cnsolves many of the technologlcal restrlctlonsiof thef"
o old communlcatlon paradlgm. However, as a new paradlgm, CMC 3

*;;has generated Slgnlflcant re51stance from those only famlllar;f

'tﬂw1th tradltlonal form' of Communlcatlon..'d“ S

The flrst source‘of re81stance to the new paradlgm

3lcons1sts of frlctlon between technology, people,'and s001ety.'

'»f”At flrst, computers and Internet networks were developed to

5'fja1d sc1ent1sts and spec1a11sts. Computers and networks have
:Qfstubbornly malntalned thlS 1mage desplte several
,itechnologlcal advancements Wthh had made computer and

'flnetwork operatlonva lot ea31er and acce551ble to the non-




specialist. However, intuitive graphical user interfaces are
available which guide even the novice user. Early user
interfaces were text oriented and non-intuitive. Users
operating a computer or network system would have to spell
out commands in a complex command line interface. For this
feason, average people latched on to the belief that using a
computer required in-depth computer skill and knowledge.

The ”Macintosh interface,” (developed by Apple Computer
Co.) was a major break through in user interface based on the
original ideas of the Xparc project of team Xerox.

The Macintosh interface is based on the use of

windows (different portions of the screen devoted

to different functions in a flexible and

independent manner), the use of a “mouse,” icons,

and menus (lists of options to be selected) ... The

Macintosh employs a consistent interaction style:

“pull-down” menus are listed at the top and

activated by clicking a mouse, then selected by a

further mouse click, and so on. (Launder, 1995, p.

165) v - ‘
Testing basic operations, users were shown to have 40 to 70
percent improvements in work efficiency over other interfaces
when Apple tested basic text editing and spreadsheet
operations (Launder, 1995, p. 165). Once the Macintosh human
interface was introduced and‘point—and—click capability
become available; more computer users who had no experience
with computer operation were able to use them. Point-and-
click frees the user from having to remember complicated

commands such as those found in DOS and UNIX. This style of

interface, which has become available on all major platforms
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'lncludlng PCs, has stlmulated the development of many user-f“7

'ﬂ'frlendly Internet software packages. For example, Eudora, anf“f;ﬁf”:

"V‘f mall software packag”, makes wrltlng emall an lntultlve

B Operatlon. It 1s not necessary to remember emall edltor key-ﬂ}

'fblndlngs such 'flﬁhf“ 'requlred bylmaflx, emais rmall plne,v’

h'yplco, and elm. Even though there w1ll always be some amount g.V

f'of re31stance, developments ln user 1nterface technology

.encourage average people to utlllze computers and CMC.,,;}1g5’”‘"

The second re51stance to the technology lS a t,V'

| mlsconceptlon about avallablllty to the average person.

g,Internet users are rapldly 1ncreas1ng and there are more than;.ff»

Tlfthree mllllon users of the Usenet news serv1ce via Internet

‘ffalone (Steven, 1995 p. 1) - In January 1995 research by

| Network leards (1995) on the number of Internet hosts 1n the’f*7'7‘

U S found.i o

‘“l‘— com (the Internet commerc1al prov1der 1n the U S )
l 316 966 | | | |
BT edu (1n the U S Educatlonal 1nst1tute) ——,1 133 502

IihAlso, the growth of the Internet hosts between 1992 to 1995

. ‘_‘_"}WaS' .

fg'— com’ —= 628%

L edu‘—— 366%

prhls survey 1llustrates the dramatlc growth 1n the number of fﬂ7

fuInternet hosts and Internet users. Before 1991 there were
“~few Internet prov1ders other than corporatlons and

I;'educatlonal lnstltutlons.[ Therefore, users out31de these
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brealms dld not have an opportunlty to use the Internet unless'i
ptthey were un1vers1ty students in a technlcal major or -
':s01ent1sts/researchers at a‘corporatlon. Varlous‘
v:leglslatlon, such as those contalned 1n NII have made 1t
‘ea51er for commerc1al Internet . service prov1ders to become.
‘wldely establlshed, The goal of such legislation has been»to;'
Hprovide SOme form of‘Internet'access to‘every citizen at a
vreasonable cost. | | - | | e
Resistance to the Human Communication Aspect of the New
lParadigm S
| Anxiety about new and unknown technology is one source'
of reslstance that the:CMC paradigm'has‘encountered.
However, the impact‘that the technology has on human
communication‘is another aspect that needs consideration.
ThoSe'unfamiliarVWith'CMC have difficultlybmaking‘the
transition because traditional human communiCation is
different under thevnew paradigm. |
| CMCyhas an impact‘on economics, mass communication,
politics,iand even individual communities. Because CMC
allows users to 1nteract via computer network technology, ‘and
because CMC can be used for completely non-technlcal
‘v7purposes, 1nd1v1duals have begun to use CMC as a ;”
_communication tool to share not only raw 1nformatlon but
"feellngs as well.‘ CMC in- a real sense, has already spawned
new communities. Thus, 1nnovatlon and development in

computer network technology has glven rise to a new culture.
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Gudykunst and Kim (1984) explain the importance‘of
cOmmunication in the‘formation and survival of culture
'saying, ”The development of human culture is made possible
'through communlcatlon, and it is through communlcatlon that
vculture is transmltted from one. generatlon to another" (p.
4y). Because communlcatlon is a fundamental element of cMC, -
'”the varlous user cultures can ‘be expected to be comblned in
‘novel ways and qulckly propagate.
genetlc relatlonshlp ex1sts between the
Internet’s core technology and its core cultural
characteristics ... The Internet will have an
"equally radical effect on the social, economic, and
political structures of the surrounding cultures.
As cultures integrate the Internet into their
~social structures they will gradually adopt the
- systemic characterlstlcs of the Net. (Strangelove,
1994, p. 7) L -
Under.the old paradigm,lwithout computer network technology
~cultures can be«conSidered'iSOlated and relatively static.
With CMC, a culture becomes dYnamic;'one intwhich people
'_bdepend on the communlcatlon flow made poss1ble by computer

t‘network technology. People who live in the old paradlgm

“fr’»culture w1ll have dlfflculty 1nteract1ng w1th the new

paradlgm culture because 1nd1v1duals of the old paradlgm
cannotfut;llze computer network_technology,and~the exchange
of informatlon.;_Likewise,‘individualvahobrely4heavily on
',CMC ha#e'difficulty interacting‘with those inbthe'old' |
,paradlgm because they are ”strangers.” : A'”stranger” refers
‘to somethlng unknown and unfamlllar (Gudykunst & Klm 1984 p.

20).._There'1s.arcommon mlsconceptron that computer network o
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ftechnology is’ 1ntended only for spec1allsts and s01ent1f1cb PR

‘equlpment.' Because of thlS, 1t 1s of llttle wonder that

'computer networks are seen as an ”unkno ”. and ”unfamlllar” ,]--l

‘world.; The assumptlon is: that u31ng the Internet requlres -
1spec1al skllls and 31gn1f1cant knowledge. A lack of. ‘
knowledge about modern technology is a major reason why many
"nlnd1V1duals are reluctant to step 1nto the new paradlgm S 5

' yculture.;l |

| Re31stance>to the CMC paradlgm comes not only from a
'lack of knowledge and/or mlsconceptlons about the technology.
,n’CMC challenges the very way that humans tradltlonally

' communlcate w1th one another because CMC has the
‘_characterlstlc of de—empha5121ng face—to—face communlcatlon
"w1th others.‘~ ' o
Technlcally speaklng; face—to—face communlcatlon is-

'avallable on the Internet via v1deo conferen01ng packages .-b
such as the CU SeeMe package created by Cornell UnlverSLty s
Informatlon Technology organlzatlon.» It requlres users to
v’have v1deo cameras and other spe01al equlpment lncludlng a
n_hlgh speed connectlon. Also, because it taxes the Internet s_
'kbandw1dth (max1mum transm1351on load) resources heav1ly, 1t
tends to ‘be problematlc and has not galned w1despread use.

Dlgltlzed sound for speech and graphlcs can also be sent'

"vover the Internet us1ng varlous protocols (most notably v1a

'URLs on the World Wide Web) Whlle 1nterest ln the authorlng

’andydellvery.of.these formats'contlnueStto grow; the B
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L ”Communlcatlon occurs when humans manlpulate symbols to

7§lmPleSt quCkéSt,.and most»rellable way to transmlt R
i}lnformatlon on: the Internet 1s text._ Whlle other medla may
1i,dlsplace the use of text, 1t lS unllkely that lt w111 o

;dcompletely replace 1t. RS I T e

'Q In CMC, 1f an 1nd1v1dual w1shes to send a message to 5{7]”

‘Vt*someone, thevsender usually does so by typlng some text.v*For[fijiiﬁ

vfsome thls..ssaﬁreal challenge.ﬂ Face-to—face communlcatlon"””

?and speaklng 1s often- as1er than wrltten communlcatloni o

:because‘w;th face-to-faceﬁcommunlcatlon the speaker can. act
’:fonfnoﬁvérbai cues such as the fac1al reactlons of the
":-""._:]_lstener- | | “ : . - | ; : »

Infante, Rancer and Womack (1993) explaln nonverbal

' {;behav1or as a mode of human communlcatlon.- They state,

histlmulate meanlng 1n other humans. Symbols are only one of
fseveral thlngs that can stlmulate meanlng.. Nonsymbollc ‘ff”
ffbehav1or can lnvoluntarlly stlmulate response” (p 249)\

'flThus, by understandlng the other person S non symbollc

o reactlon, addltlonal meanlng 1s extracted For example,ﬁa,g]fvf

““ﬂ\h»chlld mlght agree to clean hls/her room., However, fac1al

ff‘dreactlons can glve away the level of enthu31asm the Chlld hasV

"7-for completlng the chore., leew1se, tone of v01ce can fjff_”f”:h

o contrlbute emotlonal meanlng ln face—to—face communlcatlon

'ffbecause ”uf;. 1f we hear a person speak w1th a very ex01ted
f;;’v01ce, we assume he or she chose to sound exc1ted” (Infante,
o Rancer,‘and Womack 1993 p. 265)



| communlcatlon.gy

Wlth face—to—face communlcatlon, fac1al reactlon and

Psftone of v01ce are a key part of the communlcatlon process.vItgb*'"

331mpllf1es the problem of understandlng the other person s

' reactlon to the tOplC of dlscuSS1on Wthh enables smooth

'wrltten communlcatlon env1ronment does not S

j?permlt‘tradltlonal face—to—face non symbollc cues. ThlS
"fllmltatlon 1n human communlcatlon 1s another reason for

ffre31stance to the new CMC paradlgm

Another source of res13tance to the new CMC paradlgm is

- ycaused by a fear of computer technology 1tself. Even though

;the technology has made strldes ln becomlng more ”user— L

'u.vffrlendly,” Stlll many people have a fear of computer R

'v_operatlon.: Accordlng to Slmonson and Thompson (1990)

‘1computer anx1ety 1s deflned ”as the fear or apprehens1on felt

s by the 1nd1v1dual when they use computers or when they plan R

"to use computers” (p.>133) Slmonson and Thompson (1990)

'»claSSLfy four types of behav1ors of 1ndlv1duals w1th

l-f;computer—phob1a°” 3

1 They av01d computers and the area where
. computers are located.
.2 ' They use excessive cautlon when u31ng
I computers. , o
- 3 " They make negatlve remarks about computers and
‘. computing. ’,a i
-4 They attempt to shorten the tlme when they have'yj’*
f'ito use computers. (p- - 133) : ’

The cause of computer—phobla 1s the result of a person s,~7
_ mlsunderstandlng of computer network technology.. ‘For ij”‘wb

| example, average people Stlll belleve that computer'h



vtechnology is only for speCLallsts.'»MoreoVer,‘operatlng al
computer may be belleved to requlre 1n—depth knowledge and
the memorlzatlon of speCLal termlnology.v Forsythe (1992)
Vused an expert system to 1llustrate computer—phobla in. the
Zessay ”Blamlng the User 1n Medlcal Informatlon- The Cultural
Nature of Sc1ent1flc Practlce.” Expert systems are computer

n';programs whlch are knowledge—lnten31ve and used in the- area

'klyof Art1f101al Intelllgence (AI) Expert systems ald in the‘f

de01s1on maklng process (Forsythe, 1992 Hess, 1995, p. 174)

, Forsythe flnds unconv1nc1ng the “native”

~ explanation of the AI researchers themselves. =

- _Their term for the problem is suggestive of their

~ approach;  they speak of “end-user” and think of the

~ problem in terms of a public that suffers from ’

. computer phobla. 'Forsythe argues instead that E
- expert systems tend to go unused because built into
their programs are the naive assumptlons that their
producers have about how to acqulre knowledge, what
~counts as knowledge, and how it is used. (Hess, o
;1995, ‘p. 174) : ’ '

"Forsythe sald computer‘programmers tend to value what he
.calls hard knowledge (formal technlcal, and quantltatlve)
over soft knowledge (1nformal nontechnlcal,vand
qualltatlve) For general SLtuatlons, the most convenlent ,_. ‘
ty'knowledge is soft knowledge (Forsythe, 1992 Hess,»1995 p. .gd'

l5174) Also, soc1010g1st Star (1991) explalns why people

"_nprefer soft knowledge 1n the general case. Soft knowledge

7ftendsgto be eas1er to conceptuallze and to relate to everyday
"experience. However, Star and Hess state that, ";..“aﬁd
' »:programmers tend to bulld thelr view of knowledge lnto thelr

Hfsystems at the expense of more contextuallzed and s001ally
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:1laden knowledge"’(Star,:;v;_ v7

_hfwhlch utlllzelprlmarlly hard knowledge, lt 1s easypto see howfjnﬁg;ff

f"a user,_accustomed to operatlng 1n terms of soft knowledge,

| can become confused and frustrated.\‘n@TVZf“*'"*"

Fear of CMC can also be the result of the concern that‘a:,,j]ﬁf
“pcomputer may unpredlctably malfunctlon.j Because CMC 1s an v
_".evolv1ng technology,vsoftware packages and transfer protocolsup?:[?
’may be unstable and cause unexpected behav10r such as a o
bsystem crash. Computer v1ruses are also a notorlous source
'gﬁof user problems., Some 1nd1v1duals may fear that a small
;t~1ncorrect operatlon could cause’ the loss of v1tal and |
flrreplaceable data., A 31ngle bad experlence or knowledge of’
Vi'a bad experlence w1thout proper understandlng of how it could\
';,have been prevented can do s1gn1f1cant damage to a user S |
‘vcattltude toward the technology.‘;‘ oy | ‘

: Another source of . anxiety to the human communlcatlon CMC

"_paradlgm is communlcatlon anx1ety. Even 1f a- user overcomes

”ff,all of the other fears a55001ated w1th computer usage, he/sheffn o

:‘fmay Stlll have communlcatlon anx1ety.‘ Haras1m, Hlltz,vTeles,' :

nand Turoff (1995) sald about thlS aspect of communlcatlon':

"'anx1ety,

: ”Communlcatlon anx1ety is a common experlence for i
- first-time users. It is, however, a fear of not .. =
;communlcatlng rather than a fear of communlcatlng N
. ess Anxiety associated with whether their message e
'was 'sent properly and - arrlved successfully 1s' - '
vgcommon among nov1ces."‘(p 221) o



':“Communlcatlon anﬁlety can be the second obstacle for the
.;person who has trled to adopt CMC as a new paradlgm | |
': Ultlmately, thlS anx1ety factor holds an 1nd1v1dual back 1n T
fthe old paradlgm.,If the reC1p1ent of the message does not

‘respond lmmedlately, the nov1ce user may assume that the H7

1 message did not go through.v The tendency is to attrlbute the“fif

“‘lack of 1mmed1ate response to a usage problem.» ThlS helpsi:

| ‘perpetuate the myth that CMC is: only effectlvely employed by E
' computer spec1allsts. \; o ' 8 ‘

ﬁ Therefore, res1stancebto the communlcatlon aspect of the]
"new CMC paradlgm results from part1c1patlon 1n a newvbv
vjunfamlllar culture 1n Wthh face to—face communlcatlon is
v‘rare.i It also results from fear of computer network |
technology and fear of computers.; The 1nd1v1dual trylng to

B ass1mllate the new culture of the paradlgm may undergo a
“perlod of stress and frustratlon not unllke that Wthh T

;‘happens w1th tradltlonal culture shock._;~

"tIntercultural Communlcatlon and Culture Shock

i Maklng the CMC paradlgm Shlft can be compared with
7:1ntercultural communlcatlon.u ”Intercultural communlcatlon
'foccurs whenever a message produced 1n one culture must be i
.‘processed in another culture" (Porter & Samovar, 1991 ps. 6)
: The reason thlS comparlson can . be made 1s because of the

'tlght coupllng between culture and communlcatlon. Hall

" .(1959) asserts a: one to—one relatlonshlp between culture and

nlcommunlcat;on, saylng‘”culture is communlcatlon"’ Moreover,
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| »ffh”communlcatlon 1s culture” (Gudykunst & Klm,’l984, p. 4)

Under the old communlcatlons paradlgm (or culture),‘“
;rcomputers are not utlllzed._ Instead the postal serv1ce,;t~_v

"Vtelephones, and FAX machlnes act as the prlmary communlcatlon

"" tools._ Under the new CMC paradlgm (or culture) computer

"networks become the central communlcatlon tool.v There 1s}a“\
'gculture w1th computer network technology and a culturevf;‘

i w1thout computer network technology, both of them utlllzlng
‘:thelr own technology and thelr communlcatlon tools 1n thelr :

own ways. When a culture unfamlllar w1th computer network

'technology (the old paradlgm) becomes aware of and 1nteractsf_u :

w1th a culture w1th computer network technology (the new ‘
‘igparadlgm), some people from the old paradlgm have. dlfflculty,t
understandlng or acceptlng 1t. It may act as a source of o
vstress.k Slmllarly, ‘when CMC users attempt to functlon in an
environment w1thout computer network technology, they“feel
»vpressure and stress by not belng able to communlcate |
effectlvely. '

| ‘( ThlS pressure and stress is s1mllar to‘the effect of
h culture shock. Gudykunst and Klm (1984) descrlbe culture N

‘ shock 1n the followrng terms- ”At the heart of culture shock y,f

‘f“lS the lack of" fltness between ’strangers”subjectlve ‘

experlences and the commonly accepted modes of experlence 1n
the unfamlllar surroundlngs" (p 226) For the people who
“dec1de to stay back in the old paradlgm because lnteractlng |

.w1th computer network technology 1s unknown and unfamlllar,



Barnlund (1975) defines culture shock as, ”avfeeling of
helplésSneSs, even of terror or anger, that accompanies
vworking in an alien society. One feels £rapped in an abused
and indécipherable nightmare"b(p. 30). The pressure and |
stress is a result of trying to adapt from the old to the new
paradigm. Some individuals3find it eaéier to avoid the new

paradigm altogether.
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| CHAPTER THREE

The Survey

‘h‘General Statement of the Problem | 7 R

| - The rapld growth of CMC has led to paradlgm Shlft 1n .T

:3 whlch dally communlcatlon 1s conducted v1a computer networks.:b
‘Kuhn (1970) asserts that all paradlgm shlfts possess a»fT

fs1mllar llfe—cycle whlch begln w1th small anomalles belng

1dent1f1ed in an accepted 1dea or methodology.‘ Although the f;‘f '

number of anomalles grows more replete and obv1ous over tlme,n
, only after 51gn1f1cant oppos1tlon to the new paradlgm does 1tj
| l:establlsh 1tself and supersede the old model or theory. :;nfhpjf
thls way ‘the CMC paradlgm Shlft has caused turm01l for .
T,lnd1v1duals of non-technlcal backgrounds who are unfamlllarv{
‘w1th computer network technology.‘ Inexperlenced»users
'generally show re31stance to utlllzlng computer network TA;“
'ftechnology.‘ | . | . o
Spec1f1cally,'1nexper1enced computer users often belleve,
'that only spec1allsts are quallfled to operate computers and
-computer network technology effectlvely (Shnelderman, 1991
’p 617) Some users flnd it hard to accept computer and

7network technology as sultable for those w1th non—technlcal

o vbackgrounds.a ThlS mlsgulded notlon about computer network

:-_technology 1s the root of several reasons why 1nexper1enced -
l'users flnd it challenglng to adopt the CMC paradlgm.,
| The flrst challenge in sw1tch1ng to the CMC paradlgm

relates to the fear of computer termlnology.' The_wordgi
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t"”computer”.‘:l.tselfv‘J.n.some cases can provoke apprehensron for.
S,new users. Bonsall and Chesebro (1989) comment on the naturef'f
- of computer termlnology saylng,l"From a rhetorlcal v“v \

. perspectlve, personal computers thereby become part of the;ry
kffamlly of power terms,’ objects requlrlng attentlon and
'perhaps a set of mastery skllls des1gned to deal w1th them"fx,f-
(p. 218) These computer ”power terms" generate negatlve -
1mages of the computer for varlety of reasons. Addltlonally,i
because most 1nexper1enced computer users need to refer to an
operator s manual or software documentatlon Wthh may be'
‘packed w1th ”power terms,i these manuals help relnforce
negatlve 1mpre331ons of the computer. Hardware and software
documentatlon tends to be ”couched 1n the vocabulary and |
'language habits of the computer experts" (Frledrlch 1983-

| Bonsall & Chesebro, 1989,Wp. 68). At the other end of the n
_spectrum, ”describlng the‘use of’an on—off'sw1tch may take:l
.31x pages or six words, elther version rarely maklng sense to
“anyone but an engineer who understands 1t all by osm051s”;\
(Sandberg—Dlmet, 1983' Bonsall & Chesebro, 1989 P 68)

In addltlon to the 1nt1m1dat1ng language found in many"
computer manuals, computer termlnology and jargon, in
,g'general frlghtens lnexperlenced users (Crawford 1983*”>
o Bonsall & Chesebro, 1989 p. 69) i For example, acronyms,ti‘f

‘whlch by nature tend to obfuscate, domlnate computer sc1ence’;
:language. e |

... acronyms so permeate the discourse of computer
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sc1entists the many of that original meanings of

the unabbreviated phrases have been lost, and a

host of dictionaries, guides, and manuals now ex1st

to define the acronyms (Bonsall & Chesebro 1989 p.

69). _ o :
'Computer jargon and acronyms,intimidate beginners that want
to use computer and network technology. | ‘_

. The second obstacle in sw1tch1ng to the CMC paradigm lSv
that inexperienced users generally have the fear of being
adversely affected by computer errors. Unexpected computer
errors create res1stance and fear to computer technology
'(Hudiburg, 1990 p.’311) “Bonsall and Chesebro (1989)
'describe the nature. of computer and technology fear saying,
fear can Vary for each lnleldual. For some, the fear ofiv
any new machine, particularly these powered by electriCity,u
explains.their behaVior"‘(p. 218). . Launder (1995) explains
';that'a computerioperation system is non-triVial for
unexperienced users- because systems typically provide a
plethora of options, even lf the user only needs to perform a‘
few‘operations. fTh;s multipliCity of functionality confuses,ll
and distracts new users.ngaunder jests.thatber these |
individuals it is, “like trying to turn on the intercom»in a
.jumbo jet cockpit"(p 127) | s
| Also, until recently, there has been little in the way
of computer system standardization. Hence users may become

confused when sw1tching over to a new platform. Kerr and B

Hiltz_(19§2).remark that even ifbusers work withya similar
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- operatlng SYstem, dlfferent klnds Of error messages and.;[ﬂ'

"~commands on the system cause frustratlon.*

'JwFor example, 1n order to termlnate a sess1on, one S
"might have to enter 'logoff’ for one system, ' good~igb_';
 bye’ for another, and ‘- -’ for a third. It could .
. therefore be argued that ‘too much’ previous ’
7jexper1ence could be negatively related to system

acceptance (Kerr & HlltZ,,1982 p. 75) R

buBecause of the unfamlllar enV1ronment and the

:dlfflcultles encountered some users compare it to belng lost:s_'
'51n forelgn country saylng, ”you re lost 1n a forelgn' | |
.language"(Peterson & Turkel 1985 Bonsall & Chesebro, 1989‘
| P 69) Pederson (1995) descrlbes the 1n1t1al adjustment to.y
~an unfamlllar env1ronment as ”The famlllar cues have been :
_removed or have been glven a dlfferent meanlng, resultlng 1n’
‘iresponses ranglng from vague dlscomfort to. profound |
.'dlsorlentatlon" (p.yl) |

Therefore, unexperlenced users have several obstacles
confrontlng them 1n making the sw1tch to the CMC paradlgm
'These 1nclude adjustlng to a new and unfamlllar env1ronment,‘
belng able to extract the needed 1nformatlon from compllcated
‘manuals whlch often contaln confus1ng acronyms and computer
.jargon, determlnlng what functlonallty is requlred versus
'N‘what functlonallty is avallable, and overcomlng the confu31oni‘

ocaused by non—standard operatlng env1ronments. | '

t The 1nlt1al adjustment to an unfamlllar envlronment 1sv’

.g‘an adjustment process that has an ”,"' emotlonal)

5psycholog1cal behav1oral, cognltlve, and phy31olog1cal

: i ag



';,and anx1ety,

:;by culture shock

'1mpact on 1nd1v1duals" (Pederson, 1995, p;lly;'”Thus, stress:

‘Wthh can”be parallelled to the stress»lnduced

part of the adjustment process.‘ Cultureﬁf

"fshock 1s,‘”a form of:personallty maladjustment whlch 1s a

.-reactlon to a temporary unsuccessful attempt to ad]ust to newg?f:\ﬁf*?

h"fsurroundlngs and people” (Lundsted 1963 Gudykunst & Klm,vﬁff?f‘”"

31984,'p;‘226) Culture shock tends to put both phy51cal and

"fmental stress on 1nd1v1duals as a result of 1nteract1ng[‘n”an3ff'7

'funfamlllar or unpleasant env1ronment Thus, when an
f'unexperlenced user attempts to utlllze computer network

.technology, problems s1mllar to culture shock are ; 5d*a'““

- encountered._.

. y At the same tlme, however, the CMC paradlgm has created :”7hi.m"'

" .a phenomenon 1n Wthh communlcatlon-apprehens1ve 1nd1v1duals

'”’ftend to be more llkely to 1nteract v1a CMC because they

’tlpthls non—verbal medlum whlch contalns,

Ceen have ch010es whlch dependlng on the deSLgn of
" the system, may include: synchronous or asynchrous =
- "mode; control over the readershlp of items" wrltten,‘}ht_
| entries with signature, pen name or anonymlty, use’ '
~of private or group messages conferences or: -
,“.v‘notebookS°'cond1tlonal or delayed dellvery of e
"ﬁﬂﬁmessages, serial routlng, or routing with approvals :
- ‘incorporated; intra- or lntergroup communications; .-
- -self-defined commands, and alternatlve 1nterfaces..
“rﬁ(Hlltz & Kerr,‘1982, p. 134) S : :

ﬂWhen us1ng a computer network system for communlcatlon, not
rlionly does the new user have to know how to operate the

1 .computer, but also needs to understand how to communlcate 1n o

'm"ss1ng nonverbal

yfchannels”:(Hlltz & Turoff 1993 p- 81)

Cldoes not employ“lf'*v



tradltlonal communlcatlon contextuallzatlon cues prov1ded by
'appearance,‘nonverbal 31gnals, and features of the phy51cal
i‘context (Baym;‘1995»=p.v139) Some users may be confused or
J;'apprehens1ve about thlS dlfferent set of communlcatlon cues
(Hlltz & Turoff 1993, p. 85). . |
Unllke tradltlonal face—to—face (FTF) 1nteractlon,‘l
»-communlcatlon-apprehens1ve 1nd1v1duals can achleve a hlgh
v.,degree of 1nsulatlon from the person or persons he/she is -
”communlcatlng w1th. When utlllzlng computer network N
technology as-a communlcatlon tool users are able to control
-whlch formvofucommunlcatlon to employ when they would;llke_to
,1nteract w1th another person (Kerr & Hlltz, 1982 p.,135)"
d‘Bonsall and Chesebro (1989) explalned the dlfference between
FTF communlcatlon and CMC.‘ - .
' Face-to-face message conStructions;arefdd
characterized by a complex, spontaneous, -
simultaneous, and immediate collage of verbal,
nonverbal, and oral symbols. In contrast,
computer—medlated message constructions are
- characterized by written, critical, dellberate, and
“delayed symbols.,(p. 62)
‘CMC 1nteractlon doesn’t resemble tradltlonal FTF
'communlcatlon whlch lncorporates v1sual,‘audlo,‘and tactllev:'
o cues (Baym, 1995 p. 138) Others regard CMC as. FTF
;s,communlcatlon w1th the ”cues flltered out” (e g., Walther & }
deurgoon 1992 Baym, 1995 p. 138) Under thlS'model CMC
:' ”deprlve[s] 1nteractlons of sallent s001al cues” (Walther &

-Burgoon, 1992 Baym, 1995 p. 139) The reductlon of FTF

cues with CMC causes_some users to experlence;a sense.of.'

B e



o ”1solatlon” and ”lonellness" (Bonsall & Chesebro, 1989 p.dff;f
b On the other hand by dlmlnlshlng the cues prevalent 1n *by

hijTF there lS also a reductlon 1n communlcatlon blas.“ ThlS S

”5f¥fls because FTF lnteractlon reveals detalls about one S age,_A

k'race, natlonallty, gender, occupatlon, and 1ncome through

””Jiappearance and phys1cal features (Bonsall & Chesebro, 1989

"ﬁp. 61) Under the CMC paradlgm, 1nteractlonb” ..; w1thout

regard to skln color, ethnlc background or gender :

bxédlfferences would seemlngly fa01lltate confllct resolutlonlb
?:though lntelllgent exchanges of p01nts of v1ew”’(Ryan, 1992)fdﬂi

L Less FTF lnteractlon and anonymlty of 1nteractlon with others,f”

5ky1s a reason why CMC can reduce 1nherent prejudlce caused by

‘]”phys1cal appearance and other features of publlc 1dent1ty" 5
ke (Baym,‘1995 p. 140) Thus, communlcatlon over the computer 7:
network allows users to share thelr 1deas and 1mprove ”the &
’quallty of llfe w1thout prejudlce and power struggles" (Ryan,
"V1992) | o ‘ L

o Emergence of computer communlcatlon network technology

ffand 1nternat10nal electronlc connect1v1ty 1n the FTF flltered',}"'

'context have created an ”;;;llnformatlon c1v1llzatlon that 1s

Kjaglobal” (Masuda, 1982, p.'71) Thls atmosphere glves users‘fh

’“‘f?fa broader perspectlve and promotes the concept of belng ”a -

“buworld c1t1zen" (Ryan, 1992)




Spe01f1c Research and Hypothe51s :3:.51» P

»,[ The main empha31s of thls study 1s to show how CcMC flts;_vli

;the paradlgm model and to 1dent1fy the causes for re31stance*k
tO-lt.; Res1stance can ‘e class1f1ed 1nto two categorles-‘"

technologlcal reSLStance and res1stance to the new style of

'vjfhuman communlcatlon that CMC promotes. These two klnds of

"res1stance occur because of a dlsparlty of cultures., One

v“f~culture (old paradlgm) lacks computer network technology,

fgwhlle computer network technology lles at the center of the -
NT:JCMC culture (new paradlgm) U51ng thls assumptlon, spe01flc

*'research questlon w1ll be d1v1ded in to two categorles."

" :r_FlrSt Hypothe51s

It 1s hypothe31zed that the. amount of CMC culture shockl@fykgl;y

is 1nversely proportlonal (negatlvely correlated) to anﬁﬁf

1nd1v1dual s knowledge and Sklll 1n operatlng a computer;%.N‘utu

To verlfy thlS hypothes1s, lt lS 1mportant to measure
'user computer technology acceptance. Kerr and HlltZ (1982)
: explaln why deflned acceptance 1s lmportant because __ff‘

‘”Acceptance is the degree of w1lllngness of an 1nd1v1dual orcf

' fgroup to utlllze computer—medlated communlcatlon systems” (p.b -

’“57) Measurlng acceptance requlres measurlng the users’“

~utlllzat10n of computer technology.k Accordlng to Kerr and G

‘leltZ (1982) to measure acceptance, four categorles of

"j 1questlons are needed as well as a measurement of

””CharaCterlstlcs of Ind1v1duals That May Affect System Qf;”,

]Acceptance" (p 60)



'*”I Indlv1duals are motlvated to use]the system. They

;performed ‘online. :

Attltudes toward~task Sl e

' 1. Relatlve 1mportance or prlorlty.,;'

,2, :

«K(Pleasant/unpleasant. Challenglng/borlng, L

R - .ete.) S w
O II. They ‘have convenlent access to termlnals.;”
' Termlnal access ’

@have a task they_cons1der 1mportan which can be - _p,«f:uuﬁ

‘Degree of liking or disliking of the task.,ff:.aﬁf‘H

1. ‘Own versus shard versus no regular access'$Q';ﬁ“~

in office.

2. Availability of - termlnal to. take home.f777f"”

‘~”?fa~III They are completely free to use alternative:
o - systems for their communlcatlon act1v1t1es.,
Attltude toward media _' K
1. Attitude toward computers “in general.,~w o
2. Expectatlons about the: spec1flc system.,f“
STy Ant1c1pated usefulness. ‘ Lo
o vll) Ant1c1pated 1mpacts on* product1v1ty; :
'iii) Anticipated difficulty of use.',g;;f
3. Attltude toward alternative media. B
: : S ' (telephone, letters, travel, ‘etc. ). TR
’V. The user understands what the system can- do and how PR
' to operate it. .- RIS R T
Previous related experlence.cwéfv?jﬁ'”
- 1..Use of computers. = .
2. Use of computer termlnals.

3. Use of other computer-based communlcatlon‘f?'

wt“systems (Kerr & HlltZ, 1982).
fThe degree of acceptance as well as ”»;...the reasons for =
- hnonuse must be cons1dered when attemptlng to relate usage tOdf?

macceptance”(Kerr & HlltZ, 1982 p. 57) Acceptance can be'aff

o»fidetermlned by several factors that "lnfluence acceptance of

'~gfthe technology"(Kerr & HlltZ, 1982 p. 59)

Determlnlng acceptance of computer technology 1sif7?f’7

;Vﬁﬁlmportant 1n show1ng Why CMC can be regarded as a paradlgm

““mehls 1s because the 1nverse relatlonshlp between knowledge,,5f7~
f:sklll and anx1ety 1s a characterlstlc s1gnature of all

‘sl;paradlgm Shlfts.» Anx1ety causes fear and stress, and 1t
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5naturally translates to res1stance to the CMC paradlgm. Fbrv,ﬁ N

:T*anx1ety becomes an - 1ndlcator ln f'»"

'.thls reason, compu

:-'measurlng the cultureﬁshock of people who lnteract v1a CMC.-,

These results Wlll ald in generallzlng CMC user anx1ety "}f
- -and deflnlng who, how, and what elements of the env1ronment ff
ccause'culture shock for neWausers of computer network
3*ttechnolo§y, It also should help prov1de an explanatlon for
‘why people stay 1n the old paradlgm or sw1tch to the new one.,;
Second Hypothe51s s | |
It is hypothe51zed that cMC dlmlnlshes FTF communlcatlon ‘
and ralses global awareness. Global awareness is deflned o
v'accordlng ‘to McLuhan s (1964) ”global v1llage"v1n‘wh1ch B
.people are famlllar w1th ‘each others"liVes just”as:inla_
dsmall v1llage even though the 1ndividuals may live in';
‘ dlfferent countrles.r Such scenarlos are poss1ble because CMC:
vallows 1nd1v1duals to share values and oplnlons via FTF less.
fcommunlcatlon. Bonsall and Chesebro (1989) explalned the
flve varlables relatlng dlfferences between FTF and cMC
"communlcatlon modes, and these flve varlables are the
\questlons to measure and verlfy the hypothe51s. d
1. The channel. (Verbal and non—verbal communlcatlon)
2. The discursive mode. (Informatlon eff1c1ency and wrltten
-~ communication) .
.3;¢Feedback. (Synchoronlstlc and asynchronls1tc
- communication) : o
4. Social Roles of the Part1c1pants. (Communlcatlon blas)
5. The use of tlme.‘(Tlme) : ‘

‘“(p. 58 62)

';,FTF and CMC has s1gn1flcant dlfferences Wthh can be comparedi‘
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(Bonsall‘& CheSebro'1989) ThlS makes lt p0331ble to define
' what happens when CMC diminishes FTF communication. .
Frederick (1993) defines global_communication,as

...that intersection of disciplines that studies

the transborder communication of values, attitudes,

opinions, information, and data by individuals,

groups, people, institutions, governments, and

information technologies, as well as the resulting

controversial issues arising from the structure of.

‘institutions responsible for promoting or

inhibiting such messages among and between nations

and cultures. (p. 11)
~Using this definition, the survey will show the correlation
between CMC and global communication. D .
Subjects ‘

In addition to a traditional‘pen and paper style survey,
this study utilized the Internet to contact users worldwide.
Individuals lacking a computer background or who seldom use
the Internet were eliminated from the'analysis. Online users
(n = 95) were contacted via Usenet posting (Table 1) and
invited to participate by requesting an-email_version of the
survey or by filling out a World-Wide-Web form at the URL
http://www.kaiwan.com/~konta/pages/thesis/survey.html; (A
copy of this HTML form may be found in the APPENDIX B)
-Survey results were processed automatically via a Common
‘ Gateway Interface Script (cgi—script) Usage of the Internet
allowed access to the questionnaire from other countries.
Part101pants came from.at least 12 countries: :au g
' (Australia), .fi (Finland), .uk (United Kingdom), .nl

(Netherlands), .se (Switzerland), il (Italy), ;de (German),
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Table 1

Usenet Newsgroups._f

j”s01 research R, ‘ff;‘comp edu _
comp. human—factors o . alt.cyberspace P
fecomp.mise .. - . alt.education. dlstanceil,fV
- |kl2.ed.tech .~ .. . alt.culture.usenet - = L
|k12.chat.teacher .. =~ . alt.education.research
'kl2.ed.tech ,”~~-~~;g~;, < alt.culture.internet -
kl2.ed.comp. llteracy ‘ . S N
misc.education

‘»;jp»(Japan):'academic,‘.edu (U. S educatlonal 1nst1tutlon),‘
'Atand government 1nst1tutlon,_.gov (U S. government), and
'“'commerc1al network prov1ders, .com (commer01al network,‘d‘
‘prov1der),_.net (commerc1al network prov1der) e
hOffllne subjects (ni= 138) completed a tradltlonal pen and
¢paper style questlonnalre (APPENDIX A) ' These subjects were -

selected from students attendlng Callfornla State Unlver31ty,

lSan Bernardlno (CSUSB), 1996 regular summer school ses51on ey

d(both graduate and undergraduate students), and extended
'educatlon programs.; Students in both technlcal computer—"u
Srelated and non-technlcal courses were targeted.- Subjects

'g<ranged from junlor hlgh school to college level students,

“*lilncludlng senior c1tlzens and 1nternat10nal students. 'The

-ftotal sample 31ze was n # 233.v

PR Instrumentatlon/Data Collectlon |

Onllne and offllne data collectlon was conducted from»‘

_July 23 1996 to August 14 1996 by means Of a |

"gquestlonnalre con31st1ng of 35 questlons., Table 2 shows a'“

‘adbrlef summary of the questlons and varlables the

oS0



~ [pemograpnic

% questlonnalre attempted to measure.

ThlS survey AR

Jquestlonnalre used short answer form, leert scale, and

”checkllst 1tems to ask about the responder s computer skllls,pﬂ'vt"'

'I_Internet knowledge, and perspectlve on human communlcatlon

'fv1a the Internet.

”?Table 2

'uVarlable"

"~fQuestlon

,Computer knowledge7

.Name of platform

Internet ‘knowledge

,Correct name of termlnologles

*(5Computer skill' “,I}Programmlng ablllty _
Internet skill vfInternet software operatlon o
W'Computer.' ; erar of us1ng the computer
| environment R - :
|anxiety ' L . v L .
| Internet " | Fear of using the Internet =
'env1ronment ST AT R
| anxiety - L U DT S L
- IComputer ' - |Primarily learn the computer . .
“vbackground LA e T T TR
| Internet '_Primarily.learn the Intérﬁét?,mpf‘”
background _ T

Communlcatlon blas

,Natlonallty, gender,f

age, appearanCe

| The use of time

~ﬂIgnore the tlme and tlme dlfferences

_'ngDlstance/locatlon,;fContact with other'country R -
gjﬂ,FTF and.Less]FTF'q,ﬂ—Fear of using Internet as communlcatlon R
ﬁ“,communication- | tool to unknown user - - fa
' : | -Preference of FTF and reduced—FTF comm
Intercultural

communlcatlon n_;‘

—Preference of us1ng natlve language or
other language : v : .

| -Native/first language S
| =The language use on. the Internet
V—Home language RSN _

o —Days of use of the Internet a week»

=Hours of use of the Internet per

b sess1on




:Data Treatment Procedure

ThlS study uses quantltatlve research data of a
““descrlptlve de51gn. To analyze the data,_frequency counts,
‘hblvarlate correlatlon analy31s, and cross—tabulatlons were e

grun to determlne the relatlonshlp between varlables, u31ng

: SPSS Graduate Pack Advanced Vers1on 6 1.

”~-Test1ng the Hypotheses K

In regard to the flrst hypothe51s tested CMC culture

shock is deflned as a lack of famlllarlty w1th the computer !

”lf'“and/or the Internet env1ronment.‘ ThlS was operatlonally

*'measured by asklng about a subject S fear of computers and/or‘g'

‘-:rthe Internet as well as questlons about comfort level when

',,communlcatlng w1th unknown users. Internet knowledge and E
i Sklll was operatlonally measured by asklng subjects to
ldentlfy the spec1f1c platform they use for the computer and -

v‘Internet, asklng about thelr computer programmlng ablllty,

-thelr ablllty to. use Internet software, and 1f they knew the P

. correct terms for ‘some ‘common Internet acronyms.‘

For the second hypothes1s tested dlmlnlshed FTF
“communlcatlon and lncreased global 1nteractlon (1ntercultural
communlcatlon) were operatlonally measured by 1tems on thev
‘questlonnalre relatlng to communlcatlon blas; tlme of use,'
regard for dlstance and locatlon, FTF communlcatlon, and

i language usage. B e |

i The valldlty of each hypotheSLS was measured by chr-»

. square tests (P > 01) on cross—tabulatlon of these 1tems.f



HILOnly s1gn1f1cant-cro s—tab results/are-presented. The
answers from the*questlonnalre are lelded 1nto three
’pcategorles. computer and Internet skllls and llteracy, "‘7f

: perspectlves on FTF/lnterpersonal communlcatlon v1a the

“Internet, and lntercultural communlcatlon v1a the Internet..~:*r”

Computer and Internet Knowledge and Sklll

The flrst hypothes1s asserts that the amount of CMC
gculture shock does not relate to an 1nd1v1dual S knowledge orh_
.:Sklll of computers or the Internet. ThlS was measured by
1nqu1r1ng about the degree of fear of us1ng a computer or thet;
‘Internet because of not know1ng how to operate a computer.
In addltlon, questlons measured human communlcatlon
perspectlves towards the Internet by asklng lf computer and
‘~Internet knowledge relates to 1nteractlon w1th other users onh3
the Internet, and lf this 1nteractlon leads to CMC culture’ i
, shock. In. total elght varlables were cross—tabulated in
felght ways ln regard to the flrst hypothe51s. L
i 1;‘Computer knowledge and computer sklll-‘b

‘2__Internet‘kn9wledge and fear of us1ng the computer,‘
3, Internet knowledge and fear of u51ng the Internet;_;
:‘43 Computer Sklll and fear of us1ng the computer;'

>5;‘Computer Sklll and fear of us1ng the Internet;ip .

6. Internet sklll*and fear of us1ng»thescomputer}"
:ttj;kFear of” us1ng the computer andiFTF'and_heSShFTF

hfcommunlcatlon, and | - | B

.8,‘Fear of u51ng the computer and‘daysioféusing'the
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computer.
FTF Communication and Intercultural Communication

The second hypothesis asserts that CMC diminishes FTF

communication and raises global intefaction. - These variables
wefe measured with questions about communication bias, time
of use, distance/location, degree of FTF‘communication, and
intercultural communication. Communication over the Internet
reduces FTF communication and allows users to access
information worldwide, making CMC a unique form of human
communication. In total, six variables were cross-tabulated
in six ways in regard to the second hypothesis.

1. Communication bias over the Internet

2. Time of use of the Internet

3. Distance/location and fear of using computer and
Internet enviroﬁments.

4. FTF communication/less FTF communication over the
Internet and fear of using computer and the
Internet.

5. The use of the language over the Intefnet under
varying circumstances.

6. Demogfaphic informatidnvand utilization of theb

Internet.
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CHAPTER FOUR
‘The Results
in this chapter thebresults of the survey are presented.p:
First, frequency counts are reported, and the hypotheses»are
Faddressed.. Finally, several significant'cross—tabs are
presented. |
Frequency Counts
As Table 3 shows, sﬁbjects that participated in thisT
survey were predominantly between the ages‘of 19 to 25, and’
‘accounting for 36.2% of the overall results. Following this
group were individuais between 26 to 31 years of age, with
frequency of 29.3%. Combined together, i9-to 31 year olds
accounted‘for»65.5% of the subjects. While the majority of
responders to the survey were less than 25 years of age,

survey participants in higher age categories were also

present.

Table 3

Age .

Age n %

- 12-18 4 (1.7%)
19-25 84 (36.2%)
26-31 68 (29.3%)
32-38 32 (13.8%)
39-45 25 (10.8%)
46-52 12 (5.2%)
53-58 6 (2.6%)
65+ 1 (0.4%)
Total 232  (100%)
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The flrst sectlon of the questlonnalre measured the

:~part101pants’ computer llteracy and Internet knowledge., Thlsk””

ﬂ”jwas achleved by 1nqu1r1ng about usage frequency,.appllcatlon

>77sTable 4

'-ucompetency,land testlng for spec1flc knowledge. L

In response to the questlon of the number of days that
the}Internet 1s used per week, the hlghest percent response -
7:was seven days (19 1%), followed by one day per week (17 8%) ;J

:and then flve days per week (17 8%) Results are shown ln ‘ff’

,hNumber of{Da,s USLnlptheFInternet Per Week.,

day ;;ﬁ’-'}"‘;41_»“(17'8%);,‘
daysfle‘;fjj‘.’.pzz“- (9.6%)
days 30 (13.0%)
.days;,ibtf'ﬁibx}‘?tii;]:_(4 3%)*,”m."

days 41 (17.8%)
days 16 (7.0%)
days f~f*fgfﬁ7*?"44f][(19 1%)7ff}f?
'g'Total S .yff}ﬁ}zgoif; (190%);f1{:“qu b

H‘FJ o U wN R

'don t use

gThls dlstrlbutlon of results was segmented 1nto two groups., 3jvx:

frequent and 1nfrequent users. Infrequent users were deflnedffw“”"

' W,fto be those that use. the Internet between one and four days

’ffper week whlle frequent users are onllne from flve to seven d;}ff

vh"ﬁfdays per week.v Infrequent users totaled 44 1% whlle frequent,’

—

‘Wusers made up 42 8% of the results as shown 1n Table 5.v ThlS-_
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‘study compares the communlcatlon perspectlves of lnfrequent
‘and frequent users of the Internet and tests the hypotheses
based on these groups.;ffﬁwfs~a:i¥‘f ’ SN # :

~prable 5

| Numbervof Dads_U31n;_thevInternet°“Fre*'ent_andflnfre'lentffff
- Users. B T o A S
 pays  .n %
1-4 days 104 (45.2%)
'5-7 days 101  (43.9%)
- Idon'tuse 25 g;(lb;9%)v

Total 230 (200%)..

In response to the questlon asklng about the number of
’Lhours the Internet is used per sess1on, the hlghest frequencyf
of responses was between 30 mlnutes to one hour (27. 36),_Q:,
iseconded by the response between -one hour to two hours_.
- (23. 49),,followed by less than 30 mlnutes per se551on‘w
(19.5%). ' |

| Henéé’7o 2v‘of the responders were u51ng‘the Internet in
vthe range between less than 30 mlnutes to two hours.e When
‘frequent and 1nfrequent groups are v1ewed in termS‘ofuthesﬁip
dlstrlbutlon of results for hours per se531on, 29 8% of
’1nfrequent users | responded less than 30 mlnutes, 33 7% of
'them responded 30 mlnutes to one hour, and 26. 99 responded
‘one hour to two hours. Thus, 90 4% of 1nfrequent users e
‘reported u31ng the Internet ‘range between less than 30.

mlnutes to two hours. Comparatlvely, 65. 3% of the frequent B



';pec1f1cally

‘the dlstrlbutlon c0n51sted of 12 9% respondlng less than 30 ’f7f-'

ﬂmlnutes, 26 76 between 30 mlnutes to one hour, and 25 7%

between one- hour to two hoursif“Therefore, for the majorlty

' of both 1nfrequent and frequent users, a se331on tlme of two fi_’

' ‘hours or less was most common.

Table 6 summarlzes responses to the questlon of where

computer SklllS were prlmarlly acqulred.‘ Of the reSpOnders,:fp

t'49 l% prlmarlly learned how to operate a computer 1n a’ formal'
' settlng, such as school (27 6%), work (19. 8%), or a tralnlng
'vcourse (1 7%),‘whlle 506 of the’ responders prlmarlly learned j,
bhphow to operate the computer 1nformally, 1nclud1ng by .ffl
; }hlm/herself (40. 1%) and/or from friend (9 9%).

vbTable 6

Where Computer Skllls Were Prlmarllv Acqulred.;‘

'tWhere o A ,‘,u' nooo %
“School . 64 (27.6%)
At work 46 (19.8%)
n;,By myself S f ‘h' f"93h ‘(40,1%)

' From friend nui‘,‘ : _r;-23 ‘ (9;9%)[
b Tralnlng‘coursepi;:l" S ‘ v(l;7%)’;
‘Never .o 25'.(bé9%f‘1

. Total 232 (100%) -

Table 7 summarlzes responses to the questlon about where :
Internet SklllS were acqulred. 34 36 of responders answered
that they learned how to operate the Internet 1n a formal

- settlng-such,as; school (16 76), work (15 45), or tralnlng



‘vcourse'(2'2%) | ‘More than half, or 61. 0% of ‘the responders |
: reported that they 1nformally learned how to operate ‘the S
“Internet on their own (41 7%) and/or from a frlend (19. 3%)
rather than from school, work or a tralnlng course.‘

’ Table 7

Where Internet Skllls Were Ac‘ulred.

:1Where\»‘;‘ o ‘fig. n %
School - 38 _(16.7%)_‘,

At work 35 (15.4%)
By myself 95 (41.7%)
From friend = - a4 (19.3%)
Training course . 5 o (2.2%)

. Never .11  (4.8%)

 Total 228 (100%)

: In response to the questlon askrng about Internet
xcompetency, only 5. 2% of responders lndlcated that they
:cannot ‘use the Internet, whlch 94. 8% reported that they
: operate the Internet ‘as shown in Table 8. . - .
 Table 8 - . |

I Cannot Use the Internet.

 Yes T 12 = .(5,; 2% y
S No 221 (94.8%)
.Total o233 (100%)i5?didt;:}“

Another questionraskedlrespondersftovcheck'whioh of the

',following Internet:services,they could use: email, WWW; FTP,



NiGopher, Chat, or Newsgroups.

‘*.;d?jnewsgroups (54 5%)

'?The breakdown of percentages 15?1{1
::psummarlzed in Table 9 and con31sts of emall (90. 6%),1LWWW;h?Q

'1g(79 8%), FTP (40 3%), Gopher (39 9%), chat (41 6%), and

It should be noted that most pornt and

”fdcllck style WWW browsers also 1ntegrate FTP and Gopher

‘sffunctlonallty so that shell style UNIX commands are not

‘necessary for thelr operatlon.‘

'-Table 9

'What Klnd of Internet Operatlons Part1c10ants Could Use.

é;zso'

.100%,a:~*

‘ft'IsCanfoperatefjt

Cowew
'h;Chat:fs: .-
Newsgroups

Yes

. No

221

?rf186’

127

94

93

97

L
(90.6%)
(79.8%)
(40. 3%yl‘p
(39.9%)
(41.6%)
(54.5%)

47
140

140 -

136
106

ot

(9.4%)
(20.2%)
(60.1%)
(60.1%)
(58.4%)
(45.5%)

In response to the questlon 1nvest1gat1ng computer .

programmlng Sklll only about half sa1d they could program,*[ﬂj71’d

h'as shown 1n Table 10.'

bTable 1o

“‘I Cannot Proqram.‘d

{ o0 L

. Yes }5::t 112
‘No . .oooo121

(48;1%)3f
(51.9%)

‘Total 233

(100%)




Comparlng thlS result w1th Internet ablllty in Wthh ,f

94, 8% responders sald they can utlllze Internet software,

'llfonly about half of the total responders, 48 1% reported that

. they can program The programmlng ablllty questlon asked - ,'fffV'v”

"partlclpants to 1ndlcate Wthh languages they can program.:;;_?‘

Table 11 shows the breakdown of percentages for computer ,5_
programmlng sklll._ Ba51c was the hlghest percent response y
"vw1th 37. 3%, seconded by HTML 33 O% thlrd C and/or C++ 20 2%,
‘followed by Pascal 19 7% Assembly 12 9 Perl/awk/sed 9. O% |
and Java 6. 96.g‘ o
':Table‘ll 2

COmputerrProgramminglskill; ‘?

n =233 1008

: I'can program _f'i‘v . Yes A"NOV

| B\ e
pascal .. 46  (19.7%) 187  (80.3%)
c/cH+ a7 (20.2%) 186 (79.8%)
Basic = . 87 (37.3%) 146 - (62.7%)
Perl/awk/sed = - . .;,‘21ll >(9{0%)ﬂ" ,‘212 B (91.0%)
HIML . 77 (33.0%) 156 (67.0%)

Java R 16 (6.9%) 217  (93.1%)
_ Assembly 30 (12.9%)~, 203 (87.1%)

Another questlon asked the part1c1pants what type of
foperatlng system they used.v In some cases: the responder dld '
;bnot know.,vTableylz reports the breakdown of percentages for :
‘operating systems; Wlndows (54. 96) had the hlghest frequency

'of the responses, followed by MacOs (11 9%) and UNIX (11 9%)

_61-v,f'



Other resPonses‘includediWindoWSNT (4.9%), DOS (0.9%), and
0s/2 (0;9%).:'HowéVer, 14,6% 9fjthéfreéponders didvnét know
what opefatingstéte@ they:uséd when ﬁéing thé_Iﬁtefne£;~
Table 12 o o |

' The Participants’ Percentages of Knowledge of Operation
Systems. ‘ _ | |

Operation - n %

system . . ;
UNIX 27 (11.9%)
~ MacOs 27 (11.9%)
- Windows 124 (54.9%)
WindowsNT 11 - (4.9%)
DOS | 2 (0.9%)
0s/2 , 2 (0.9%)
I don’t know 33 (14.6%)
Total | 226 (100%)

Table 13 summarizes results of Intérnet knowledge
questions which required the participantﬁto‘write out the
correct name of_somelcommon Internet acronyms (ftp, faq, and
irc), Earlier in the questionnaire,b40.3% of thé responders
answered that they can,uée ftp (Table 9), and 39.9% (Table 9)
of the responders knew that the abbreviation‘standsvfor file
transfer protoéol. The remaining 60.1% of responders wrote
incorrect‘answersvor did not respond at all. Likewise, 54.5%
answered that they éan,use.hewsgroups, while 42.1% (Table 9)
correctly identified FAQ»as Frequently Asked Question. '41.6%
of the responders‘answéred;thét theyvcan use a chat system,
but only 27.0% (Tablé 9) of‘the responders kﬁew IRC stands

for Internet Relay Chat.
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Table 13

Internet Knowledge Questlons"Correct Names of _Common
Internet Acronyms. -

n =233  100%

i"Te‘rminolcigy ' 'f"'; S n.f:'fb‘“%
FTP o | o -
True:Right answer 93 (39.9%)
’ False:Wrong answer 140 (60.1%) .
cao : - - .
- True:Right answer 96 (41.2%)
False:Wrong answer 137 (58.8%)
IRC | |
True:Right answer 63 (27.0%)

False:Wrong answer - 170 (73.0%)

The second section of the questionnaireideal£>with
perspectives of human cemmnnication via thegInternet. This
Was used toimeasure-communicetion‘bias, time:of use, distance
‘and lecation, face—to-face (FTF) communication, and
intercultural“communicationnover the Internet.

»Tanle'l4,snmmarizes reeponses es to whether participants
.feel nervous‘when‘Sending.email to an unknown'party. of the~
responders,.56.3% answered that‘they’did'not feel nervous |
(strongly disagree'24.9%, disegree 31.4%), and 21.8% of the
responders feel uncomfortable (agree 17.0%) and very
'uncomfortablee(strongly agree 4;8%)vwhen sending email to
unknown parties. The'remainingrzi.S%’ef participants were

undecided. .
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‘Table 14 L | e
I Feel Very Nervous When I Am-Sending.Email to an Unknown

- User.

| T s
Strongly dlsagree-_ : ' 57 = (24.9%)

- Dlsagree f'y” B ;H 72 :(31.4%) _
~ Are undecided - - 50 (21.8%)
Agree ‘.”f“, R _ﬁ395-(17;0%)
 Strongly agree - hp»',llv;'(4;8%),
TTotal 229 (100%)

| The:questlonnalre asked if part1c1pants have a fear of
.fa01ng an unknown user on. the Internet. Table 15 reports ther

‘results.. The results were 64 69 of responders don t have a

fear of fa01ng an unknown user on the Internet (strongly

‘dlsagree 31.0% and dlsagreeu33.6%),v_Nevertheless, 18 6% of
fresponders reported that‘they.have'a fear‘of facingnan |
"._unknown user on the Internet (agree 13 4% and strongly

» dlsagree 5. 2%) ‘ |
” Tﬁble,l5,

 Fear of Facing an Unknown User on the Internet.

1ffk§ﬂﬁnge“5h%hrhi

vz?gStrongly dlsagree f‘ff:*7ff72?' (31;Q%)27
Disagree 78 (33.6%)
‘Are undeCIded ~?Tff?'f?fu5739d:(16:89fw??7 -
vagree - . ‘-;€:~‘jéfi3lh ‘13 4%)‘_f,;
"Strongly agree Avfbwzﬂffﬂ.jléz (5. Zs)f,J
,VTotal S 1232 (100%)




”“xl;Responders who feel ‘nervous when sendlng”email»to_an unknown;:'

-hfparty also have a fear of fac1ng an unknown user on. thejf

'QifInternet, as the response frequencY for both questlons 1s S

“'3nearly 1dent1calklli3fw

The next group of survey questlons asked 1n greater S

‘ffdetall about reactlons to human communlcatlon on the

| -:Internet. These questlons focused on comparlng Internet*fff"""j

"?f{communlcatlon w1th FTF communlcatlon...

Table 16 shows the results of how partlclpants responded 'fp'
gto the. questlon asklng 1f they use the Internet to

';Tcommunlcate w1th others because they feel more comfortable ]ff'*'f'

'communlcatlng v1a thls medlum as opposed to face—to—face

N (FTF) communlcatlon.i7‘"

”'ijable-16

I Use. the Internet to Communlcate Wlth Others Because I Feel”_fiiﬂ“

- More Comfortable Than FTF.j

‘lStrOngly disagree7iﬁjch_gif829 (35.5%)

.sfbisagree | {“.g“ffi,(,1:”T66j‘(28§6%)g

7f;Are unde01ded T_p‘.p_h'vf 42 I(18 2%)1 i
tgAgree ”»'V‘h”7fihlﬁi“\ﬁfb‘ﬂh27fx(11 7%)*l”‘

:':,_Stronle a9ree nyw",-i.‘;;i’14 (6 1%)v‘

:”wﬁIn response, 64 l of responders strongly dlsagreed (35 5%) RS
‘yor dlsagreed (28 6%) that they use the Internet to e
‘Wcommunlcate w1th others to av01d FTF communlcatlon.' Also,

'\f‘17 8% of responders agreed (11 7%) or strongly agreed (6 1%)‘v

‘ff55”f



:that they feel more comfortable communicating over the
Internet with others than by FTF communication.

The questionnaire also asked if participants felt‘more
comfortable whén expressing themselves on the Intefnet than
when talking in fron£ of people. 'Table 17 shows the results
for this question. Of the résponders, 59.5% answered that
they strongly disagree (32;2%) or disagree (27.3%), that they.:
feel more comfortable expressing themsélves.in,front of |
people than expressing themselves on the Internet. Onlthe
6ther hand, 21.1% of the responders agreed (15.4%) or
strongly agreed (5.7%) that they can express themselves more
comfortably in person than using the Internet.

Table 17

Comfort With Expressing Myself on the Internet Rather Than
FTF. : ’ : :

n %
Strongly disagree 73 (32.2%)
Disagree : 62 (28.6%)
Are undecided 44 (19.4%)
Agree 35 (15.4%)
Strongly agree ' 13 (5.7%)
Total ' : 227  (100%)

Table 16 and 17 show the majority of participants felt
more comfortable communicating on the Internet. |
Additionally, from the results shown in Tables 14 énd 15,
most responders do not feel nervous sending email to unknown

parties and do not fear of facing unknown users. It seems
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apparent that . the majorlty of responders'are not anx1ous
communlcatlng via Internet or via FTF because they have no
hfear of communlcatlng w1th unknown users or communlcatlng 1n
"front of others face-to—face. | |
The next.groupiof'quest;ons;Were‘usedvtobneasure

communication bias'ongtheilnternet and how the participant
feels about comﬁunicatinghWithvusershof different
.nationality, gender; age, and appearance.

| Tables 18 1 and 18.2 show how responders react to other
users natlonalltles on the Internet. of the responders,k’
»,76.2% lndlcated that,they don t care about Other'user’s
gnatlonallty when communlcatlng on the Internet (strongly
agree 50 2% and agree 26.0%), 13.0% of responders reported
that they do care about the other user’s natlonallty
(strongly dlsagree 3 9% and dlsagree 9. 16)

'Table 18. 1

I Don’t Care About Other User S Natlonallty

: » n 3
‘Strongly disagree ' .9 (3.9%)
Disagree 21 (9.1%)
Are undecided =~ 25 (10.8%)
Agree | o 60 (26.0%)
strongly agree = 116 (50.2%)

Total 231 (100%)

Table 18.2 also shows responders reactlon to gender.’

73 6% of responders marked that they don’t care about gender
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”:g,}Table 18.2

| on - the Internet (strongly agree 46 8% and agree 26 8%)

- ’Meanwhlle, 13 8% reported'that gender does matter (strongly

: dlsagree 3 0% and dlsagree lO 8%)

I Don t Care Abou

her User’s Gender.

. Strongly dlsagree i; : 5“7;7; (3 0%)5;,; L
_‘,Dlsagree ) :ﬁvv '”?'f,,fhzéf”i(lo 8%)l'ppf’7"
noree '*ﬁf”i'*'7]160{‘%r26?8%>‘;f:,”-' 3
"x+Strongly agree »ff“:>f'j116f f445ﬁ3%)va'.v -

S Total 237 (100%)

Table 19. 1 shows the results to the questlon asklng;iff L
- the other user’s age and appearance lS an issue when‘ e

communlcatlng on the Internet.‘ Of the responders, 73 6%4‘571“

"°'.udon t care about the other user s age when communlcatlng with~x

I:;Others on the Internet (strongly agree 42 0% ‘and agreei,,&;

dé”‘31 6%),,but 14 3% of them do care about the other user s age S

tm;(strongly dlsagree 3. 9% and dlsagree 10 4%) | Thus, most of ffg?ﬁ»'

rfr;the responders don t care about the other user s age when ;
rIfthey communlcate on the Internet.;p;fQQ e | A

Table 19 2 also summarlzes how responders reacted to theﬁ“'
}tglssue of another user s phys1cal appearance when ' I. S
'7icommun1cat1ng on the Internet.f Of the responders,,84 59

“:f strongly agreed (56 5%) or agreed (28 0%) that they don’t

- care about other user s appearance when communlcatlng on the:,_f"

:‘d;?YGSf;;V'



internet, 4.3% of the responders strongly disagreed (1.7%) or
disagreed (2.6%) that they don’t care about other users |
appearance when they communicating on the Internet.

Table 19.1

I Don’t Care About Other User’s Age.

n %
Strongly disagree 9 (3.9%)
Disagree 24 (10.4%)
Are undecided 28 (12.1%)
Agree , 73 (31.6%)
Strongly agree 97 (42.0%)
Total 231  (100%)

Table 19.2

I Don’t Care About Other User'’s Appearance.

oe

Strongly disagree 4  (1.7%)
Disagree 6 (2.6%)
Are undecided 26 (11.2%)
Agree 65 (28.0%)
Strongly agree 131 (56.5%)
Total 232 (100%)

The results in Tables 18.1, 18.2, 19.1, and 19.2 show
that the responders who participatéd in this survey are not
generally concerned with the nationality, gender, age, and
appearance of other users of the Internet.

The next set of results‘iﬁdicate how responders utilize

the computer and the Internet. Table 20 shows the extent
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’[fihave a fear of us1ng computers because I don t know how toﬂ?

5b';of u31ng the computer because of not knowrng how to operate

'”llthe computer. The majorlty of partlclpants 1n thlS survey

’VVthat computer fear ex1sts because of not know1ng‘how to

,foperate the computer' Of’dhe:responders,,77 9% strongly

'7<dlsagreed (55 7%) or dlsagreed (22 2%) to the questlon ”I'ﬁ
’:“operate the computer.i‘ Meanwhlle, 12 6% of the respondersf“

' strongly agreed (4 36) or agreed (8 39) that they have a. fear L

lndlcated that they dld not fear the computer.»f

f.Table 20

1“I Have a Fear“of Usinqlthe‘computer._lf_,*

. G ‘ n s

Strongly dlsagree <fluil>, 123f(55,7%).d‘hw
- Disagree b”~,,_sf‘a:,7ff551 (22.2%)

Are undecided *‘*lf g f:ufmh22 £ (9.6%)

Agree. . 19 (8.3%)
‘yoStrongly agree fy' R viilOw (4.3%)
""‘Total 230 (100%)

Table 21 summarlzes the results as to whether respondersi‘
fear u51ng the Internet because of not know1ng how to operate'
;Zﬁthe computer. Only 12 76 of the responders agreed that they;?n’
rihave a fear of us1ng the Internet because of not know1ng how'{
'Ifto operate the computer. 76 9% strongly dlsagreed (56 89) ori

lydlsagreed(ZO 1°)‘f The results 1n Table 20 and 21 show that irjﬁ_
1vpartlclpants in. thls survey do not fear the computer or e

gInternet because of lack of knowledge.f”




 Table 21

:?;a‘fof the responders strongly agreed (36 8%) or agr edf(15 8%)

:\;Agree

- 1Total

‘I Have a Fear of Using the Internet.

| Rk L e
¢Strongly dlsagree Lg]g:f,jfléqaf(SG 8%):3h¢2“‘-~v :
"'fDlsagree '.f%*a¢‘:fEL#Qvi_*¢;46,;(2o )
,iAre unde01ded o HVW“Q:llﬁ24f?(10 5%):hlf-sl :
ﬁAgree ' "ff72953(12 7%)ﬂ¢37h

v _,’Strongly agree G T s
CTmotar Eens T (oo

Table 22 shows the results of how responders use emall’“ ot

‘ to contact users ln anotherfcountry. Of the responders,.ﬁigLf”*'

.'~37 7 strongly dlsagree (24 1%) or dlsagreed (13 6%) that

‘fthey use emall to contact users 1n other countrles, but 52 6%15h7*‘"*l

‘Table zilfff’ff?v'* ;,A.; o

'ﬂ;I Use Emall to Contact Us ‘.,Erémﬁotﬁérgcothr;]s:

_‘Strongly dlsagreel¢7
"‘1D1sagree IR R
' Are unde01ded

T*ikis &
R v,'ﬁ}(36 8%) :
228 (0GR

Table 23 shows the results to how subjects responded to s
1‘ffthe tlme of utlllzatlon questlon regardlng emall or newsgroupf[fsﬁf:t°u

'»posts.; Part1c1pants were asked 1f they would post or send fEf”

"_;fmessages late at nlght or 1n the early mornlng., Of the

responders; 19 6% strongly dlsagreed (7 4%) or dlsagreed




;-;(12 26) that they would send emall or post to newsgroups

Lpearly 1n the mornlng or late at nlght. Meanwhlle, 62 9% of

‘:.the responders stronglyfagreed (40 6%) ‘or agreed (22 3%) thatﬂ»jgfﬁ

f_they mlght send or post‘durlng these tlmes.~ﬁ: s A

'"fTable 23

U;Strongly dlsagreew PR 16 (7 4%):1g‘
”Dlsagree R 1:l; o ?vl7_(12 26),55‘5“
Are undecided | 32 (14.2%)

z»,Agree’gx BT (22.3%)
Strongly agree hf“.v’ \ 103f(40°6%)fi
Total ,,_b o ’;‘ 225 (100%)

Table 24 shows the response to the questlon asklng lf

L part1c1pants 1gnore the recelver S tlme dlfference when '

'sendlng emall‘or postlng'to newsgroups; Nearly 20% 1ndlcatedi_"

’that they strongly dlsagree (7 49) or dlsagree (12 2%) that

‘the tlme zone dlfference cannot be dlsregarded..Of the

‘p‘ responders, 62 9%,strongly agreed (40-6%)’or agreed (22;3%)‘

»that they ignore the recelver s time dlfferences. It is.
apparent from the results of these questlons that
";part1c1pants 1n thlS survey, for the most part, are. not fhaﬁ
.concerned about the recelver s tlme zone when postlng emall +
’ ‘or news. The fact that 1t 1s safe to 1gnore tlme zones is f:

v one of the advantages of Internet communlcatlon over the

h ,tradltlonal phone call where the tlme zone is always a

: cons1deratlon, espec1ally w1th lnternatlonal tlme '



differences. The Internet provides an’asyﬁchronous means of
quickly sending information.
Table 24

I Ignore the Receiver’s Time Difference.

n %

Strongly disagree 17 (7.4%)
Disagree : 28 (12.29%)
Are undecided ‘ ,"40 (17.5%)
'Agree‘ : R ' 51 (22.3%)
Strongly agree 93 (40.6%)
Total 229  (100%)

Table 25 shows the results of whether responders
indicated that they use email more than postal mail because
of email’s speed.

Table 25

I Use Email More Than Postal Mail.

n 3
Strongly disagree 14 (6.1%)
Dieagree 16 (7.0%)
Are undecided 34 (14.8%)
Agree | | 52 (22.7%)
Strongly agree 113 (49.3%)
Total s 229 (100%)

df the respbndere, 13.1 % strongly disagreed (6.1%) or
disagreed (7.0%) to usihg email more than postal mail.
‘However, 72,0% of the responders strongly agreed (49.3%) or
agreed (22.7%) that‘they preferred using email to postal

mail. Perhaps because of the knowledge that email and news
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postlng can.he made.atvany‘tlme and tlme zone dlfferences are - -
not relevant (Tables 23 and 24), along w1th the fact that -
email tends to be fast, the majorlty of the responders prefer ‘g
'u31ng emall to postal mall. -

-~ The follow1ng questlonnalre results deal with the use of

L language on the Internet and elsewhere. Tables 26 1 and 26 2

- show the responder s flrst language and the language used at

home. The results contalned 18- dlfferent first languages and ““

»l7bdifferent languages used at home.
Table 26.1 |

| EirSt[Native_Language.

lanquage . n %

English 143 (63.3%)
Chinese = 37 . (16.4%)
‘Japanese 17 (7.5%)
‘Indonesian 6 = (2.7%)
- Spanish 4 (1.8%)
 Thai 4 (1.8%)
Arabic 3 (1.3%)
German 2 (0.9%)
‘Korean , 1 . (0.4%)
Portuguese 1 (0.4%)
‘Finnish - .17'“ (0.4%}
Persian x 1 (0.4%)
‘Taiwanese 1 .. (0.4%)
~ Dutch 1 (0.4%)
 Assyrian T (Q 4%)'“
' Tagalog 1 (0.4%)
_Czech 1 (0.4%)
Total © 226 (100%)

The highest percentage'of responders answered that English is
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‘;‘thelr flrst language (63 3%),v;m7i

ﬁsecond hlghest'natlve

<flanguage of the responders 1s Chlnese (16 4%), and the thlrd

Table 26 2 shows the languages the responders use“at

h-Table 26 2

‘The_Lan ua e‘Used at Home.yf‘“

"V”:Engllsh (69 39), then. Chlnese (13 6%) and Japanese (4 86)

‘._%@%:;a;;_]"'

R Language
.-Engllsh ' o
' Chinese fﬁf"
,gJapanese '
XIndone51an

Thai
Spanlsh
:‘Arablc

o Engllsh ‘and - Japanese;;"-‘“

 English and German
‘:'Korean-vp'*'
~ Finnish

*"Pers1an'7“>'*
,silDutch
‘_;ﬂ'Swedlsh'
. Assyrian yg" :
English and Spanlsh

”158“
31

-
e

[ S S N"‘Ngwg@r-;pvo\'

(13 6%) AR
(4.8%)

(2.6%)
o(1.8%)

S(1.3%)
S (1.3%) i
0 (0.9%)
“(0.9%) .
Co(0.4%)

S (0.4%)

S (0.4%)
(0.4%)
(0. 401_;jj-hf-f

(0.4%)

(0. 4%)Qai L
: 1(0..4%): BRI

: fh-Enqllsh and. Chlnese
'fTotal Ay b

228

(100%) i

‘d;i°home.n The language most used frequently at the home lS also

Table 26 3 summarlzes responses to the questlon asklng

,@about the responder = preferred language on the Internet.

._they use the Internet The second hlghest percentage was

y Japanese (4 8%),‘the thlrd was Chlnese (2 29) ,

5d’:the responders; 89. 9% answered that they use Engllsh when

Of



‘h-Swedlsh

HV'>Engllsh and German_‘*""“

'“]'Dlsagree

‘ffﬂAgree

’l*fJTotal G 2,7;“511313;13Q225 (100%)f'

Table 26 3

The_Lanﬂua e Used on the Internet.ﬁb b

";.;Engllsh 'vg Qﬁff?h;"ﬁdf205' (89 9%)Efif.‘
'-fJapanese ‘“5'7“ R (4. 8%)

 Chinese (2.2%)
:"Portuguese C(0.4%)
T(O 4%)“f'f“"‘.
(0.4%)
. (0.4%)
C0.4%)
‘Thai R Co(0.4%)
‘-.‘iEngllsh and Chlnese i o (0. 4%)

o Total ~f;fr¢':45228;~)s<100%y<f?“'”"”

F'QfEngllsh and- Japanese

vIndone31an

| e = e Hum‘w”

A questlon also was asked how the responders feel u31ng B

”ba language other than thelr natlve language on the Internet.gi'_‘f.fr

'apTable 27 summarlzes the answers to thlS questlon. 36 9% of

hthe responders strongly dlsagreed (18 2%) or dlsagreed

:”(18 7%) that they feel‘uncomfortable us1ng a non—natlve ffgfi'd

, 7language other?on thevInternet.,”*

_gTable 27

-1 Feel_Uncomfortable'U 1n‘ Lan:ua'e OtherkThan My Flrst o
“fg;Language. o B T . e

_ : . o o y RS o NN . 8 - v
h.Strongly dlsagree 'Ef;ff€;;¥41f3(15,2%)1:177sd3h;f‘””7‘
o a2 asaTy)
51 (22.7%)
(20.4%)
f(zo 0%y

ﬂ‘Are unde01ded

"'TStrongly agree




On the other hand 40 4% of the responders strongly agreed

v 'f(20 0%) or agreed (20 4%) that they feel uncomfortable u51ng

the Internet w1th a non-natlve language.ai:m'aﬂ. o

‘Cross—Tabulatlon Results' Computer and Internet Knowledqe and

2 ,Sklll :

Table>28 shows the results of the cross-tabulatlon of
programmlng ablllty and the type of platform used to access f'
.vthe Internet.,t ' . e
 Table 28

I Cannot Proqram * Platform S

. Platformr

UNIX MacOS ‘Win- Win-  DOS ~ 0OS/2 Don’t Row
: dows dowsNTg e - know tot o

"I cannot program ’ ER
‘Count 6 8 61
Ex 12.8  12.8  58.7 5,
val - = Ly o o L ST
"Row - 5.6% = 7.5% 57.0% - 1.9% 0.9% 0.9% 26.2%
“Pct SRR B L A
‘Col ~22.2% 29.6% 49.2% 18.2% ' 50.0 50.0% 84.8%
PCt . : ‘ IR - - .‘ . ‘% e g IR o
Tot  2.7% 3.5% 27.0%  0.9% 0.4% 0.4% 12.4%
Pct AR L AR RN
I can Program S o , BRI AP S SR [
Count 21" 19 63 .9 1~ 1 5 119
o 5x 14.2 14.2 65.3 5.8 1.1 1.1 17.4 52.7%
var & | | ‘ - A A
Row 17.6%  16.0% 52.9% 7.6% 0.8% 0.8% -4.2% -
‘Pct" o R R B , e
‘Col 77.8% 70.4% 50 8%‘ 81.8% 50.0
‘Pct . SRR " %
%

Tot  9.3%  8.4% 27.9%  4.0% 0.4 -
Tot 3% % - 4.08 |

50. 06'_15;2%5

0. 48 2.2%

1 1 28 107
0.9 . 0.9 15.6 - 47.3 -

col- 27 27 124 11 2 2 _ 33 226
umn R R D G e e T e
Total 11.9% 11.9% 54.9% 4.9% 0.9% 0.9% 14.6% 100%

The.correlation’betWeen-thesefvariablestas;Chiesquare'“

T



fPearson 32 78 DF '"6, correlatlon Pearson r éQ —.33233, p

f{%ﬁ??éwi‘Of the partlclpants, 12 4% answered that

- they cannot program comphters and dldn t know the klnd of

'fﬁplatform they use for the Internet° and 2 2% of the

partlclpants who reported that they can program a computer

:flndlcated that they dldn t know what thelr prlmary Internet »f»lﬁh S

| platform was.3 The most common platform reported was’
'4'Mlcrosoft s-Wlndows.} The results suggest that computer ybbefh
4”7programm1ng ablllty does not relate to the partlclpants'
»iknowledge of the type of platform used to access Internet.‘
e Table 29 shows the results of ‘a’ cross—tabulatlon of

';fInternet knowledge and fear of us1ng the computer. Internet

}knowledge was . based on whether or not partlclpants knew what o

' the common Internet acronyms FTP (Flle Transfer Protocol),

t’]-;FAQ (Frequently Asked Questlons), and IRC (Internet Relay ,

' Chat) stand for. Partlclpants also were asked 1f they fearedpu“Vr

‘f:us1ng the computer because they do not know how to operate -
i The correlatlon betweenvfear of u51ng the computervand -
.H”fFTP was Chl-square Pearson ? 60 31590 DF = 4, correlatlon |

*'3Pearson r-— _45735 p < 01 n = 230., For FAQ,,correlatlon

'a’ffwas Chl-square Pearson 54 54101 DF 4y correlatlon

flf;g;Pearson r'= .44173, P < 01, n.— 230.. Flnally, for IRC the ff;;fﬁf'

yycorrelatlon was: Chl—square Pearson # 50 18762 DF 4 ?,
vicorrelatlon Pearson r e .40324, p < 01 n = 230.J The cross—hlﬁ

'ejtabulatlon between the answers for FTP FAQ, and IRC were



. performed using a group variable.

Table 29

Common Internet'Acronvmsv*;Fear of Using the Comnuter‘

I have a fear of us1nq the Comnuter

- 1 2 3 4 5 Row Tot
. True:Right'An8wer S o L C
- count 217 27 4 02 »250; w
. Row Pct ~ 86.8%  10.8%  1.6% = 0%  0.8% 108.7%
Col Pct 169.5% ~ 52.9%  18.2% .~ 0%  20.0% =
Tab Pct ~ 94.3%  11.7%  1.7% - 0% 0.9%
Tot Pct  31.4% 3.9%  0.6% 0% 0.3%
- False:Wrong Answer '}'V o S : o :
Count 162 ~ 126 62 57 28 440
Row Pct ~ 38.0%  28.6%  14.1%  13.0% 6.4% 191.3%
‘Col Pct  130.5% 247.1% 281.8% 300.0% 280.0% |
Tab Pct  72.6%  54.8% 9.0% 8.3% 4.0%
Tot Pct  24.2%  18.3% ~ 9.0% ~ 8.3% 4.0% .
Ccolumn 128 51 . 22 19 10 = 230 -
Total  55.7%  22. 2% 9.6% 8. 3% 4.3% 100.0%

“ﬁote.‘l Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3'=1Are undecided,
4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree N ' ‘ - :

of the partICIpants 35.3% who strongly dlsagreed (31 4%)f
or: dlsagreed (3. 9%) to hav1ng a fear of us1ng the computer, fy
-~ all had correct answers for the Internet acronyms sectlon.
vHowever, 42.5% of part1c1pants who strongly dlsagreed-(24 2%)‘f
.or dlsagreed (18 3%) to hav1ng a fear of uSIng the computer '
responded 1ncorrectly to all of the Internet acronymsifﬁf?r‘
u.questlons.t Only 0. 3% of the part1c1pants strongly agreed toyn
hav1ng a fear of us1ng the computer and also correctly |
;answered the Internet termlnology questlons.“ Of the B

partLC1pants, 24 2% strongly dlsagreed w1th hav1ng a fear of

;79I



Llffus1ng the computer,,but they dld not answer all of the

,4,ﬂInternet termlnology questlons correctly.a FlnallY' 4 0% Of

Uﬂ{the part1c1pants who strongly agreed to hav1ng a fear of

‘[}us1ng the computer also 1ncorrectly answered the Internet

'fﬁtermlnologyyquestlons.; These cross—tabulatlon results e

ijsuggest that for the part1c1pants, hav1ng a fear of usrng theﬁ]vi::

ﬁfccomputer does not relate to knowledge of common Internet

',;acronyms FTP FAQ, and IRC.

Table“‘O'shows the results of a cross-tabulatlon betweenj_'il.ku

: 7>ﬁ¥the Internet,'ermlDOlogY (FTP, FAQ' and IRC) questlons and

'ifftithe part1c1pants' fear of u51ng the Internet.» The fff‘:ﬁﬂ..{r"'Tb”

‘i:icorrelatlon between fear of u51ng the Internet and correct

";gresponses to FTP was Chl square Pearson 63 79776 DF = 3, 51%”

fcorrelatlon Pearson r —l.49355 p < 01 n 229.v In the:__ffajfﬁaif

ufcase of FAQ, the correlatlon was Chl square Pearson
t 60 50554 DF = 3, correlatlon Pearson r v1'48322r p < .Ol n o

229._ Flnally, the case of IRC, the’ correlatlon was Chl—f?ff

’“ydfdsquare Pearson 51 21702 DF = 3, correlatlon Pearson r

"ijnternet also answered all of the Internet questlons'

229.1 Addltlonally the FTP, FAQ, and';f~

:JIRC questlons where analyzed as a group varlable.uiff:ifif

These results show that 35 4% of part1c1pants wh’ﬁktfﬂ:55“”'

5ifpart1c1pantsfwho agreed that they have a fear Of u31ng the




‘correctly. However, 41 5% of the responders who strongly

»dlsagreed (24 6%) and dlsagreed (16 9%) to hav1ng a fear of

',juSLng the Internet mlssed at least one of the Internet

| ’termlnology questlons.~ Of the partlclpants 12 2% agreed thatfdhhiﬂ‘:

they have a fear of us1ng the Internet and lncorrectly
-:answered the Internet termlnologles questlons. Thus, these

' vcross-tabulatlon results lndlcate that the part1c1pants’ feart
:of u51ng the Internet does not relate to knowledge of common

: 'Internet acronyms (FTP, FAQ, and IRC). o

'Table 30

:Common Internet Acronvms (Group) * Fear of USan the Internet"

I have a fear of using the Internet -

‘ :-1,,"i. 2 3o s _Row Tot
True nght ‘Answer SRR SN PR | | ‘
Count - 221 22
Row Pct . - 89.1%  B.9% . .
Col Pet 170% 47.8%
Tab.Pctf7”‘ 96 5% i 9,6%
-~ Tot Pct | 32.2% 3.2%
False:Wrong Answer ;f:‘;‘pV,Yf‘f-V';p_ SRR : |
Count - 169 116 70~ 84 . 439
' Row Pct 38,5%;g 5 26.4% © 15.9%  .19.1% = 191.7%
Col Pet . 130.0% . '252.2%  291.7%  289.7% -
. Tab Pct©  73.8%  50.7%  30.6% 36.7%
_Tot Pct . 24.6% . 16.9% 10.2% = 12.2%

3. 248
L. 1.2% - 108.3%
©U10.3% .
Y e

o 0.4%

. * .
WO W 0
o0 o e N
w

Lo oo o

- o)

e Column- 130 -~ . 46 . 24 29 229
‘ Totalv _56.8% . 20.1%  10. 59;“.“ 12.7% = 100.0%

“Note.,l Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3. = Are undec1ded

o4 =na ‘Agree . . .

j Table 31 shows the results of a cross—tabulatlon between

fear of us1ng the computer and computer programmlng ablllty.‘



ffThe correlatlon between these two varlables was Chl square
~°;Pearson‘: 33 56518 DF —~4, correlatlon Pearson r —f—.30996

 p< .01, n-= 230.‘_i‘"

:Table 31

l;‘I Cannot Program % I Have a Fear of Us1nq the Comnuter

AI:havega fear'of uslngvthevcomputerg'

-iw'i'j;’-zj'”;.fi 3;;’jg;j”4111,j;5f5':="Rawaotr;u'T

i ’Exp Val *ﬂﬁ,sl;sng f’24.6 10 6 9.2 ’,4;8j 48 3%‘.5.1* .

f.fC°l P¢t°v 31. 3%*‘”;68;6%q;-*72 7%'fﬁ{68;4%,;: 70. 0%7;, e
 Tot Pct  17.4%  15.2%  7.0%  5.7% 3. 0%.f“,'v~
,I can program A R o

Count ssgﬁfg., 6 6 6 ﬂ”l*3ki 110

| fiExp val ,‘;65.25*9;'25;44j ;]ii;4jf¢,j'9;8f§{a, 5.2 51 7%Q;jg‘
Row Pct  73.9%  13.4%  5.0%  5.0% = 2.5% R
‘Col Pct  68.8% .31, 4% . 27.3% - 31.6% _‘30.0%

- _Tot Pct  38.3%  7.0%  2.6%  2.6% _1.3% .
_Column '128;,_* 51 "__22.:,gf~;19’*,aj».10“»“»"230*!'
 Total . '55.7% 22.2% . J‘9.6%f(-,,8;3%{1,, 4.3% 100.0%

_Noﬁe;li. Strongly dlsagree,IZ. Dlsagree, 3 = Are undec1ded,*5’v
4 = Agree, 5~?_Str°nle agree 2 RN - S

ffp Of the partlclpants, 32 6% who strongly dlsagreed (17 4%) or"””

‘dlsagreed (15 2%) to hav1ng a fear of u31ng the computer

flndlcated that they cannot computer program Of the elght

'erpercent of the part1c1pants who strongly agreed (3 0%) and

th‘ffagreed (5 7%) to hav1ng a fear of us1ng the computer answered,-“

”Qtthey cannot computer program.f However, 41 3% of the
1,ppart1c1pants who strongly dlsagreed (38 3%) and dlsagreed

(7 0%) to hav1ng a fear of us1ng the computer also reported



hff,‘partlclpants strongly agreed (1 3%) orlagr

;w‘that they can computer program.z Nearly, 4 0% of the

fhav1ng a fear of u31ng the computer{ ndqalso‘_

1can program a computer h;Therefore, the results dld not

”v'frelate to hav1ng a fearhof“u31ng the computer, regardless ofﬂgljrf;

l'whether or not the partlclpants 1nd1cated that they could

Vfi:fprogram.y&

B Table 32 shows the results of the cross—tabulatlon ;}f}75

"4ij between the fear of u51ng the Internet and computer

| 7~programm1ng ablllty., The correlatlon in thls case was Chl-f‘l‘ '

| square Pearson 40 73559 DF —~3 correlatlon Pearson r #_

| , .39425 p < .01 229. o S

 Table 32 R

[ I-cannotvProqram *7I4HaVe'a’Féarfofosinthhe.Internetfvf[

dlcated they g

I have a fear of u51ng the Internet

12 34 Row Tot'f{f,f\f

I cannot program

~Count 39 ylgg\fjl‘fg-18ffff?f'“23w.,ﬁp”m;1o‘ill,‘,u
'Exp,val“ . 62,4 22,1 1l.5  13.9  48.0%

 Row Pct - '35.5%  27.3% - 16.4% - 20.9%
. Col Pct  30.0% . . 65.2% . 75.0%  79.3%
. . Tot Pct_;v"17.0%fg;;g13,1%;:-gx“j.g%hj ',10 0%
1%iI;can program . o

‘count - 91 fulsfisii“ffffé {*jj;fi’*e;{ S 119?*d'”"

_1E~Exp val  67.6  23.9  12.5  15.1 52.0%
' Row Pct . 76.5%  13. 4% 5.0% 5. O%a,gﬁg_;;,,p
. Col Pct  ~ 70.0% - 34. 8%';,; 25.0% 20.7%

 __Tot Pt .f39;7%}7’57~7.0%2', 2.6% i,,2 6%

Column 130ﬁf}¢ﬂ"'46",” 2429 229

Totalf', 56 8%ff 20. 1% 10 5%{5;7*12 7% 100, 0%

Note.'l Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3 Are unde01ded,yglﬁ5

',‘4 Agree, 5 Strongly agree S




Over 30.1% of the participants who strongly disagreed (17.0%)
and disagreed (13.1%) to having a fear of using the Internet
also indicated that they cannot program a computer, and 10.0%
§f the participants who agreed to having a fear of using the
‘Internet answered they’cannbt program a cdmputér. Howéver,
46,7% of the partigipants who strongly disagreed (39.7%) or
 disagreed (7.0%) to ha&ing a fear of using the Interne£ also
repbrted they can program. Also, 2.6% of the partiéipants
who agreed to having a fear of using the Internet answered
they can program thé‘computer. Theréfore, these results
- indicate that programming ability does not relate to having a
fear of ﬁsing the Internet.

| Tables 33.1 and 33.2 show the result‘of a cross-
tabulation between fear of using the computer and number of
days of uéing the'InEernet per week. The-cofrelation between
.fear of using thé computer and the number of déys‘using the
Internet per week was Chi-square Pearson = 53.48803, DF = 8,
correlation Pearson f,=’—.29082, p < .01, n= 227. 52.4% of
the participants using the Internet one day a week strongly
diéagreed (37.5%) or diségreed (15.0%) to havihg a fear of
using the computer.  Also, 70% of the participants who
answered thét‘théy uSébthe‘intérnet fouf days a week and
strongly disagreed (40.0%) or disagreed (30.0%) to having a
fear of using the computér, whiie 30% théléarticipants who
use tﬁe Internet fburiaays avWeék strongly”agréedi(lo.O%) and

agreed (20.0%) to having a fear of using the computer.
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' Table 33 1

Number of Davs Per Week U31nq The Internet s I Have a Fear ofﬂf

U51nq the Comnuter...~'

I have a fear of u51ng the computer o

5:11‘DaY;
- Count
 Exp Val
‘Row Pct
Col Pct
Tot Pct -
2 pays -
. Count
© Exp Val
Row Pct
: ‘:Col Pct
~ Tot Pct

-3 Days

Count

‘Exp Val
Row Pct

 Col Pct
Tot Pct .
4 Days
) Count

Exp Val =

Row- Pct

Note.~1'

4 = Agree, 5

15

22.4

37.5%

36.4%

16.8
36.7%

4.8%

3.1%

11.8%
6.6%»7*

6.3%
13.5%

.1‘1_

5.6
40.0%
.Col Pct -
Tot Pct -
5 Days ;xh
. Count
mExpuvalJ)h
" Row Pct -
. Col Pct
o Tot Pct,[_,

- 1.8%

o
22.4
60.0%
18.9%
10’6%}}1

”V'ZTffﬁ*

9.0

1~13? L0
6.7
o 43.3%
. 8.7% v‘ '

:25.5%

. 5.7%

2.2
- 30.0%

. 5.9%

66'6

| 15.08
11.8%
;2;6%.

36.4%
15.7%
. 3.5%

1.3%

37.5% 2
;29‘49'i.[ 4

o1
'73-91f~’
27.5%

50.0%
4.8% ’

201
S 18.2%
- 18.2%
1.8%

:sth

n4;f

o e
B
oP o

.
Ule
oe

2‘.;:5 R
13.3%
21.1%
1.8%

0.8
. 20.0%
9 10.5% .

0.8

Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree,‘3
Strongly agree PO ‘ '

. 3 3"g1z
‘12.5%
26.3%
2.2%

—
. : °
®

,;1,4;
0.4

oo o
. . - L] o
He=)
0P ol

‘Q'f753

1.4
7.5%
37.5%
CLL3%

.0'

Ut ur e
o0 o0 Q0 :

00

3.3%

Row Tot5jff5f SO

VJ;N40f15f;’
‘,17;5%;j_,33'_

13.2%

0.4%

0.4
- 10.0%
12.5%

4.4%

0 49 pOe

oK
o s T )
SO

=vAre'undecided,‘:h

a0
L17.6%



Table 33

2 S

Us1ng the Computer.a‘

Number of Da s Per,Week U51n',the Internet *‘I Have a Fear_of{,hw'

I have a fear of u31nq the co_puter

[ :

2

'U:.3n'p'

4

j“5

Row Tot'hvffﬁ

f,6 Days

: Count, L
‘:_Exvaal‘_ 5
Row Pct

~ Col Pct

/v'vaot Pct

r,:€7 Days o

. ff,vCount 2
';]_sExp‘val;;’
~ Row Pct.

“col Pct
'Tot Pct

I don’ t;

et Countﬁ

~ Exp Val

:{ngdwﬂpétgl
E_Col”Pth{ﬁ¢

_Tot Pet

. 87.5%
- 11.0%

‘*jf14ﬁ7“
9.0

24.6
. 88.6% - 9.
S 30.7% 7.
17. 2%"f}f

: 12y$'rdx'
48 0% e

iﬁ»}2.4 |
.16.0%
13 2%
1 8%

2.1
24.0%
{y;31 6%

_2.6%

0 d's'

0.0%

0.0%

- 0.0%

L6
. 0.0%

19.43

0. 9
8.0%
[25 0%

S 0.0%

»¢25.u

0%

Column

Total

5yNote._1

ft;v4 Agree, 5 =

:v\fear of us1ng the computer.»

ffhav1ng a fear of u51ng the computer..

127;"'

55 9%

22 5%

51;=

22

9 7%’7

19
- 8. 4%5

"3 B%

_*q 227j*
1100.0%

Strongly dlsagree, 2-— Dlsagree, 3= Are undec1ded
Strongly agree S R

“"fiHowever, 20 0% of the partlclpants u51ng the Internet once a

;‘5week strongly agreed (7 5%) or agreed (12 5%) to hav1ng a

The partlclpants who use the

”T_'Internet seven days a week 97 7% of them strongly dlsagreed
Hff‘(88 6%) and dlsagreed (9 1%) to have a fear of u51ng the':fag.

B fcomputer, and none of them strongly agreed or agreed to

Therefore, these cross—

6
7. 0%f~””

a4

.08



Vtabulatlon results suggest that the number of days us1ng the'tt&*:

'f*Internet per week correlates to fear of us1ng the computer., ER

‘fg;Table 34 1

~ Using. the Internet.;_.a

1Nﬁmber of Da-s Per Weekas1n{hthe'Internet *_I Have_a Fear ofegff'h

,I’have,a‘fegrfoﬁ uSinq;thefInterneti,r

1 Day T T
' Count ,J‘”“IZfo'
.~ Exp Vval  22.8 8.1 -
‘Row Pct  “30.0% - 22.5% 22.5%  25.0%

e 100 40

. Col Pet  9.3%  19.6%  37.5% 37.0%

: »rTot Pctf.;'g 5.3% . 4.0%  4.0% . 4.4% .

| _Count 8 9 4 L 22
Exp Val . 12.6° = 4.5 2.3 2.6 7 9.7%
- Row Pct < '36.4% 40.9%  18.2% - 4.5%

" Col Pct - 6.2%  19.6% - 16.7% .~ 3.7%
© Tot Pct' - 3.5% . 4.0% . 1.8%  0.4%
3 Days oo A
count 12 11 204290

4.2 4.8 17078

~ 'Expval  16.6 5.9 3.1 3.5 12.8%

Row Pct -~ 41.1% - 37.9% 6.9% 13.8%
Col Pct ~  6.2% 19.6%  16.7% 3.7%
. Tot Pct . 5.3% . 4.9% . 0.9% . . 1.8%
g Days o b D e i e DT L R
o Ccount 6 2 0 31
"Exp Val = 6.3 2.2 1.2 1.3 12.8%
" Row Pct  54.5% . 18.2% '0.0%  27.3%
. Col Pct. - - 4.7% - 4.3% 0.0% . 11.1%
. Tot Pct . 2.7% . 0.9%  0.0%  1.3%
5 Days T e e e T S e
.. count 26 9 .4 1 40
. Exp val . 22.8 8.1 4.2 . 4.8  17.7%
“Row Pct-  65.0% ~ 22.5%  10.0% = 2.5% S
- Col Pct . 20. 2%-“¢'19:6% . 16.7%  3.7%
. Tot Pct _g~f11 5% o 4,08 1 8% 0.4%

Note. 1 Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3 =7Are;undecided;
4 Agree._ . PN R R
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Table 34 2

Number of Davs Per Week Us1nq the Internet ¥ I Have

Us1ng the Internet

a Fear of%ﬁddlf*'

"';hI;havefa*feardoffusin; fhe,infé;ﬁéﬁf L

6 Days 2

.~ Count .
“”Exp.Val,a
" Row Pct.

Col Pct
‘Tot Pct

Days
~ Count

Exp Val
Row Pct
Col Pct -
Tot Pct
don’t use
© Count
Exp Val
-~ Row Pct
- Col‘Pctu‘
_Tot Pct

40
93.0%
31.0%
17.7%

4.4%

oo 8%?ifﬂrv~
11.6%
6.6% R

10
14.3

.~ 40.0%
7.8%

Solj .

12.0%
. 6.5%

‘1.3%’

2.7

20.0%
20.8%
2.2%

0.0%

“jjT¢tfRdw;:[t_~

X : 11‘6 L

7%

0.0 =

0.0% '

3.0
©28.0%

25

11.1%

25.9%
3.1% -

: ‘Note.
. -’4

Column
Total

1:

129
57.1%

Strongly dlsagree,‘z

Agree.

46

' 20.4%

S 24
10.6%

= Disagree,

- 27
11.9%

226

100;0%

3‘?.Are undecided,

Tables 34 1~and 34. 2 show’the‘results of‘a cross-~

of uSLng the Internet per week.‘

'iInternet per week was ‘Chi- square Pearson

'pytabulatlon of fear of us1ng the Internet and number of days

The correlatlon between the: 3

"52. 16189

' 'correlatlon Pearson r —'—.28615 p < 01, n = 226.

tvarlables) fear of us1ng the Internet and days of us1ng the

DF 6

5 3% of

“the partlclpants who use the Internet one day a week strongly

E 43'»_1;‘.
19.08



dfeagreed to having atfearofhuSingvthe,Internet,whilei4;4%v_
of the'participants agreed to‘having a‘fear‘of?nsing the
tInternet;_ However;olf.7%"of:participants‘nsing:the-Internetj-
senen days-per week StronglydeSagreed‘tobhaving a.fear-of'
vusing.the-Internet,'while,only O 4% of them agreed to having"
a fear of using the Internet. Therefore, days of uSLng the.
Internet per week negatlvely correlated to having a fear of _"
fu51ng the Internet. | |

The results from‘the-crossetabulations for the first
hypothesis indicate that’for'the majority of tests; CMC
culture‘shock is not”related tohan individual’stknowledge and’
skiil in operating a compnter,f Table'35 shows the_summary of
cross-tabulation reenlts. » |

. Table 35.

vSummary of Tables 28 to 34

‘Cross~-tabulation Probabil- 'Supports‘h
E : ity Hypothesis
Table 28: I cannot program * P < .01  Yes
|Platform o
| Table 29: Fear of comp * 6 . P < .01  Yes
|Written question R ,
|Table 30: Fear of Internet * P < .01 , - Yes
Written questlon ' : B _
Table 31:I cannot program * .f., P< .01 | - Yes
fear of. comp. ,3 i ‘ = S
| Table 32:I cannot ‘program * P < .01 | ~ Yes
| fear of Internet N W DR
Table 33: Days/week * fear of | P< .01 | = Yes
comp. v B SEUREE P AR
Table 34: Days/week * fear of _"P'<‘.CI’:L“TI Yes

Internet
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:_:§7result shows that the partlclpants computer programmlng

"jfplatform belng used to access the Internet._.ﬁ

Table 28 compares part1c1pants’ computer programmlng
Imablllty and knowledge of type of platform used to access the ‘

kfInternet._ Thls test supports the hypothes1s because the :

'lT;ablllty dld not relate to thelr knowledge of the type of

leew1se, the results summarlzed 1n Table 29 support thef;ff

v;;hypothe51s because they show that the part1c1pants have a. S

‘fear of us1ng the computer because of lack the computer
'“ﬁfsklll.. Thelr knowledge of the common Internet acronyms FTP
| 4FAQ, and IRC are not related.vﬁtl

The results 1n Table 30 support the hypothe31s because'fh“”

P the results tend to show that the part1c1pants’ knowledge of

:§common Internet acronyms FTP FAQ, and IRC were not related
to thelr fear of us1ng the Internet because of a lack of
_ computer Sklll.

The results ln Table 31 also support the hypothes1s i

U because they show that the majorlty of subjects 1nd1cated not~*v7'"

:I haVLng a fear of us1ng the computer regardless of programmlngw@
>~ablllty._ia; ‘ ; o

e leew1se, as Table 32 shows, the.part1c1pants"fear of
.”yu31ng the Internet dld not depend on programmlng ablllty.%;,fa.d“

L{hThus thlS result supports the hypothe31s.xg} __> L

v The results 1n Table 33 show that for these e

HjipartLCLpants, ‘the number of days per week of u31ng the *

’,lInternet does relate to fear of us1ng the computer.‘ These




“@yiresults support the hypothe51s poss1bly because frequent f'f

'h*gusers do not fear us1ng the computer. They have grown ﬁ

'*,ﬂaccustomed to the env1ronment. Spec1f1c computer knowledge orv -
fsklll is not an 1ssue.vv: |
Table 34 also supports thlS result by comparlng the

7unumber of the part1c1pants’ days per week us1ng the Internet

' f:and thelr fear of uSIng the computer.z The results support

'jlthe hypothes1s because they show frequent users of the
;“Internet have less fear of the computer than lnfrequent

tftusers. It 1s apparent that fear of u51ng the Internet does
‘lnot relate to Internet knowledge and Sklll elther. |
:?Cross-Tabulatlon Results. FTF Communlcatlon and Global
thwareness:' e R e o N B

| Table 36 shows the results»of the cross—tabulatlon‘k‘?

f”-between whether or not part1c1pants care about the . e
‘;natlonallty and gender of other users when communlcatlng v1a

": the Internet.. The correlatlon between these two varlables

: {ylelds Chl-square Pearson‘} 354 76660 DF = 16, correlatlon

’Pearson r —‘.6580,,~p’< Ol, n. = 230.. Of the part101pants,

Hf3s7 8% responded to both natlonallty and gender by strongly

,?adlsagreelng (2 2%), strongly dlsagree—dlsagreelng (0 4%), andf!;ff[f

ffdlsagreelng (5 2%) that they do not care about the other,f'j:
tuser 'S, gender or natlonallty.: However, 66 9% of the

bhipartlclpants answered that they strongly agree—strongly agree;
,;(43 5%), agree—strongly agree (0 4%), strongly agree—agree |

‘ (3 O%), and agree—agree (20 O%) that they don t care about



e Table 36

I Don t Care About Other User s Gender * I Don t Care About

Other User's Natlonalltv.vig,:u

‘3;,i

[aI‘don’t.careﬁabout7other”userfsfnetronalitv&'

T don t care other user s gender

- Strongly dlsagree L

‘Count

:"bExprVal

‘giiROW”Pctff

uj’Col'Pct
 Tot Pct

'j Dlsagree

: Count
'.YExp val
~ Row Pct.

Col Pct.
TOt PCt

Agree

. Count
_Exp Val
__;ROW PCtg‘\
-~ Col Pct
. Tot Pct ﬁ
"h‘Strongly agree
G Count- :
.vf‘Exp val "
'~ 'Row Pct
‘_;ﬁCol Pct
- _Tot Pct

e g
1.0 2.2
-_ 4.0%.  48.0%
11. 1%g::,6o 0%
. S 0. 4%i;¢3 5 2% -
o Are unde01ded o o

. ‘count
. :Exp Val
;"vinWvPctab.‘

.. Col Pct
;Tot Pct. -

1 3
2.4 5.3
1.6%  © 4.9%

11.1%  15.0%
0. 4%f;~;<1.3%4

e R "12’=.
1.1 2.5

S 3.4% 0 3.4%
- 11.1%  5.0%
©0.4% . 0.4%

1;':/f?t?4 R
,.4,2 9.4
0.9% . 3.7%
11.1%  20.0%
0.4%  1.7%

PR
12.0%
0 1.3%

'55.2%
64.0%

6.6
- 6.6%
- 16.0%
1.7%

0008
L 0.0%

7.0%

. 2
- 1L.T7
- 1.9%
3_3-0%:,;?
0.9%

_ll;?%;“f:
7‘3;0%r**1‘;

2078
10.0% - 4.3%
) 2.6% “.’_ °

jg_f46_ v
- 15.9
75.4%
76.7%
’ ,Zp{d%f”7

1
©28.2
S 0.9%
1.7%
0.4%

100

86.2%
- 43.5%

30.8
o11.5%
ﬁ3;0% bl

¢QTJ3QQ%ﬁ'Iﬁ’;'

viiés_.

‘.v,1019%~_

n.nfg25f:;”

29

26.5%

é»o}ibs.k:wr

Column i
Total*q,

Note.’l

Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree,f3_
,4 Agree, 5 = Strongly agree ‘ -

_:‘9: fi.? 20
3.9% 8.7%

25
10.9%

60
26.1%

EQ}AQZAAJ o

50 43

116‘fﬂ.f

- 100. 0%;'”

?,Are unde01ded,ﬁ

230ﬁ“j_.k



’ff'the other user s gender and natlonalltyvVgu‘ﬁrxu”' o

: ftabulatlon result 1nd1cates that the communlcatlon blas

‘fbetween users because natlonallty and gender do not relate.; =

Table 37 shows the results of the cross-tabulatlon f_?hr“”‘

'between whether or not part101pants care about another user sﬂﬁ:

: appearance and gender when communlcatlng on the Internet.o_"gf;l“

 The correlatlon between these varlables was Chl—square_lhT”
vPearson é 281 59679 DF-— 16, correlatlon Pearson r= .69131 :
p < .01, n7= 231.» Only 4 3% of the partlclpants 1nd1cated '
’w1th strongly dlsagree strongly dlsagree (1. 39), dlsagree— -
'~strongly dlsagree (0. 4%), strongly dlsagree—dlsagree (0 4%)
{or dlsagree dlsagree (2. 2%) that they do not care about otherfu
‘user 's appearance and gender,beowever, 71.Q%vof the |

: participants responded that they.strongly-agree?strongly

'agree‘(44 2%);‘agree-5trongly agree (2.2%), strongly agree—‘g-“"

'agree (6. 9%), and agree—agree (17. 7%) that they do not care
| about the other user S, appearance or gender on the Internet."
' Thus, thlS result suggests that the partlclpants’;
‘lcommunlcatlon blas between other users based on appearance'
vand gender over the Internet are not related. ‘
| Table 38 shows the cross—tabulatlon of whether ‘r'.h
:vlpart1c1pants care about the natlonallty and appearance of
h_‘other users when communlcatlng on the Internet.v 'The |
.‘bcorrelatlon for these varlables was Chl-square Pearson‘
‘”.r285 04469, DF’— 16, correlatlon Pearson r = .59850 P < 01;;
231". , o N 3z
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Table 37

I Don t Care About Other User s Gender * I Don t Care About
Other User s A _earance

I donft care aboﬁttOther-user’s‘appearahcedt

1 2 3 4 5 _ RowTot

__;rI don’t care other user s gender
 Strongly dlsagree ' Do e e e e e T
' Count 3 1'_v‘,-: T 1 1. T
‘Exp Val = 0.1 0.2 0.8 2.0 3.9  3.0%
Row Pct ~ 42.9%  14.3%  14.3%  14.3% 14.3%
Col Pct  75.0%  16.7%  3.8%  1.5% 0.8%
Tot Pct..  1.3%  0.4%  0.4% . 0.4% 0.4%.
Disagree vedgrn e D e B T |
Count 1 .~ 5 3 . 12
ExpVal =~ 0.4 . 0.6 2.8 7.0 = 14
 Row Pct  4.0% 20.0% . 12.0% °  48.0%  16.
Col Pct . 25.0%  83.3%  11.5%  18.5% =
Tot Pct = 0.4%  2.2%  1.3% 5.2%
Are undecided = ’ R
. Count
Exp Val
~ Row Pct 0
"Col Pct 0
Tot Pct 0
Agree =
. Count -0
Exp Val = 1.1
Row Pct 0.0%  0.0%  8.2% 66.1% 25.8%
- Col Pct . 0.0%  0.0%  19.2%  63.1%  12.3%
Tot Pct ~ 0.0%  0.0% 2.2%  17.7% 6.9%
Strongly agree T S
~Count - 0. 0. 1. 05 -
 Expval 1.9 2.8  12.2° 30.4  60.8 ~ 46.8%
Row Pct =~ 0.0% . 0.0%  0.9% =  4.6%  94.4% .
7.7%
2

r25‘1.

HWov R
. )
= Qe

o0 o oe

i

0.0 0 16 6 T . 29
0.5 8 3.3 8.2 16.3 . 12.6%
0% .0%  55.2% 20.7% 24.1% .

.0% $  61.5%  9.2%  5.4%

0% % 6.9%  2.6%  3.0%

- Col Pct ~ 0.0% ~ 0.0%  3.8% 7% 78.5%
Tot Pct . 0.0% - 0.0% 0.4%_ 2% 44.2%

10.8%

1.6 7.0 17.4 34.9 - 26. 86;'>

S102 108

column 4 .6 . 26 . 65 130 - 230
Total = 1.7% i 2.6%  11.3%  28.1% _“56 3% 100.0%

Nete. 1= Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3 = Are unde01ded,
44 Agree,‘5 Strongly agree ‘ ~ :
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. mable 38

I don’t care about other user’s appearance. . e
Ll g ‘-73j»'*‘-a'4«'I:fg“f5‘>f"fROW5T¢t SR
5 “_3*I don’t care other user’s natlonallty el RN
‘"7_;fStrongly dlsagree,’fwj_ RS ;Jj.i- IR TR s
 Exp Valg 0.2 0.2 1.0 2.5 5.1 3.9%
',RonPct' 33, 3%};.f11 1% 11. 1%;jge11;1%;ﬁ,U33 3% 3.9
- Col Pot . 75. 0% 16.7%  3.8%  1.6%  2.3% .
Tot Pct  1.3%  0.4% - 0.4%  0.4%  1.3%
"*;fDlsagree Gt e e T T T e L e D e
‘«Exp Val 0.4 0.5 2.4 5 8  11.9 - 9.1%
. Row Pct“}#f 4.8%  23.8%  14.3%  14.3% 42.9% .
‘Col Pet  25.0%  83.3% ~ 11.5% 4.7%  6.9%
fTot Pct 'g. o 4%g S 2.2%  1.3% . 1.3% ;.3 9% *gcglz
- vExp_Vall.’_ng;4lf‘ 0.6 2.8 6.9 ;_f~14,2.j, 1o 8%;;:] W
o ,Row”Pct,fﬁﬁ.O;O%;‘ﬁfvo 0%  60.0%  20.0%  20.0%
Col Pct  0.0% .~ 0.0% ~ 57.7%  7.8%  3.8% et
Tot Pct = 0.0%  0.0%  6.5%  2.2%  2.2%
| ;;Agrée SRR e e S R T T e
 Expval 1.0 . 1.6 6.8  16.6  34.0  26.0%
" Row Pct = 0. 0%c'~v~0.0%,,_f»5 0%  78.3%  16.7% .
. Col Pect %’?o 0%  0.0%  11.5% . 73.4% = T7.6%
- Tot Pct  0.0%  0.0%  1.3%  20.3% . 4.3% .
'ijtrongly agree T I S PR Pt A LT A e
. Count .- »=0xw*jﬁr~*oth%1“‘”4]‘”*ef'}é . 104 116
_;g;*Exp_varfg;; 2.0 03,0 13,1 32,1 65.8 50 2%
.~ Row Pct 03Q%fjgaf0;0%.7ff 3.48 ‘~[,6;9%;;;,39.7%,,»_ ,f__,;i"'
Totalﬁ -"I‘7%L,;{f2;6% _"11’3%}:“ 27. 7%_j»'56 7% 100 0%*.7

Note. 1‘# Stronle dlsagree, 2= Dlsagree, 3= Are unde01ded P
4 Agree, ER Strongly agree ‘ o



B us/Only 4 3% of the partlclpantsfresponded that they strongly

;:}dlsagree—strongly dlsagree (1 3%), dlsagree—strongly dlsagreeiﬁffdr.b

/tuji(o 4%), strongly dlsagree—dlsagree (O 4%), or dlsagree—feffffﬁrf

df]dlsagree (2 2%) to the questlon that they do not care about ﬁV};j[ﬂgg

“the appearance or natlonallty of another user.v However,

"y71 3% of the part1C1pants answered that they strongly agree—bvd‘

fhpdstrongly agree (45 0%), agree—strongly agree (3. 5%) to not

.7r7,car1ng about an other user

v,_‘

s natlonallty and gender.v Thus,

T“fthe—results lndlcate that another user s appearance and

“1‘"natlonallty tend not to be a factors in communlcatlng v1a thedggfg'

Table 39 shows the results from a cross—tabulatlon

';gbetween the varlables of Wthh address whether or not

"-‘.part1C1pants care about the age and gender of other users _”ﬁh;f¥ S

'r“dfxwhen they communlcate on the Internet.: These varlables yleldf

a‘dha correlatlon of Chl-square Pearson 437 60309 DF = 16,5‘?”

“;ffcorrelatlon Pearson r —,.75649 ‘p <:.01 'n = 230.' Only 9 9% o
afof the partlclpants responded that they do care about the

’afother user s age or gender when communlcatlng on. the Internet’V

‘7by answerlng that they st*ongly dlsagree strongly dlsagree ”ﬁﬁ:_l'

o fdlsagree (0 4%), and dlsagree—dlsagree (6 5%) to the

V.fquestlonS-, In contrast, 66 9% of the part1c1pants strongly

\(2\6%), dlsagree—strongly dlfagree (0 4%), strongly dlSagree_ﬁ}u;,;‘,.f

";agree—strongly agree (39 6%), agree-strongly agree (3 0%), ‘:}“"*‘??t

i*strongly agree—agree (1 7%), or agree—agree (22 6%) that theyﬂ}iﬁ,ffw

lkdo not care about the other user s age or natlonallty when




Table 39

I Don t Care About Other User S Gender * I Don t Care About
Other User ] Age." ,

I don’t care about other users age

Row Tot

-4 = Agree, 5

= Strongly agree

97

. 1 2 3. 4 5
I don’t care about other user S gender : - ST
.~ Strongly dlsagree _ _ S ‘
Count 6 1 0. 0 -0 7
Exp Val 0.3 0.7 0.9 2.2 3.0 3.0%
Row Pct . 85.7%  14.3% ~ 0.0% 0.0% = 0.0%.
‘Col Pct . 66.7% 4.2%  0.0%  © 0.0% 0.0%
Tot Pct ~ 2.6% = 0.4% 0.0% ©0.0% 0.0%
Disagree : | o :
Count 1 15 1 8 0 25
Exp Val 1.0 2.6 3.0 7.8 10.5. = 10.9%
“Row Pct 4.0% .  60.0% 4.0% 32.0% 0.0%
Col pct 11.1% - 62.5% 3.6% 11.1% - 0.0%
Tot Pct 0.4% 6.5% = 0.4% 3.5% 0.0%
Are undecided S ' .
' Count 0 3 19 5 -2 29
Exp Val 1.1 3.0 3.5 9.1 12.2 . 12.6%
Row Pct 0.0%  10.3%  65.5% 17.2% 6.9% 2.1%
Col Pct 0.0% 12.5%  67.9% 6.9% 2.1%
Tot Pct 0.0% - 1.3%  8.3% 2.2% 0.9%
Agree | . B
Count. 0 ' 3 -3 52 _ 4 62
Exp Val 2.4 6.5 7.5 19.4 26.1  27.0%
Row Pct 0.0%  4.8% 4.8% 83.9% 6.5% ‘ .
Col Pct 0.0%  12.5%  10.7%  72.2% 4.1%
Tot Pct ~  0.0%  1.3% 1.3% 22.6% 1.7%
Strongly agree | o o ' ‘ :
Count S2 2 5. 7 91 . 107
 Exp Val 4.2 11.2 13.0 33.5 45.1  46.5%
Row Pct 1.9% 0 1.9%  4.7% 6.5% 85.0% '
Col Pct 22.2% 8.3% 17.9% 9.7% 93.8%
_Tot Pct 0.9% 0.9% 2.2% 3.0% 39.6% |
Column 9 24 28 72 97 230
Total = 3.9%  10.4%  12.2%  31.3%  42.2% 100.0%
‘Note. 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Are undecided,



>communlcat1ng on the Internet.: Note"thati39'6%ﬁof'
;5part1c1pants strongly agreed that they do not care about a
' fuser S - age “and gender, the hlghest percentage of any

'hyquestlon.' Therefore, nelther the age or gender of other .

fyusers appears to blas communlcatlon v1a the Internet.m

Table 40 shows the results of the cross-tabulatlon.jft

1between a part101pant s use of emall to make contact w1th

fusers 1n another country and whether or not they send emall jfv“d

'”tand/or post to newsgroups regardless of the tlme of day or pfdffﬁf

'T,fnlght; The correlatlon between these two varlables ylelded ff;a;h"

.;'Chl-square Pearson = 128 42354 DF ” 16 correlatlon Pearson

fp.38615, p < 01, n = 221._ Ten percent of the

”.part1c1pants lndlcated that they both use emall and/or post ib”i»]

-j';to newsgroups to make contact w1th users 1n other countrles ,ﬁﬁv"

'”f‘and that they send emall and/or post to newsgroups even 1f lt?"”"

a"lS late nlght or early mornlng by answerlng that they

'g?strongly dlsagree-strongly dlsagree (5 0%), dlsagree—stronglnyflfwf

= dlsagree (1 4%) and dlsagree-dlsagree (3 6%) However, 46 1%ﬁf#f‘l7

"lrpof the part101pants responded that they strongly agree-v

wf_astrongly agree (29 4%),.agree—strongly agree (3 6%),.agree—vh7.-;iIV:h

537f?strongly agree (4 1%), and agree—agree (9 0%) to these'ff.f

u7questlons.p Thus, partlclpants that send emall and/or post toQ,fy.f

"ﬂgnewsgroups to contact users from other countrles dld not

‘"rzf5relate to whether the partlclpants send and/or post to

‘lrnewsgroups late at nlght and/or early ln the mornlng._




Table 40

I Use Emall to Contact the Users From Other Countrles *. I :
Send.Emall Even If It Is Late‘at Ni ht. : L Em T

Use.smEgJr15LsEauzyzts_tns_Q§sr_i:sMLsﬂire;razrntrssgt;;;__

411,

2

T3

ROW Tot

**,I send email even its late nlght

fStrongly dlsagree
Count~ang'
Exp Val

.5Row Pct
Col Pct

~ Tot Pct -
Disagree -

Count
"Exp Val

Row Pct

Col pect
Tot- PCt

0.0%
0.0%

"~ Are undecided

... Count
- Exp Vval
Row Pct

 Col Pct
Tot Pct
‘Agree

Count -

Exp- Val
~Row Pct

- Col Pct.

Tot Pct

,‘Count
Exp Val
Row ‘Pct

YCQltP¢t‘n
“_Tot Pct

2.5
12.9%
- 6.3%
S 0.5%
~Strongly agree
. 3
5.9
3.7%
- 18.8%
1.4%

11
3.8
20.8%
1 68.8%
' 5.0%
. 0
S 2.1
0.0%

mv3‘_.u

3.6

5.7%

20.0%

C1.4%

.8
2.0

27.6%
53.3%
3.6%

10

7.4

18.9%
32.3%
‘7-€4f5%v

54.5%
©38.7%

4.9

11.4%
12.9%

1.8%

‘ 3
11.5
3.7%
i 997%‘

o 1.4%

4

iar
13.4
24.5%
. 23.2%
5.9%

11

37.9%

19.6%

5.0% )

5.6
18.2%

7.1%
1.8%

20:

8.9
57.1%
35.7% .
. 9.0%

8
20.8

9.8%

o 14.3%
3.6%

10.3
22.7%

5

16
24.7
30.2%
©15.5%

7.2%

13.5
27.6%
7.8%

3.6%

4.9%
2.3%

9

1643
25.7%
. 8.7%

4.1%

65"
79.3%

63.1%

29.4%

53

. ;24.0%..rf

S22, 1ff
13.1%

22
10.0%

35
- 15.8%

82

37.1%

© - Column

‘Total

Note.;l

16

y”7'29

o031
14.0%

. 56
25.3%

~ 46.6%

221
100. O%v

Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3 = Are unde01ded
4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree _ . : _
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Table 41 shows the results of the cross—tabulatlon ffb

regardlng whether part1c1pants 1nd1cated hav1ng a" fear of

"-us1ng the computer because they do not know how to operate 1tivu7“7

'versus whether they use emall and/or post to newsgroups to

;.contact users ln other countrles. The correlatlon between ﬁ:t4h

vag?these two varlables was Chl—square Pearson é 63 74574 DF _(_;;t

bt16 correlatlon Pearson r =_—.36686 p < .01, g 226.. Of

pthe partlclpants, 11 5 1nd1cated that they strongly dlsagree_ L

"‘fvto hav1ng a fear of us1ng the computer because they do not

"know how to operate 1t, but that they use emall and/or post

'fto newsgroups to contact users 1n other countrles.;? e

.Furthermore, no part1c1pant strongly agreed to both questlonslpr,;._,..

'f_;that they do not have a fear of usrng the computer and they

;use emall and/or post to newsgroups to contact users in ;f.
{another country. However, 30 1% of partlclpants 1ndlcated
vothat they do not have a fear of us1ng the computer by |
bf:answerlng that they strongly dlsagree, and yet strongly
'uagreed that they use emall and/or post to newsgroups to

"contact users in other countrles.. ThlS represents the most

';:common case., Thus, although some part1c1pants have a fear ofif;;.;»

*j{uSLng the computer, the results show that the fear of u51ng

E 3the computer dld not relate to us1ng emall and/or postlng to 5f;f_?

’:h‘;newsgroups to make contact w1th users from other countrles. 51"rf_'”

Table 42 shows the cross—tabulatlon results of whether b
'fﬁgpartlclpants fear us1ng the computer versus lf they fear

:-ffaclng an unknown user on the Internet. The correlatlon ﬁvQ:
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Table 41

I Use Emall to Contact the User From Other Countrles * I Have

f a Fear of Us1nq the Computer.,q;vq

Use emall to contact w1th users from other countrles

"fVI have a fear of u51ng the computer fﬁfﬁ{f

"u_ﬁStrongly dlsagree
I Count
~ . Exp val
f-ﬁRoquCt_,
. Col Pect

- Tot Pct.

 col pet
'_Tot Pct

Are. undec1ded c
‘? Count,,‘,

’!;Exp_Val

' Row Pct
uQ‘Col'Pcttf

fj}(&Tot Pct-

- Agree . R

e Countjﬁ'”

. f‘Exp Valy;
- Row Pcti

~.col Pct”

~ Tot Pct
;Strongly agree

- Exp Val

ggfﬁgRow Pct:_
. Col Pet
-uTOt Pect .

'”;47 3%
20, 5% : i
. *%1145%.’j¢,3,1%?‘_j.3;5%<,j;
«tﬁDisagree,hi&u,;,Jm“.f,w_ﬁ P
: “Count . -
'fT_Exp Val

VURow.RctV’:

‘U”foﬁ

"30 0%;1

j81 °%7532° .78

26 -~_ﬁf~7yv%dﬁ~118*;{:ﬁ.*aifibf>v“'

30 9 '12 21 5.1
12.7% 14, 5%g”g_

w414 0%»-ff38 1%

-~ 40. 0%52p13;3%_g,VM
'7.1%  8.0%  23.8% . 16.7%
4.0%  1.8%  2.2% 1.3%

“~9?\f5‘_2”4u¢;ff;,ﬁ5’ﬁfg;:-:3Q{v,;;;ﬁlﬁgg_mfuggﬁg“f;g_hﬁki
12.4 4.9 2.0 0 1L 8;3,1331501113.9 7%1};'“

40 9% 18.2%  22.7%  13. 6% . 4.5% .

7. 19t:a';8.0%5]",23;8%w.a~16 7% - 10.0% . B
4 0%;u17iltﬁ%;;?£;2;2% 1 3%:?'fi0;4%fﬁj¥f:f i ggﬁleﬁf_ﬁ

19.7
42 9%:“wgg,,.?ﬁxv
11 3%Qﬁgy,’“

6 6%

6851_41,,
a7.2

Columnfgi,
Totalf

Note.fl

"226t
1100.0%

21””

“lzimv'r**'”"g_c i

Strongly dlsagree, 2'—~Dlsagree, 3 = Are unde01ded,sff7tﬁgh"
fa4 Agree,,s S : e

Strongly agree o




Table 42

. I Have a Fear of Fa01nq an Unknown User on the Internet * I
Have a Fear of Using the Comguter. . 4

| a’I have a,fearvof us1nq the computer S
1 2 3 - 4 5  Row Tot

I have a fear. of fac1ng an unknown user on the Internet
Strongly disagree ‘

Count 56 I 271

1 v ,
Exp Val 39,5 = 15.7 6.8 5.9 3.1 ~,3o 9%
 Row Pct ~ 78.9%  11.3%  5.6%  1.4%  2.8%
'Col Pct . 43.8%  15.7% 18.2%  5.3% 20.0%
Tot Pct 24.3%  3.5%  1.7%  0.4%  0.9%
Disagree , . o S e
. Count 33 . 34 3 71 78
Exp Val = 43.4 ~ 17.3 7.5 6.4 . 3.4 - 33.9%
Row Pct 42.3%  43.6% =~ 3.8% ' 9.0% 1.3%
Col pct 25.8% 66.7% 13.6%  36.8%  10.0%
Tot Pct  14.3% 14.8% 1.3% 3.08  0.4%
Are undecided ' A ‘ . o R
~ Count 18 4 10 4 2 38
Exp Val =~ 21.1 8.4 3.6 3.1 1.7 16.5%
Row Pct 47.4% 10.5% 26.3% 10.5% 5.3%
Col Pct  14.1% . 7.8% .45.5%  21.1% 20.0%
‘Tot Pct 7.8% 1.7% - 4.3% 1.7% ' 0.9%
'Agree f , : ' SR
Count 15 4 4 5 3 31
Exp Val 17.3 6.9° 3.0 2.6 1.3 13.5%
" 'Row Pct ~ 48.4%  12.9% 12.9% . 16.1% 9.7% '
Col Pct ~ 11.7%  7.8%  18.2%  26.3% = 30.0%
Tot Pct = 6.5% 1.7% 1.7% 2.2% - 1.3%
~ Strongly agree ‘ o : L ; .
Count 6 1 1 2 2 12
Exp Val 6.7 . 2.7 1.1 1.0 0.5 . 5.2%
" Row Pct - 50.0% 8.3%  8.3% 16.7% 16.7% ’
Col Pct  4.7% . 2.0% 4.5% 10.5%  20.0%
Tot Pct  2.6%  0.4% 0.4 ~ 0.9%  0.9% = -
~ Column - 128 51 . 22 19 10 -~ 230

Total 55.7%  22.2% 9.6% 8'3%' 4.3% 100.0% -
‘ v o T e TR
Note. 1 = Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Are undecided,
4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree ' ¥
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'~f'between these varlables was Chl—square Pearson

‘ —-16 correlatlon Pearson —z.29021 p < 01, J? 230-, Nearlygffl‘“

';v47% of the partlclpants responded that they have‘ fear of

"u31ng the computer and have a fear of fa01ng an unknown user fgj[

on the Internet by respondlng that they strongly dlsagreed_,:q.:.,

vpjstrongly dlsagreed (24 3%),‘strongly dlsagree—dlsagree ‘
_s(3 5%),vdlsagree—strongly dlsagree (14 3%), dlsagree-dlsagree[;
’(14 8°)“ Only 5 3% of ‘the: partlclpants answered that they ’
afear uSLng ‘the. computer and fear fac1ng an unknown user on -
:~ithe Internet by answerlng that they strongly agree—strongly :
‘l’agree (0 9ﬁ),”strongly agree—agree-(0.9%),’agreeestrongly__
vagree (1. 36), and agree—agree (2 2%) .. The cross—tabulation
‘?results show that these questlons of hav1ng fear of u51ng the
l‘computer and-faclng anvunknown‘user on‘the.Internet~do not j'h"
relate." | | | | k
Table 43 shows the‘results of the cross—tabulatlon
between fear of u51ng the Internet and whether or: not the
S_‘part1c1pant uses emall and/or newsgroup posts to contact ‘s o
f-users in other-countrles.' The correlatlon between these
';varlables was Chl—square Pearson = 58 42386 DF = 12,'
'wcorrelatlon Pearson r = —.34387 p < 01 n = 225. 47, 0% of
Jthe part101pants responded to both hav1ng fear of us1ng the
f Internet and us1ng emall and/or newsgroup posts to’ contact
‘1;the users ‘in- other countrles by answering strongly dlsagree-(77
- strongly agree (31 1%), strongly dlsagree—agree (7. 16),.“t ‘

‘>=dlsagree—strongly agree (4 4%), and dlsagree-agree (4 4%)



o tDlsagree

" Row Pct 42 9% 21

af £8 O% of part1c1pants agree—strongly dlsagree (5 3%) or agree-ﬁ

“5f‘countr1es.3 Therefore, there was no relatlon between a v

'ef:T?bl¢~43. _{Qq,fﬂf g

\hnI have a fear of us1ng the Internet f;} .f_7¢'fﬁlgga 4¢-e;;*j5f;h‘
j;fsExp val 31 5 17 sg gf~12{05;' :19,5\? 48,2 57.3%
‘:f’;Row‘Ect'fg;ZO 2% 8.5%  4.7%  12.4%  54.3%
. Col Pct  47.3% 35, 5% 28.6%  47.1%  83.3% .
o Tot Pct':];lléﬁ%n:f}”4,9%ngff2;7%x So7.1% 0 31.1%

. Count ,”;»lsm;*'j"lzg,,_a_,.5~gﬁ7711105553;7710;f‘f 45
5511Exp val . 11.0 = 6.2 4.2 6. 8f;aj,16,8,*j320 ogfe_,igqxv'
s ROW'PCt!f>117 8%;25*16 7% 0 11.1% | 22.2%  22.2% SRS
 Col pct -14.5%  38.7% 23.8%  29.4% . 1l.
Tot Pctﬁ7~f 3.6%  5.3% 2.2% | 4.4% . 4.
‘_Are undecided - ”’i,;fg_j?ﬁff*?”%*rﬁ" R
‘ Count r,~~9{ﬁiﬁjv[f2‘Q
EXp Val‘ﬁ 6.8 3.9

2.6 42 105 1248
- 10. 7%:ez~;7;9%-@g,-7;1%;g_;;jua DA
o 14.3% . 1478 248

" colpet = 21.8% o 2 NS
1 3%.;?‘?2;2%;73,_QA9%f'""

"jTot;pctjp;? 5. 3%':

«;5512 4%,Tff*¢bk

225f1}fff?[f
100 0%
NOte° 1= StronlerdlSagree, 2 = Dlsagree,‘3 = Are undec1ded TR
'f4 Agree B A S o s a



'ﬁf“part1c1pant's fear of u31ng the Internet and the'fﬂff:’ﬂ

7-:part101pants' use of emall and/or newsgroup posts to contact {
'5users 1n other countrles..

Table 44 shows the results of the cross—tabulatlon'g“en‘

pbetween whether part1c1pants use emall and/or newsgroup posts.j’,’

"%.to contact users in other countrles, versus lf they ‘prefer

_u51ng emall to postal mall because emall 1s faster thanv”

:V‘postal mall. The correlatlon between these varlables ylelded‘;'777i

v'Chl—square Pearson = 94 72440 DF = 16, correlatlon Pearson rff
= .43670, p < 01 n = 225. of the. partlclpants,. 9. 3/ :
indicated strongly dlsagree—strongly dlsagree (4 9%),

f:strongly dlsagree—dlsagree (3 16), and dlsagree—dlsagree

: (1 8%) that they ‘use email: and/or newsgroup posts to contact SR

users;1nuotherycountr1es, and that they prefer emall more

' than postal mail. However, 47;6% of the participants R
aresponded»that theyistrongly agree—strongly agree (29. 8%),

| strongly agree-agree (5.8%), strongly agree-agree (5 3%), and
agree—agree (6 7%) that they use emall and/or newsgroup posts
- to contact users ln other countrles and that they prefer to
_use email more than postal mall because emall is faster than
postal mall.‘ Thus, the results 1ndlcate.that part1c1pants
“who use emall and/or post to newsgroups to make contact with
biusers in other countrles tend to prefer to use emall more -
l:than postal mall. | | |

| Table 45 shows the results of the cross-tabulatlon

abetween‘w1lllngness to send-emall and/cr'post to a newsgrOUp‘
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"Tablé'44g_ e

L Use Email More Than PostallMall * 1 Use Emall/Newsvrou s tovff-f~f
‘-1 QQEEéQE_H§Q£§.£ISEL£EJE§L£¥EHHQ§B§§ - R

Use emall‘news roup. to contact users from other countrles'.'7

,»ZrI use emall more than postal mall T
B Strongly dlsagree O L
- Count .

eiExp Val:
 Row Pct

. col Pct
o Tot Pct*'

ﬂf,Dlsagree :
Count:xv' *

’ 5Exp val -

~ Row Pct
"fCol!pct,f'

- Tot Pct

fﬁAre undec1ded

3 Count»gay,,
'Exp,Val

' Row Pct

.,rfCol'PCt[
- Tot Pct

”engree »

,1f.PExp*Va1.f;""
'~ Row Pct 1
v mffﬂccl“Pct]i;; 6.
”-gisTot Pctr”'

1 2 3 4 5  RewTot

514f2ffﬂfff:f7

6.28

---.3 4. 1.9 1.4 2.2 5. =1
78.6%  0.0%  0.0%  7.1%  14.3%
20 4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 2‘4% e

495 0.05 0.0 043 008

3.8 - 2.1 1.6 0 2.6 . 5.9
43.8%  25.0%  6.3%  18.8%  6.3%
$13.08 13.3% 458 8.3% 128
3. 163'“f:1 8%55f31b;4% 0 1.3% 0 0.4%

u9;,'4,7h'7;§j35 S0 4
7. 4.V;*Vﬂ4.1'§gffg3,og::;”‘
29. 0%33f“22-6%”ﬁv{32;3%g?t*
‘16. 7%?ﬁv’23;3%-5:145;5%1‘*

4. O%j;ye_3,1%£,f"w-' .

f}4~4%753;12 2% 5.8%  29.8%

Column
Total'

Note. 1=

sa;zg;o% ‘13, 3% 9.8% 1

N Strongly dlsagree, 2= Dlsagree, 3'— Areiu dec1der
“~j;4 Agree, 5_ Strongly agree 7j5W,f‘7'_‘ i %

?'547V%5‘ :3o~$5.'w«22u<“‘»f




 even durlng late nlght and/or early mornlng hours versus“5
:whether or not partlclpants care about the recelver s tlme

_ dlfference; The correlatlon between these two Varlables was o

Chi- square Pearson = 210. 22484 DF— 16, correlatlon Pearson rt{j'

< .50923 p < .01, n':= 224. EJ.ght percent of the |

partlclpants 1ndlcated that they send emall and/or post to ~i
; newsgroups durlng late nlght and/or early mornlng hours and .
:that they cons1der the recelver s tlme dlfference by =

' answerlng that they strongly dlsagree-strongly dlsagree

“(3 6%), dlsagree—strongly dlsagree (0 4%), and dlsagree-
'rdlsagree (4. 0%) However,v55 3% of the partlclpants

l 1nd1cated that they strongly agree strongly agree (33 9%),"

;agreeastrongly agree (3 1%), strongly agree-agree (3 6%),

- agree—agree (14 7%) to these questlons. The-part1c1pantsv”

ﬂthat answered strongly dlsagree (33 9%) made up the hlghest

o percentage of answers to these questlons. These results

,lndlcate that part1c1pants tend to use. emall and newsgroups
regardless of tlme and that thls does not relate to whether
) or not cOnS1deratlon for the receiver’ s time dlfference is
made when us1ng the Internet.

Table 46 shows the cross-tabulatlon results of
'part1c1pants who send emall and/or post to newsgroups even 1f
‘plt is late at nlght and/or early in the mornlng and
gpartlc;pants_who prefer to use email more than postal mail"x
‘dbecause email isifasterbthan postal'mail.; The correlatlon

"between these two varlables was chl-square Pearson %*



'leference.

3

', I dOn t- care about the recelver s tlme dlfference
o 5

Row Tot~”

| Tot Pct
‘Disagree.

Count:

"Exp Val -
‘Row Pct
Col pct
. Tot Pct

Are unde01ded ‘
‘ ~Count '
~Exp Val -

-~ 'Row Pct
. col Pct
" Tot Pct -
. Agree .
.Count
Exp Val
- Row Pct
i ”gColvPct"'
' Tot Pct
ijtrongly agree
e Count
. Exp val
Row Pct
© Col Pct
“Tot Pct:

3.5%  10.5%
12.5% 21.4%

8
1.1 1
53.3% 6.
50.0% 3.6
3.6 0

.
OVvd . *”.
90 90 O

L]
g
oe

1.2 2.1

0.0%  52.9%
10.0%  32.1%
0.0%  ~ 4.0%

%'2;3v*v 4.0

3.1%  12.5%

6.3% 14.3%

. 0.4%  1.8%

2 6
4.1 7.1
0. 9s:fg'{z;7%’

5 . 8
7.4 12,9

498 7.8%

31.3% ' 28.6%

2.2%  3.6%

0.9%

3.0
. 23.5%

10.0%
1.8%

19

59.4%
47.5% .
- 8.5%

+10.2 ¢
14.0%
20.0%
. 3.6%

T
18.4

6.8%

'17.5%
3.1%

2 EE
2.7
13.3%
5.0%

3'.

]

11.8%
C4.1%
0.9%

7.0

“15.6%
10.28%
2.2%

57 33
12.5
57.9% "
1 67.3%
14.7%

S
22.5
L 6.8%
o 14.3%
3.1%

2
3.3

'13.3%
C401%
:‘0.90"

NN

f»JQSend emall/post to newsgroups 1ate nlght/early mornlng
. Strongly dlsagree : : - :
Count - .
Exp Val,;x
~ Row Pct
" Col Pct“

{?;2,54;]'
.i6alhfr
. 13.3%
2.2%
av0e9%-fj,

6.9 T.
11.8%
2.2%
0.9%

76
oo 4‘6 .-Q% :

41.8

73.8%
83.5%
33.9%

:Jis;i

32

7414 38

, 57'_,*_‘ S
25.4% _:7'5

103

4

Columnf -
Total~

Agree, 5=

16 28

7.1% 12.5%

| ‘”'{101'8 i

17 9%

49
r21 9% -

‘ Note. 1= Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree,'3g=
Strongly agree R

91 224
‘100;0%-

40.6%

224

fAre>undecided,',

1.6 7%::“j{f71~



Table 46

I Send Fmail and/or Post to Newsgroups Léte'at Night or Early'
in the Morning * I Use Email More Than Postal Mail.

I use email more than postal mail
12 3 4 5 Row Tot_
- Send email and/or post to newsgroups late night or morning
Strongly disagree

Count 5 0 3 4 3 15
Exp Val 0.9 1.1 2.1 3.5 7.4 6.7%
Row Pct  33.3% 0.0% 20.0% 26.7% 20.0%

Col Pct 38.5% 0.0% 9.4% 7.7% 2.7%
Tot Pct 2.2% 0.0% 1.3% 1.8% 1.3%
Disagree , v

Count 1 3 2 6 5 17
Exp Val 1.0 1.2 - 2.4 3.9 8.4 7.6%
Row Pct 5.99  17.6% 11.8% 35.3% 29.4%

Col pct 7.7%  18.8% - 6.3%  11.5% 4.5%

Tot Pct = 0.4% 1.3%  0.9% 2.7% 2.2%

Are undecided ‘ _ v

Count 1 3 11 9 8 32

Exp Val 1.9 . 2.3 4.6 7.4 15.9 14.3%
Row Pct 3.1% 9.4%  34.4% 28.1% 25.0%
" Col Pct 7.7% 18.8% 34.4%  17.3% 7.2%

Tot Pct 0.4% 1.3% 4.9% 4.0% 3.6%

Agree ‘ . :

Count : 3. 7 .9 22 16 57
Exp Val 3.3 4.1 8.1 13.2 28.2 25.4%
Row Pct 5.3% 12.3% 15.8% 38.6% 28.1% o

 Col Pct 23.1% 43.8%  28.1% 42.3% 14.4%
Tot Pct 1.3% 3.1% 4.0% 9.8% 7.1%
Strongly agree . el

Count 3 3 7 11 79 103 .
Exp Val 6.0 - 7.4 14.7 23.9 51.0  46.0%
Row Pct  2.9%  2.9% 6.8% 10.7%  76.7%

Col Pct 23.1%  18.8% 21.9% 21.2% 71.2%

Tot Pct 1.3% 1.3%  3.1% 4.9% 35.3%

Column 13 16 32 52111 224
Total 5.8%  7.1% 14.3%  23.2% 49.6% 100.0%

Note. 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Are undecided,
4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree :
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B ‘f_l,.86 51026 DF = 16, correlatlon Pearson r= .38194, p < 01,

224.. Only 3 9 of the partlclpants lndlcated that they usef;ﬁf”

'fufemall or newsgroups late at nlght and/or early in the mornlngf{“"

sl:'and that theY prefer uSlng emall over postal mall by R

'fn'answerlng that they strongly dlsagree-strongly dlsagree

’*_f(z 2%),'strongly dlsagree—dlsagree (0 49), dlsagree-dlsagree

'ffs;(l 3%) However, 57 0% of the partlclpants 1ndlcated that;};d?;'”:“k

f;they strongly agree—strongly agree (35 3%),:agree—strongly "fﬂ%dl:l'ﬁl

- agree (4 9%), strongly agree—agree (7. l%), and agree—agreeﬂfga“

"g.(9 8%) to the questlons. Therefore, users that send emall'k"'

’:and/or post to newsgroups:—— even lf 1t lS late at nlght or ;lfi‘ﬁ R

_'early 1n the mornlng - pos1t1vely correlated to u31ng emall e

;over postal mall.::':“ 8

Table 47 shows the results of the cross—tabulatlon of

A partlclpants that 1ndlcated that they prefer the use of emallff7.'”’“"

'3fwto postal mall, and the partlclpants who do not cons1der the'ﬂu“

";recelver s tlme dlfference when u51ng emall._ The correlatlon'f;;fv"

fgbetween these varlables ylelded Chl-square Pearson

A)El]83 28759 DF = 19, correlatlon Pearson r —,.32837 p < Ol,.n{sz{ﬁ'jh‘

228. Only 4 9% of the partlclpants 1ndlcated that they

1:fdo not’ cons1der the recelver s tlme dlfference and that they :fﬂde

'ffV’prefer the use of emall to postal mall by answerlng that they:w;m

‘fistrongly dlsagree-strongly dlsagree (2 2%),_dlsagree—stronglyfyll7°e“’

"dlsagree (0 9%), and dlsagree—dlsagree (1 89).y However,:”'7‘

'50 4% of the partlclpants reported that they strongly agree-;ff'

lr’strongly agree (31 1%), agree-strongly agree (5 7%),‘strongly:l;;

. ‘1‘10



" Disagree - AR TR TR
L Countfgy';7°ﬁ07»f3f”ff42}5jﬁff;

S Exp Val 1.1 2.0
~Row Pct ~ 0.0%  25.0%

f‘;f“Agree T T T
. count 2. 9
 ExpVal . 3.6 6.3

. Col Pct  12.5%  32.1%
‘ﬁ'r{Stronle agree'ffi”‘”ﬁfﬂ_fff;-.
| 6 . 12
S ey .9 13.9
- Row Pctf{f'f 5.3 k
. Col Pct ,_‘37,5sj-5542 9% -
'“‘Tot Pct:;*'“z;s%'”fi 5 3%

Table 47

I Use Emall More Than Postal Mall * I anore Recelver s Tlme'

leference._,.

Hfi use emall/newsgroup to contact the users from other

o countrles

i?l*_-r",za"”

I use emall more than postal

b“;Strongly dlsagree

L Count‘-v _ 5 2

Row- pct”l~*35;7% v€¢14 3%1?

~ Col Pctfn”:31 3% 7.1

 Tot Pet 2. 2% 0.9%

[;HCol pct . 0.0% . 14.3%
- Tot Pct 0. O%fyf;;lqggswa

. Are undecided .
o Count.j‘-~-¢v3]':;r1v'lf*ﬁ_
~Exp Val 2.4 4.2

~ Row Pct - 8.8%  2.9%
S COlEPct"ftIS;S%jf*ﬁ 3.6%
~ Tot Pct ~  1.3% = 0.4%

" Row Pct 2,; 3.9%  17.6%

" Tot Pct»;‘;ii 0.9%

a Count;_
Exp Val “v ‘
. 10.6%

37.5%
15.0%
-2 6%ﬁfril

szllf"-ﬁ
6.0
32.4%

'*4 8%

O ST
25

21.4%
' 7.5%
QfIAS%?~‘ﬂ

29. 4%.~g

17.6%
22.5%
3.9%

o 25 3€h. 
S 11.5% 6
25.5% 76,
578 31

v4h*tff;%'5 Row Totjﬁjfsz'*
mall IR S S o =

T 1% "'21;4%:*,¥““‘“(

o 4% 1-3%f33-,,;«:»f;.'« T

s oo
: 2.6% v :-. ; : v. .

**~1o,.;e;v;a~
7.6

SRR IO}g:f}"si;ﬁﬁﬂs”ff:_“
o 11.4 ;f~'20 8 2245

41.2%

9:2%3:775-,'

: ,  Total“”e} 7. o%r~h’12 3%

Note.'l Strongly dlsagree,.2 
Agree, 5'*'Strongly agree.__gi,.

40
17 5%Q74,

Dlsagree, 3 —vAre undec1ded S

“ ‘376‘?ref*6;5;r;’ 7 O%hh}fwy”'
37.5%  0.08 -

10113 e
o A9.6% 7 T

o | 228”,“5“*?~,,
22 4%5fﬁ34°-8% 100 o%5§,x¢_,yu_



agree-agree (4 4%), and agree—agree (9 2%) to the questlons

‘that they do not cons1der the recelver s tlme dlfference and

':lythat they prefer the use of emall to postal mall.v Therefore,

‘m-whether or not part1c1pants tended to cons1der the recelver s
"ktlme dlfference related to use of emall over postal mall.
Table 48 shows the result of the cross—tabulatlon of

fhpart1c1pants who lndlcated that they use the Internet to '

L communlcate w1th others because they feel more comfortable

"communlcatlng thlS way than w1th FTF communlcatlon and the

',part1c1pants who reported that they feel more comfortable f,~_b'”3’

fwhen express1ng themselves on the Internet than When talklng
1n front of people.u The correlatlon between these varlables s

‘”iylelded Chl-square Pearson 213 77259 DF 16, correlatlon

"fuf[Pearson r —l.66252 p < .01 n ? 226._ Of the partlclpants, o

f3152 6% 1nd1cated that they feel more comfortable communlcatlng
d3u31ng the Internet 1nstead of FTF communlcatlon, and feel
f:more comfortable when express1ng themselves on the Internet ;j;

‘than 1n front of people by answerlng that they strongly

“'ddlsagree—strongly dlsagree (26 5%), dlsagree—strongly

‘{,dlsagree (5. 3%), strongly dlsagree-dlsagree (4 4%), and

VQ‘qdlsagree-dlsagree (16 4%) However, 10 6% of the

”‘lfpartlclpants lndlcated that they strongly agree—strongly

‘:'agree (3 1%), agree—strongly agree (1 3%), strongly agree—fh';”

“--agree (0 9%),‘and agree—agree (5 3%) to these questlons. {adf?fdf53°”¥

‘fﬁThese results 1nd1cate that part101pants who feel more

ﬂcomfortable communlcatlng 1n person than communlcatlng over L



ilTable 48

t;I Feel Comfortable Communlcatln on the Internet More»Thanl
‘FTF_* I Feel Comfortable When Express1nq Mvself on_ the

V,vInternet.,;‘«

'I feel comfortable when express1ng myself on the Internet e

‘:,'Feel more comfortable communlcatlng on the Internet than FTFC@,”"
'~faStrongly dlsagree e e e R ’;Q.r

'“Expral 26. 2%‘],*21.9%._1'15,8%m'. 12.5%  4.7% ‘f}35,8%x»v’”
Row Pct ~ 74.1%  14.8%  3.7%  3.7%  3.7% TN

. Col Pct . = 82.2% - 19.7% . 6.8% - 8.6%  23.1%

'~ Tot Pct  26.5% . 5.3%  1.3% 1.3% ~ 1.3%
~.Count ¢ 10 37 11 8 .0 . . 81

Exp Val -~ . 21.3  17.8  12.8 10,2 - 3.8  29.2%

 Row Pct ~ 15.2%  56.1% = 16.7%  12.1%  0.0%
Col pct ~ 13.7%  60.7%  25.2% 22.9% - .0.0%
“Tot Pet  4.4%  16.4% 4.9%  3.5% - 0.0%
Are’ undec1ded "1x" o : ' »f."'. I”., ' B .
Count 3. 6. 20 .9 1o T390
Exp Val ‘12;6' 105 7.6 6.0 . 2.2 17.3%

~ Row Pct . 7.7% . 15.4% 51.3%  23.1% = 2.6%

Col Pct . . 4.1%  9.8% . 45.5%  25.7%  7.7%

- Tot Pct' - 1.3%  ~ 2.7% - 8.8% = 4.0%  0.4%

Agree o S R L '

Count -fvff-‘O ; f" ‘5'% 8. S 12:~}‘ij'2 S 27[,7‘

Exp Val 8.7 73 .© 5.3 4.2 1.6 11.9%
. Row Pct 0.0%  18.5%  29.6% = 44.4% 7.4%
" Col Pct 0.0% '8.2%  18.2% . 34.3%  15.4%
.~ Tot Pct . 0.0% ~ 2.2%  3.5%  5.3% . 0.9%
"*Strongly agree oo o o p 2o, RN
oo Count 0 L2030 13
 Exp Val =~ 4.2 3.5 2.5 2.0 0.7  5.8%
_Row Pct . 0.0% 7.7% &j15;4%‘,4'23 1% . 53. gy -
.. ColPct - 0.0% . 1.6% ~ 4.5%  8.6%  53.8%
- _Tot Pét*;\‘ 0.0%  0.4%  0.9% ~ 1.3% = 3.1%

Qe

Column 73 61 44”.'1”*'35‘7VT-‘;13“ YT

| Totalf-j 32.3%  27.0%  19.5%  15. 5% ;"5*89 - 100. 0%

Note.'i Strongly dlsagree,bz Dlsagree, 3 —»Are undec1ded
4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree : S



'°kfresults of natlve language and whether the part1c1pants

’»vscommunlcate 1n a language other than thelr flrst/natlve

‘f{gthemselves on the Internet than “ﬁfront of people.:‘i

Table 49 1 and Table 49 2 show the cross—tabulatlon

ilp“lndlcated that they feel uncomfortable when they have to LR

filanguage on the Internet., It also llStS the natlve ff"
‘!‘slanguages that were rep0rted durlng the survey.\Although ailgif“

’7iftotal of 18 languages were reported, the most common “fofﬁl'u‘” e

“]:gresponses were Engllsh 137 Chlnese 36 'and Japanese 17._.hfnﬂ'ffs1.f.f

. Japanese

‘flf,gTalwanese ﬂ[dfg,:'7*
. Dutch o .
,_fffSwedlsh P
’foAssyrlan ;lffut? R

*Q}Table 49 1

lf-gNatlve/Flrst Language;ifijjs”

; Language . B

'h'jEngllsh t*?ﬂ¢143‘ (63.3)

:ChlneSeq-‘ﬁf 371 (16.4%)

Coiiar gy

C(2.7%)

(1.8%)

C(1.8%)
;n,(q,g):jf_l:f[ , S

0.y
C(0.4%)

| 5(0?4%yffu55f” L

o (0.48)

o ( 0. 4% ) S

‘il(0;4%)w5‘

i
\l -

'WvIndoneSian:ffv‘ '
~ Spanish S
fThal PR
" Arabic ST
'fGermanb_fffn
" Korean ,
“,_Portuguesegxf
" Finnish =
s?fPerSLan o

l,Tagalog
“Czech |

rrerrrb e rrve e

\'“‘tnfTQFal‘,“aif"5,”352253f§'1100%f*£7f33”“




‘ The correlatlon between the varlables ylelded Chl—square-f\ IR

vbPearSOn 30 18704 DF 8 correlatlon Pearson r : —.32491 i
,p < 01 ‘n = 218. Of the part1c1pants that answered Engllsh}

Jas thelr flrst language, 27 09 of them strongly dlsagreed

2. 49) or dlsagreed (14. 6%) that they feel uncomfortable i5h""ﬁ

B us1ng a language other than thelr flrst language on the
' Internet However, 49 7% of part1c1pants who answered -
Engllsh as thelr flrst language 1nd1cated that they stronglyf ;
agreed (28 5%) and agreed (21 2%) that they feel -
"uncomfortable u51ng a language other than Engllsh on the‘
rInternet.-> Also, 23‘4 of the’ part1c1pants from thlS group
7were unde01ded whether they are comfortable or uncomfortablea
us1ng a language other than Engllsh on the Internet.‘ Thus, ‘
the majorlty of partlclpants who con51der Engllsh as thelr o
flrst/natlve language 1ndlcated that they feel: uncomfortable
'us1ng a language other than thelr flrst/natlve language on
the Internet.. v | |
Of the part1c1pants who. answered Chinese as thelr flrst

‘nlanguage,,55 6 of them elther strongly dlsagreed (25 0%) or.i
'hdlsagreed (30 6%) that they feel uncomfortable us1ng a |
blanguage other than thelr flrst language. Over 22% of the
:i‘partlc1pants lndlcated that they elther strongly agreed |
’ ;(8 3%) or: agreed (13 9%) that they feel uncomfortable, whlle .
22, 2% of the part101pants from thlS group ‘were undec1ded.”"”
“Therefore, about one quarter of part1c1pants whose flrst

language 1s Chlnese tend to feel uncomfortable us1ng a‘g
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3"than Chlnese on the Internet.,.'*;

x:glanguage other than Chlnese on the Internet. 'HéwéVéf;fmbferﬁe1:ﬁyf-ﬂ‘

fpants from thls group (55 6%)

- responded that they feel comfortable‘u51ng a language other

Of the part101pants Whose flrst language lS Japanese,Qﬂf*
'1ﬁ35 3% of them elther strongly dlsagreed (23 5%) or dlsagreed s

‘o(ll 8%) that they feel uncomfortable uSLng a- language other

’h_w‘than Japanese on the Internet.p Over 41% of the part1c1pantsv_f”T

| vfrom thls group answered elther strongly agree (5 9%) or

l.fagree (35 5%) that they feel uncomfortable us1ng a language

7'jother than Japanese on the Internet, 23 5% answered that theyfp o

- are undec1ded._ Thus, most partlclpants whose flrst language _‘ff]h“

is Japanese 1nd1cated that they feel uncomfortable us1ng a

language other than JaPanese on the Internet.\“ S

v'Tables 50 1 50 2, and 50 3 show the cross-tabulatlonrlf*‘rf

xtresults between the number of days per week of Internet use

f‘versus hours per ses31on. The correlatlon between these _}v ”

f,"varlables ylelded Chl—square Pearson é 231 05509 DF lG,g"”v

”1']l'correlatlon Pearson r —;.44524 p <‘ 01 n 230.; Over 63%

~-‘of the partlclpants answered that they use the Internet one

'}»day a week and less than 30 mlnutes per ses51on, and 18 2% ofry;:'i”7

: part1c1pants answered that they use the Internet four days

:fper week but less than 30 mlnutes per sess1on. Moreover, of*ffhp'

: the partlc1pants who use the Internet once a week none of

Vrithem use the Internet more than s1x hours per ses31on.‘ ThlS

| 1s the same result for partlclpants who use the Internet four )

*Cflilik;ﬂ;ff:ff};wjiLf»*”’f"



Table 50 1

Numbervof Da~s,Peereekk* Hours Per Sess1on,v_9'

 Hours per-SeSSlonfp

s

6

[ER
~

S
=

A
W

0P W e B0

0
4.4% 14,%, 25.

BET RN

L
oo

-

N

L)

19 4.3% 3.5%

20.9% 3.9%8  .1% |

0 9.8%
14.3 7.4%
g

13.9% 1.7%

2.3%
7.7%

0.4%

0.0%

-0.0%

1.0
:0.0%
0.0%

0.0%

1.8

14
O:p 0% .
0.0%

0.0%

0.8
0.0%

0.0%

o118

0.0

0.4

0.0%

0.0%

1 0.0%

‘='Less thah'30 min,‘2 = 30 min to 1hr, 3*
hrs to 3 ‘hrs; 5 =

= 3 hrs to 4 hrs,.
‘hrs to 6 hrs, 8 = Mo

re‘thanf6 hrs,

L6
. 0.0%
0.0% 4

0.0%

4.5%
11.1° 0.

0.4%

6 ‘4

S oitﬁ 22, 

"“2;3.'9.6%’,‘

0 30

a0

0.0%

% 0.0%8

1 hr to 2
hrs tov5

9 = None



Table 50.2

Number of Days Per Week * Hours Per Session.

Hours per session

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - 8 9 Row

4 days
Coun 2 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 11
t
Exp 2.2 3.0 2.6 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.2 0.4 1.1 4.8%
vVal
Row 1.8 63.6 18.2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pct - 2% % % _
Col 4.4 11.1 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pct % %
Tot 0.9 3.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pct % '
5 days
Coun 9 10 12 3 3 2 1 1 0 41
t A
Exp 8.0 11.2 9.6 2.3 1.8 1.4 0.7 1.6 4.3 17.8
Val ‘ %
Row 22. 24.4 29.3 7.3% 7.3% 4.9% 2.4% 2.4% 0.0% '
‘Pct 0% % %
Col 20. 15.9 22.2 23.1 30.0 25.0 25.0 11.1 0.0%
Pct 0% % % % % % % %
Tot 0.4 2.2% 1.7% 0.9% 0.4% 0.9% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0%
Pct %
6 days .
- Coun 1 5 4 2 1 3 0 0 0 16
t , : ,

Exp 3.1 4.4 3.8 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.6 1.7 7.0%
Val

6.3% 4.9% 2.4% 2.4% 0.0%

Row 6.3 31.3 25.0 12.5
- Pct % % % %
Col 2.2 7.9% 7.4% 15.4 10.0 37.5 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
. Pct % : % % g -
Tot 0.4 2.2% 1.7% 0.9% 0.4% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pct %

Note. 1 = Less than 30 min, 2 = 30 min to lhr, 3 = 1 hr to 2
hrs, 4 = 2 hrs to 3 hrs, 5 =3 hrs to 4 hrs, 6 = 4 hrs to 5
hrs, 7 = 5 hrs to 6 hrs, 8 = More than 6 hrs, 9 = None
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Table 50 3

er Session

Cbun’fya
 Exp 4.9

3 hrs‘to 4 hrs,
8%‘3More than 6 hrs,



The second hypothe51s asserts that CMvddlmlnlshes FTFv”':'

”%*p{communlcatlon and ralses global awareness. Table 51

"'dsummarlzes how each of the cross—tabulatlon results support?'wff'
H‘ithls clalm..v(

*5vﬂTab1e 51

L‘hSummarV of Tables 36 to 50 3

Cross—tabulatlon Jfﬂjjfﬂ Probabll—';“: Supports';.
. . Gl ) S T ’ ltY .:: HYpOtheSlS » :
,Table 36 Gender * natlonallty ’“ﬁP;<}.01'ffgn_ﬁg ;Ye31 R
"V{fTable 237 Gender * appearance hrgthfﬁf}Oljf\f{?;idﬁges;ngih |
.mza,_Table 38 Natlonallty *("Qg“f.?nfr;§;<5(piﬁf_a_j“*,'yegﬁﬁ}fwnfr

?l?Table,39 Age * gender ey
:‘Tabléf40 Late nlght * contact
fgfableghlgFear of comp * contact ﬁ:
| Table:42 Fear o o
,"*junknOWn'*ﬁf”ff.,,_ T
| Table:43 Eea;gofhlntgrnetg”
'ﬁ{gcontact S R

<.01 |  Yes
<01 |
<01 |
=

»jTable 44 Emall than postal mall !fP°§T;oi,"{
1 * contact DI TR A s e ok

iﬁdTable 245" Late nlght * 1gnore f’ " P< .01 | Yes
f&fTable 46 Late nlght * emall
‘than postal v

| Table:47 Email than postal * f;h_fP-< 01
»"=:';f1gnore tlme , SR B

LVTable $48 Net communlcatlon than P < .01
taf;:Table 49 1s 49. 2 No 1st jjfp-<g.01jg*f‘Eng1ish No, - |
*Wagilanguage * 1st language:;vp;f;~pn;ar_u ¥ Japanese: NOrf.["ff;-
R N RS : fff"” ’”j‘.“ SRS Y Chlnese Yesi_;dj{h;,‘
,}f"_:iTable 50 1 50 2 & 50 3 L ”_"fbp<;'_.v.‘01 ?Yes I
“ifDaYs/week * hours/sess1on'*“i’“’”*.*_- SR TR




Table 36 compares communlcatlon blas on the Internet 1n;~f'lv

.Irelatlon to gender and natlonallty when communlcatlng on thefﬂ»l:ff

_Internet.» The result supports the hypothe31s because they

lshow that blas regardlng natlonallty and gender on the ff:l

h:Internet do not relate.'”?’””

Table 37 compares communlcatlon blas on- the Internet 1n;;§,,jﬁf

'}relatlon to the appearance and gender of other users.ﬁ.gﬂ*ﬁfmj
,"Because these two blases were found not to relate, the_ﬁ

results support the hYPOthesls. . i

Table 38 compares communlcatlon blas on the Internet 1nlf‘f‘

‘::relatlon to the natlonallty and appearance of other users;oi‘l
:lfThe cross—tabulatlon results 1nd1cated that these two o
glvarlables also do not relate to each other, therefore, thlS l]‘
ﬁfjtest supports the hYpothes1s.vL1': | | R "
Table 39 compares communlcatlon blas on the Internet ln
v7relatlon to the age and gender of other users on the ;'l

’ {Internet.‘ Because blas regardlng age and gender appear not |

"'f_to relate, thlS result supports the hypothes1s.' gf*

:ff Table 40 shows cross—tabulatlon between whether or not «fﬂ’

”V?part1c1pants send emall and/or ‘post. to newsgroups to make

"f7contact w1th users from other countrles and whether or not

J.,they send emall and/or post to newsgroups even durlng late 5
hl;nlght and/or early mornlng hours.n The results 1nd1cate thatlh

i7both varlables do relate., Thls test supports the hypotheSLS”vl

'lbecause 1t demonstrates how the Internet solves the problem ]’?f:u

’gfof dlstance and tlme dlfferences when communlcatlng w1th

7l¥?2[f};];;\v.§*’”'"l:'



'ijand/or post to newsgroups otcontact users 1n othe

’qugcountrles

; The result supports the hypothe51s because both

- fﬂvarlables”were shown not to relate to each other.:ﬁfff“

;fﬂ Table 42 shows the cross—tabulatlon results between fear

”:“j'of using the computer and fa01ng an unknown user on the

hf‘pInternet,;

These varlables were found to be unrelated thus

Qf‘hsupportlng the hypothe51s.3t

Table 43 shows the cross—tabulatlon results between fear

'fﬁw"fof u31ng the Internet and the use. of emall and/or newsgroups'wj*hlu

='--'::recezl.ver s‘tlme dlfference 1s cons1dered when usﬁng the

\‘ito contact users 1n other countrles.‘ These varlables were

'3ffound to‘be'unrelated agaln supportlng the hypothes1s.t°fliffff.’

Table 44 compares the use of emall and/ork osts to L

'*kdnewsgroups to make contact w1th users in other countrles w1thf5"

td/or"early mor ng ho rs; and whe e or not the




Internet.’ Thls test supports the hypothes1s because 1t shows N
‘that the results relate to each other.. | |

Table 46 shows the cross—tabulatlon results between
~-send1ng emall and/or postlng to newsgroups regardless of late':
'.nlght and/or early mornlng hours and preference of emall to |
"postal mail. Part1c1pants that 1nd1cated that they would use-'
emall and/or post to newsgroups regardless of time of day f»
pos1t1vely correlated with a preference to use emall over yl
postal mail. Therefore, thlS result supports the hypothe51s.f
| Tableh47 shows the cross—tabulatlon results‘betweenf_‘
hpreference‘to email over‘postal~mail and‘consideration‘for a
receiver’s tlme dlfference when sendlng emall and/or postlng
to newsgroups. The result supports the hypothe51s as it
blndlcates that they do not relate. This demonstrates how thed
Internet solves the time and dlstance ‘problem when v
‘communlcatlng with users from other countrles.

.Table 48 shows the cross—tabulatlon,result between
comfort when communlcatlng ln person versus communlcatlng
over the Internet._ Although the results run counter to thevf
»hypothes1s that CMC dlmlnlshes FTF communlcatlon and ralses
»global awareness, they contaln some amblgulty. Even though y
}the majorlty of part101pants 1ndlcated that they do not fearr”
‘fa01ng unknown users, Figure 46 shows‘that FTF is preferred
lto CMC. A pos51ble explanatlon is that partlclpants use the
Internet because cMC offers the advantage of speed w1thout ?

the need to worry about a recelver s time. dlfference.
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_HoWever, J.h ‘som ases, vF F. ommunlcatlon lS s:.mply a'




“pos1t1vely correlate;‘ As the number of days»pervweek
'1ncreased so dld +the number of hours per sess1on. ;1*
:A_c_llamedlm_—l‘r_ea_mgnt% | ‘} : o
Two hypotheses were tested by cross—tabulatlng varlableswf
’relatlng to computer and Internet knowledge and Sklll versus f*avﬁk“
v‘EFTF communlcatlon and 1ntercultural communlcatlon. However,aﬁf
_;the results of these cross-tabulatlons ralsed other questlonsréyjpicfv”
f-whlch prompted further cross-tabulatlon analy51s.z,}fs""'x;?”

The emphaSIS of thlS sectlon focuses on the number of

gpdays per week of Internet usage and use of language.:; o

-ﬁPartICIpants were d1v1ded lnto two groups- frequent and

jilnfrequent Internet users.:?.p.:‘

».deflned as partLCIpants who reported uSIng the Internet; ne

7to four days per week whlle the frequent user‘;group was

';zdeflned as part1c1pants who reported uSIng the Internet flverﬁ’7*f“s*'

”ﬁ~to seven days per wep;{ These groups were cross—tabulated

fblw1th the varlables for computer and Internet knowledge and 'ﬁv;,}

pxmp_Sklll.ki_ung“

Another focus of thlS sectlon lsjto examlne how a
| ?;partlclpant s language background affected responses to
”niquestlons regardlng FTF communlcatlon and global awarenessvipjg;fpip'

“Qwhen uslng the Internet. For thls analy31s, partICIpants

ﬂfwere lelded 1nto three groupS° Engllsh Japanese, and other,<
:”ﬁﬂbThe preV1ous cross tabulatlon results of these three
"‘languages, the part1c1pants’ flrst language,‘the language use;f

:on the Internet, and the language used at home, were Fo




fstatisticaliy significant.{‘Therefore}‘another_aavanced3
h,cross—tabulation wbnld emphasize theseathree language groups.
.‘Days of Using‘the'Internetvand Cemgutergiand Internet
Knowledge and Skill. |
Table 52 shows the division between frequent.and
infrequent Internet use.v‘Infrequentvuserslwere defined as
those who use the'Internet one to four days per week while
frequent nsers were defined as those'who use the Internet
five to seven days per week. Over 45% ef the-participantsﬁ
ianswered that they use the Internet between one to four days
per week, and 43.9% of the responders answered that they use

the Internet between five to seven days per week.

Table 52 N
Frequent and Infreggent Use of the Internet Per Week.
Days _n i
‘1 - 4 days 104 (45.2%)
5 - 7 days 101 (43.9%)
No , ‘ ' 25 (10.9%)
~ Total | 230 (100%)

, Table 53 shows the results'ofbthe cross-tabulation
betweenfdays of Internet use per week and hours of Internet
use per session. The correlatlon between these varlables was

230 Pearson r = .44524, and P <'.01. The 63.5% that |
vreported u31ng the Internet between'onento four days per weekv
v(lnfrequent users) also reported that they used the Internet
‘less than one hour per sess1on. More than 31% of 1nfrequent

users used the Internet between one hour to three hours per
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L Hours; per session




sessionfn Onlel.§%7of.infreQuent users:reported uSingﬂthe_“
Internet,betWeen three to five‘hours,gWhile'another 1.9%hofu’
infrequent users answered_theypused the Internet’more thanp‘,.‘
five hOurssper session; vHowever,:39.6%:of1the‘participants
who reported'usingvthe‘Internet,between five topSeven days“v
per week (frequent users)valsocreported using‘the Internet
less than one hour:per session. Over 32%kof frequent users
answered they used‘thelInternet betweenvone to three hours
per session, and 15.8% reported between three to five hours
per session. ‘Finally 10.9% of the frequent users'answered
they used the Internet more than flve ‘hours per session. The
result of thlS cross-tabulatlon shows 97.0% of 1nfrequent
users reported,uSLng the Internet less than three hours per
session while the other 3.8%tanSwered they‘used the Internet
‘more than three hours per session. However, 72.2% of
infrequent users ansWered theytused the Internet less than
three hours, while the remalnlng 26.7%. answered use that they
'the Internet more than three hours per session. These'
~results 1ndlcate that frequent users of the Internet tend to.
have longer Internet ses51ons than 1nfrequent users.‘v”
Table 54 shoWs;the resultS‘of the Cross-tabulatlon"
between ‘the number days per week the Internet 1s used and
fear based on not know1ng how to operate a computer; The
correIation}between these-variables was n = 227, Pearson r -
-.29082, and P < .01. Nearly 30% of the participants who

used the Internet one to four days a week (infrequent users)
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- reported they strohgly’disagree (16,7%) orfdisagree (13.2%)
!to‘having‘a fear of using the oomputer, while 7. 9% of the
rlnfrequent users reported that they strongly agree (2.6%) or

agree (5. 3%) However, partlclpants who reported using the

‘Internet between five to seuen dajs per weekp(frequent

userS), answered‘they Strongly*disagree (33.9%) or disagree

(8 8%) to having a fear of using the computer. iny 0.4% of
this group responded they dlsagree (0.4%). The cross-—

Table 54 |

Number of Davs Per Week * Fear of Using the Computer.

Fear of using the Computer

1 2 3 4 5_ Row_Tot
Numbers days per week '
l1-4days !

Count 38 30 16 12 6 102
Exp Val 57.1 22.9 9.9 8.5 3.6 44.9%
Row Pct 37.3% 29.4%  15.7% 11.8% 5.8%

Col Pct 29.9% 58.8%  72.7% 63.2%  75.0%
Tot Pct 16.7% 13.2%  7.0% 5.3% 2.6%
‘5-7days :

Count 77 20 2 1 0 100
Exp Val . 55.9 22.5 9.7 8.4 3.5 44.1%
Row Pct 77.0% 20.0% . 2.0% 1.0% 0.0%

Col Pct ~ 60.0% 39.2%  9.1% 5.3% 0.0%
Tot Pct  33.9% 8.8% . 0.9% 0.4% 0.0%
‘NO . . ,

Count 12 1 4 6 2 25

Exp Val 14.0 - 5.6 2.4 2.1 0.9 '11.0
~Row Pct  48.0% = 4.0% ~ 16.0%  24.0% 8.0%
- Col Pct  9.4% 2.0% 18.2%  31.6% 25.0%

_Tot Pct 5.3%  0.4% 1.8% 2.6% 0.9%

‘column 127 . 51 22 19 8 227

Total,:f'55‘9%' 22.5%  9.7%  8.4%  3.5% 100.0%

Note. 1 = Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3 = Are unde01ded
‘4 Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
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~ tabulation results show thatz72;6% of frequent>(42.7%)fand
infrequent (29.9%) users.do.not have a fear of using'the' |
computer. Therefore, for the most part, days-of»Intérnet-use-
per week is not relatédjto'fear ofﬂusing the computer.

Table 55fshows'£he fesults of the érdss—tabulétion
betwéen the number,of days per week the Internet is used and
fear of using thé Internet bécauseiof th knowing how to
operate a computer;~ The éorrelation‘betweenvtheée two
variables was n = 226, Pearson r = ~.28615, and P < .01. Of
thé’participants using the Internet between one to four days,v
30.5% responded that they stronglyvdisagree (16.8%) or
disagree (13.7%) that theyvfear using the Internet because of
not knowing how to operate a;compufef. Eight percent of the
participants frombthis'group responded that they agree.with
this question, and 41.1% of“participants that fell into the
frequent user category answered that they strongly disagree
(35.8%) or disagree (5.3%) to having a fear of using the
Internet. Only 0.9% of these users agreed that they have a
fear of using the Internet because they don’t know how to.
operate the computer. Over 71% of infrequent (30.5%) and
frequent users (41.1%) do not feér using the Internet because
of a lack of computer literacy.

Table 56 shows the results of the cross-tabulation
between the number bf days per week the Internet is used
versus whether or not the participant could use the file

transfer protocol(FTP). The correlation between these two

131



‘?ﬁllr;ﬁ

3

Fear of using the Internet

'ffNumber of days per . week

C1- -4days

"~ Count .
'Exp7Val"
~ Row Pct
~Col Pct
' Tot Pct

5-7days

_"‘,COuntff?J,
~Exp Val. .

"Row Pct

Col Pot

MO

e count,'

 Exp Val

~ Row Pct.
Col Pct
_Tot Pct.

jf.ss,z

s.;31;3@»»:
29.5%
- 16.8%

5;1 IQ;th?
140300
 40.0%
S 7.8%
4.4%

81
_;56;5?
81.8% -
- 62.8%

- Tot Pct;fﬁ,35.8%f.

12
20,2
12. 1%
o 5;3%;&;

, 31, &
20.8
30.4%

67.4%

13.7%

; '3:_'-'
s, 1
"12 0%
6. 5%

©10.8
T 14.7%

1 62.5%
6.6%

0.5
L 4.0%

16.7% 7.
1.8% 0.

2.2%

20.0%
'20.8%

3.0 0
©28.0%
. 3.1%

i lé-rﬁ
12, 2
- 17.6%
L 66.7%
0 8.0%

fffﬁbwaotfsf7

. ;nfggygyiprcvx»“
o 43.8%

95

11.1% b

Column
; Total{-

o Note. 1= Strongly dlsagree, 2 = Dlsagree, 3 —'Are unde01ded
L gree b ‘ AR v e :

alibetween one to four days per week (1nfrequent users) answered |
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_1.3%
’ ‘46f,
20 4%

’“;ethat they cannot use FTP.

”7(frequent users) answered that they can use FTP, whlle only

'710 4% of them answered that they cannot.

24
~ 10.6%

5 27 "
=']11 95;_

TUR26
100.08

ﬂrlfthat they can use FTP, whlle 86 5% of thlS group responded 7r"*i“'k”’
Over 33% of the partlclpants whoyf‘o"’

’f]use the Internet between flve to seven days per week

These cross—;

| 102" |
‘,45 1%




'7**tabuiation're

- able to operate FTP while infrequent users camnot.

Table 56

e,’Number of Da s_Peryweek *‘I Can Use FTP _;9h‘,,v»

L can wse rme

‘“,ﬂ 1 4days =

count - '51»1451-fh‘f;b‘jd:QOiu~flifnl;f”1o4nh 7

“ﬂ*7~Exp‘Val*¥ff.y, 42.5 . 6l.50 0 45.2%

~ Row?Pct . 13.5% . . 86.5% . .
ol Pet - 14.9%8 . 66.2% -

P _Tot Pet . 6.1% . 39.1%

‘l' 5 7days ' CESE TR D e T T e

comt 77 24 101

. Expval - 41.3 . 59.7 - 43.9%

. Row Pct . 76.2% . 23.8%
. ColPct ... .81.9% 17.6% R

. Tot Pct . .. 33.5%  10.4%

B e TR I P S

o count -‘”3iw“f;j=ff R I R L

Rewpet 1208 ss.op
o COl PCt A 3. 2% S 16.2%

| Columnf‘.v ST 94'=;,_;_‘:,' 136 f“;-'ﬂ 230 ?_:u
Totalzr““[a-,' 40. 9%,";:@} 59, 1%<,a‘, - 100. O%Jz,,;

Table 57 shows the results of the cross-tabulatlon N
"3fg’fbetween the number of days per week the Internet is used and ‘
'T“hwhether or not the partlclpant can’ program HTML.“ The - |
'rfgffcorrelatlon between these two varlables was n = 230 Pearsonr

1$i“r _d"38561 and P <, 01-; Nearly 6% of the part1c1pants

ﬁf;fus1ng the Internet between one- ‘to four days Per week .f."‘:°
‘vf,¢(1nfrequent users) answered that they can program HTML, whlle

1f39 6 °f the partlclpants from thlS group answered that they



’ oannot.: On the other hand 26 5% of the part1c1pants who use
. the Internet between flve to seven days per week (frequent *"
:users) answered that they can program HTML whlle only 17. 4%;
:of these answered that they cannot.' These cross—tabulatlon

,presults 1nd1cate that partlclpants who use the Internet
'frequently can program in HTML, more than 1nfrequent users.‘,‘”
C]Table 57 | |

 Number of Days Per Week * I Can Program HTML. -

I can Droqram HTML

Row Total -

: ‘ _Yes . : No

_Numb_er_ouaxs__peueek '

1-4days = - .
2 count . 13 . 91. 104
Exp Val  34.8 69.2 - 45.2%
Row Pct 12.5% , 87.5% Sy
Col Pct 16.9% ~ 59.5%
Tot Pct 0 B5.7% . .39.6%
5-7days ERRIENT T R o S
Count . . .61 40 101
Exp Val : . 33.8 . 67.2 . 43.9%
~ Row Pct - 60.4% 39.6% AT
Col Pct 79.2% 26.1%
| . TotPct = 26.5% 17.4%

SR ' Count O A L A R 22 oy 25
Exp Val = 8.4 16.6 . . 10.9%
~Rowipc£1_f];;,;f112 0% - .. 88.0% o
~Col Pct . 3.9% . 14.4% "

Tot Pct .. 1.3% 9.6%
~Column RS v ... 153 230
~ Total 33.5% 1 66.5% 100.0%

'Table 58 shows the results from the cross—tabulatlon of

” :the.days‘the Internet-ls‘used per week versus whether or not‘

'the‘participant can prOgram

variables was n = 230 Pearson r =
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.31001. Thirty percent~of'f't



the,partiCipants,Who use'the:Internet_betweén.one to four
dayswper»week (infrequent users) respondedithat they cannot
computer'program, While 15.2% fromhthis group answered they
can.f Ten percent of the part1c1pants who answered they use
"the Internet between five to seven days per week (frequent
1tusers) answered they cannot computer program, while 33 9% of
the partlc;pants-from th;s group‘answered theyycan.‘ These
"cross—tabulation results:show that.if participants'uSe the
hInternet frequently, they tend also to know more about how to -
'program a computer than 1nfrequent users. |

Table 58

‘Number of Days Per Week * I Cannot Program.

T cannot program

o Yes No __Row Total
1-4days - R PR S
| Count 69" , 3. 104
Exp Val - 50.2 53.8 45.2%
Row Pct 66.3% . 33.7% -
Col Pct = 62.2%  29.4%
Tot pct - 30.0% . 15. 2%“*‘
- 5-7days - SRR S ' B . : e
| Count 23 LI 78’ - 101
Exp Val' . 48.7° = 52.3 |
Row Pct . 22.8% 77.2%

Col Pct = 20.7% ' 65.5%

Tot Pct .~ . 10.0% . -33.9%
No , L BEEE R o
‘ Count . .19 6 - 25
Exp val . = 12.1 12,9 10.9%
Row Pct o 76.0% . 24.0% A
Col Pct - 17.1% . 5.0%
Tot Pct - 8.3%  2.6%

column - ..111 - 119 . 230
‘Total © 48.3%  51.7% - 100.0%
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.”W;QLanguage Utlllzatlon *5:l . _ EER
o Tables 59 1 59 2 and 59 3 show the language usage

"'nfrequen01es lelded 1nto the groups Engllsh Japanese, and

',other languages.y Of the partlclpants, 63 3% answered that
'thelr flrst language was Engllsh 7 5% answered Japanese,"-

‘J‘whlle 29 2% responded that 1t 1s another language.- Almost l

>\90% Of the partlclpants answered that they use Engllsh when hﬁtg.f””"

:}_f'us1ng the Internet, 4 8% answered Japanese,vand 5 3%

v'.responded that they use a language other than Engllsh or

Japanese. When they are at home, 69 33 use Engllsh 4 8% of'”m;f

o”'them use Japanese, and 25 9% of them responded that they usefﬂtl__nff‘

'lh{a language other than Engllsh or Japanese at home.,_n;ﬁ; ,gj'

”,fTable 59. 1

© First NatlveiLéﬁfua,é;thé

_}"Lanquageﬂ"jf“ff}f nv‘pngmifv%;.nuf,
dqunglish*u";ffé"flAjff?(§3;3%)*f«jm
- Japanese 7'“3““.175df}1?f5%lﬂglﬁ’ E S
Other 66 (29.2%) . .
'_Total o .3,3225~-*Q(100%);{:f5 R

Table 59 2

o y Lan ua'e Used on thefInternet$ffv*

o ,:,:,.,Engllsh 205 (89.9%)

5[ffothe;g,fnijgp;]_;12'.n'(sgs%y;"'»h”f,fl*]rof]ﬁj.Lf”fe]v7p)553?’“




Table 59.3

Language Used at Home. . -

- Language = .v"f_nw %
>English_x 158 (69,3%)'ﬂ
Japanese “‘11 3“(4;8%)
Other 59 (25.9%)
Total 228  (100%)

Table'GO shows the resultvof ﬁhe'cross—tabulation‘v
bétween a_participant's firét-language and the languége used
on the‘Internet. The cofrelation between these variableé was
n = 222,,Pearson r = .38936, and P < .Oi. Foriparticipants
who anéwered that Engliéh is their‘first‘language,'99.3% of
them indicated that they usé‘English when they use the
Internet, while only 0.7% reported using a language other
than English or”Japanese,‘ Of the participants whp‘answefed
that‘Japanese is their first language, 29;4% of them reported
using English on the Internet, 64.7% reported Japaneée, and
5.9% answered that they use a language other £han English or
Japanese when using the Internet. Of the participants who
'reported that their first language is one other thanyEanish
or Japanese, 84.6% answered that they use English as théir
primary language on the Internet, whiie 15.4% answered that
they use a‘language'other than English or Japanese on the
Internet.

| This cross-tabulétion indicates that if English is theb

first language, English is the language of choice(99.3%) on
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o i
S i
»

Internet lanquaqe

s Countf‘g S
Exp val .

l‘EnqlJ.sh - JaDanese : Other | ‘Row"f‘fotafif;

~ Row Pct 99.3

C?l Pctkjﬁ’rv;

Row Pct
":t3COl Pth




:P”< .01. Twenty.seven percent of the~part101pants whose :;'

;flrst language lS Engllsh responded that they strongly
'*vdlsagree (12 4%) or dlsagree (14 6%) that they feel
:.'uncomfortable 1f they have to communlcate 1n a language other?*
"lthan thelr flrst language. Nearly 50% from thlS group |
7»responded that they strongly agree (28 5%) or. agree (21 2%)
that they feel uncomfortable uSIng a language other than
‘thelr flrst language on the Internet., Of the partlclpants
whose flrst language was reported to he Japanese, 35 3% of
ithem responded strongly dlsagree (23 5%) or dlsagree (11 8%) -

that they feel uncomfortable us1ng a language other than

Japanese on the Internet, and 41 2% of thls group responded ;_;fu

n;istrongly agree (5 9%) or agree (35 36) that they feel
‘_uncomfortable communlcatlng 1n a language other than Japanese E

'; on the Internet.” However, for partlclpants whose flrst

L language 1s ‘not Engllsh or Japanese, 59. 4% of them reported

listrongly dlsagree (29 7%) or dlsagree (29. 7%) that they feel fiyf"d

':yuncomfortable u81ng a language other than thelr flrst '

o strongly agree (4 7%) or agree?

Zhulanguage on the Internet, whlle 20 3% of :hem answe,ed fw S

These cross—tabulatlon’results 1ndlcate that
f,partlclpants whose flrstflanguagekls Engllsh or Japanese feelpj‘
:yuncomfortable uSIng a language other than thelr natlve __"h

) *language on the Internet. However, for part1c1pants whose i

"flrst language is. not Engllsh or Japanese, more than half of "f”'

‘them (59 4%) 1nd1cated that they do not- feel uncomfortable i



Other

:I«Exp val -
.-, ﬁ<%RoW Pct?ﬁ  S

U “ColPct. - o 14.
 Tot Pct
. Are

“'*iTot PCt.t*

Dlsagree

_Row Tot

i Japanesefﬁf

Countf?_fT

unde01ded

1404 22.5%




The results of theseVCross—tabulations are summarized in
Table 62.

Table 62

Summary of Tables 52 to 61

Cross-tabulation - | Probabil- [Supports

‘ , S ity Hypothesis
Table:52 Days/week frequency |  -- —_—
Table:53 Days/week * =~ = P < .01 | Yes
‘hours/session K : SRR .
Table:54 Days/week * fear of | P < .01 Yes
comp . _ e
| Table:55 Days * fear of ’ | p< .01 Yes
Internet v . B
Table:56 Days * FTP o P < .01 | ~ Yes
Table:57 Days * HTML ' P<.0l |  Yes
Table:58 Days * I cannot ) P < .01l | Yesk
program - .

Table:59.1, 59.2 & 59.3 - = =
Language frequency ‘ : ER T : :

Table:60 Ist language * ] p< .01
Internet language ' o

Table:61 1st language,* no lst | P < .01
language :

Table 52 shows the frequency fesults‘of days'per week of
using the Internet. Over 45% of the participants used the
Internet between‘onevto'fouradays;_43.9% ef them used‘the
Internet between five to seven days.

iTablev53 shows the cross-tabulation between number of -
days of using the Intefnet per week and hours per session.
e>The»fesults indicate that frequent userSvtendth have longer

- Internet sessions than infrequentvusers; This supports the
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computer because of a lack of computer operatlon skll‘””“

'fﬂp,of u31ng the Internet per week was lhjersely related,to fear\tc

”hbenternet env1ronment makes part1c1pants more famllﬁa and

"fgfjhypothes1sVthatfthe amount of CMC culture shock does not

{lfof us1ng the computer. ThlS 1s because 1ncreased use of th'ff3¢3°ff'"

| ffless afrald of the computer.‘ ThlS explanatlon supports theb7*”h

f[éfrelate to an 1nd1v1dual s knowledge and Sklll 1n operatlng a f

“lgcomputer'fff.fff"
Table 55 shows the cross—tabulatlon results between daysfﬁ.g‘f”

IOf USlng the Internet per week versus fear of u51ngflhe S

‘5.pﬂ“Internet because of a lack of computer operatlon sklll.g The o

iresults suggest that the number of days of us1ng the computerflh;f

°‘¢1s 1nversely related to fear of us1ng the Internet.v Agaln,

fpthls result supports the hypothe31s that the amount of CM‘

#nf'?culture shock does not relate tot'n lnd1v1duals knowledge’andff"

}Qcomputer.:Rather “as lhe part1c1pant'

'fﬁhﬁklll 1n operatlng

'”amlllar w1th the Internet env1ronment, fear 1s V57~‘

reduced.

Tablek56jshows the cross-tabulatlon results between the Jf_f

‘"“1ﬁffnumber of days the Internet is. used per week and lf the

'fpartlclpants can use FTP._ These cross-tabul‘tlon results




N

_suggest that the number of days of use relates to belng able;g”_j“:-

ﬁnto use FTP._ ThlS result supports the hypothe31s that the hﬂ'fv

amount of CMC culture shock does not relate to an

;1nd1v1dual s knowledge and Sklll ln operatlng a- computer._Ififf S

ve,the part101pant s Internet usage lS lncreased there is

b‘greater opportunlty to use FTP. ,

Table 57 shows the cross—tabulatlon results between daysff}=9

: a,per week the Internet 1s used versus whether or not the

:3-part1c1pant can program 1n HTML.. The results 1ndlcate that
'wathe days of us1ng the Internet per week are related to
'»f:programmlng ablllty ln HTML.- ThlS result supports the ff

'd’hypothes1s that the amount of CMC culture shock does not ,7

‘1urelate to an 1nd1v1dual s knowledge and Sklll in: operatlng a ; T

fﬁwcomputer.‘ Frequent users have more opportunlty than f,
'klnfrequent users to experlence and acqulre HTML programmlng
fablllty._»h‘- - T | » |

| Table 58 shows the cross-tabulatlon results between daysh

‘flkof per week of - Internet usage and whether part1c1pants can'

S computer program.? The result shows that the number of days

FInternet use relates to computer programmlng ablllty.- ThlS :

'result does not support the hypotheSIS that the amount of CMC\

llpculture shock is not related to an 1nd1v1dual s knowledge andf'fr

'*i,sklll 1n operatlng a computer because the results show that

'“5QpartICIpants who use the Internet frequently tend to also

'“{'know how to program a computer ln more cases than 1nfrequent N

pusers.p Thus, these results relate to an 1nd1v1dual s



lfyhknowledge

'“15'Internet and the language used at home.‘ Of the

'fwf\.partlclpants’ language used at;home 1syEngllsh (69 3%), ﬁ

’djﬁJapanese (4 8%), and an other language (25 9%)

y””*the *nternet.: Engllsh and Japanese natlve speakers ten 3

j e‘Internet.n However,,for

' :f&communlcatlon.; Engllsh and Japanese_nakfve spea

R whose natlve language 1s not Engllsh or Japanese, the jtudif.252'7{”

"_.:language used on the Internet was a»non—natlve language.:ThlsQ;'




' ,*flrst 1anguage and‘whether,or not part1c1pants feel

":comfortable communlcatlng.ln a language other than thelr

"t,;flrst/natlve language., These results parallel those of Tablnh!f”"

I'T;[part, that they are uncomfortable, those who speak other

MVS7 Engllsh and Japanese speakers 1ndfcate, for the most V*;}*ﬁ*\:

'fi“flanguages lndlcate that they feel comfortable.f Thus, those; S

| ﬂ{fwho speak a natlve language other than Engllsh or Japanese

‘37,fsupport the hypothes1s that Internet communlcatlon ralses

- ",,,‘global aWareness_“f-__-‘g\-, o

i Dlscuss10n

The maln focus of thlS survey 1s to examlne how CMC fltsfjf ¥

"If,the paradlgm model. To 1dent1fy the paradlgm model

'c:‘frequency count and two hypotheses are used for testlng

:'7?(b) how . partLClpant Sshg

r.:cross—tabulatlon data treatment (a) computer, Internet

ikanowledge and Sklll and (b) Face—to—Face (FTF) communlcatlon[fdf‘”
t:land global awareness. The results from these cross—A!%'
'J-tabulatlons ralsed other questlons.‘ The questlons examlned‘!?ﬁ"“w

Eﬂlﬁ(a) days per week of Internet usage and use of language, and gfﬂ'

‘guage background affects the

”v;response to questlons regardlng FTF communlcatlon and global f?)hlﬁ*'
;;awareness when us1ng the Internet..“x’” i | Ll "

o In the flrst sectlon, seven cross—tabulatlons tested they;jp_f;,

{lmghYPOthes1s that the amount of CMC culture shock 1s lnversely fhﬁﬁ.tt




proportional to an individual’s knowledge and skill in

operating a computer. The results show that

1.

The participants’ computer programming ability did
not relate to their knowlédge of the type of platform
being used and access to the Internet;

Participaﬁts’ fear of using the Internet because.of
the compuﬁer skill and their knowledge of the commdnb
Intérnet acronyms FTP, FAQ, and IRC are not related;
The participants’ Internet knowledge of common
Internet acronyms FTP, FAQ, and IRC are not relating
to their fear Qf uéing the Internet because of a lack
of computer skill; |

The pgrticipants’ fear of using the Internet does not
depend on programming ability;

The number of'days per week the-participants use the

Internet does relate to fear of using the computer.

Therefore, the results from cross-tabulation suggest

that computer and Internet knowledge and skill does not

‘relate to the amount of CMC culture shock.

- In the second section, 16 cross-tabulations addressed

the second hypothesis that CMC diminishes FTF communication

and raises global awareness. The results were:

L.

Communication biases regarding age, gender, physical
appearance, and nationality on the Internet do not
relate to communicating with others;

Participants who do not have a fear of using the
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71”computer send email and/or post to newsgroups to

1contact users from other countries.. Also, they do:ﬁ'

not have a fear of fac1ng unknown users on the |
’lInternet,

'The participants who do not have a fear of u31ng

‘ythe Internet send and/or post to newsgroups to

.fcontact users from other countries~

vMany participants answered that they prefer to usegi

’Kemail more than postal mail, and they do not care.f~'

».about the receiver s time difference., Thus,mthey‘

"send email and/or post to newsgroups even'if‘itfiS'

late at night and/or early in the morning, and- usef

‘ the Internet to make contact users from the other :

countries,‘

If the partic1pant answered that they send email

. and/or post to newsgroup even lf it is late at night

»and/or early in the morning, they do not care about
the other user‘s time difference; f>
Many participants prefer communicating inrperson‘y3

lrather than communicating on the Internet-

If partiCipants’ native/first language is English or ‘

";‘Japanese, they feel uncomfortable uSing a language

yother than their native/first language on the

‘.Internet. However,,1f»partiCipants’ native/first

v language lS other than English or Japanese, they do

"not feel uncomfortable u51ng a language other than
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’”f_cross—tabulatlons were emphaSlZlng (a) the numbers Of days

thelr own onpthe Internet,&f”

se the_.nternet more days per

_; The partlc'pant,twhof

week tend_' lso use‘lt fnﬂlonger SeSSlonS.‘ L

fTherefore, th :r‘sults from the second sectlon show thatffng;7”*

‘ffoMC dlmlnlshes FTFvcommunlcatlon, but the other user s age,;z,_~»»»

"ﬂgender, phys1cal appearance, and natlonallty are not L

'”gilf the part1c1pants:do not have a fear o‘{u51ng the computerfjv"

‘ffand the Internet, they tend to use the Internet to make

‘contact w1th users from other countrles because of the.

"f-fadvantages of the Internet usage' faster and more accurate

'-gdellvery system than postal mall no geographlcal

Vrestrlctlons, and no tlme restrlctlons.”, :

The thlrd sectlon of the elght cross—tabulatlons were ;Qf.75*"

o ralsed from the results of the other two sectlons.' The

'fper week of Internet usage and language utlllzatlon, and (b)

gthW a partlclpant s language_background affected responses tof?f EQVHG

lkthe questlons regardlng FTF communlcatlon andﬂglobal

f}awareness when u31ngfthe Internet 'The results suggested P




“ifand/or Japanese partlcularly prefer to use thelr j;ﬁf,flﬁ’“”

”fﬁ}fflrst/natlve language on the Internet._,gf7‘*"

f§3;tPart1c1pants whose flrst/natlve language lS Engllsh :
lfffand/or Japanese feel uncomfortable us1ng a language

fdfother than thelr flrst/natlve language on the

"f,LﬂInternet.if;”ﬁ

Therefore, the results from the thlrd sectlon show that i
Iqthe amount of CMC culture shock does not relate to an{“fﬂ;’bwn

| flnd1v1dual 'S knowledge and Sklll ln operatlng a computer._.

‘\quWhen frequent Internet users become famlllar w1th the

_gtllnternet are dlmlnlshed. Then, the users famlllarlty w1th
| the Internet 1ncreases the motlvatlon and capablllty to use ;fifmf"‘”'
T'FTP and HTML programmlng more than 1nfrequent users.‘-~“?""

Also, the other result from thlS thlrd sectlon lS lf theff&,;l

-‘user S natlve/flrst language 1s Engllsh or Japanese, they

r;_blns1st on usrng thelr natlve/flrst language on the Internet

";glbecause they feel uncomfortable us1ng another language.dl‘hifl

oi*fHowever,ilf the user s natlve/flrst language 1s other than o

fEngllsh or Japanese, 1t 1s not 1mportant to use the

5 natlve/flrst language on the Internet. Therefore, the
‘:results 1nd1cate that 1f the user s natlve/flrst language 1s ;

\\fEngllsh or. Japanese, they have trouble w1th other language

‘utlllzatlon on the Internet.ifﬂ*



ldeComputer-Medlated Communlcatlon‘(CMC) fltS the paradlgm

tgmodel focus1ng on communlcatlo medla from a technologlcal T

‘“fﬁperspectlve.»‘

The development of communlcatlon medla and computer R

‘”'ffnetworks has greatly 1nfluenced both bu31ness and educat10n4f7;-*fr““

?Em»Innovatlons 1n computer network technology have created a new"f*”

'Vlgand dlStlnCt method of human communlcatlon known as CMC Thngffﬁ“'

:7‘¢new methodology can be con31dered a new paradlgm as deflned

"nby Kuhn (1970) As such 1t exposes and attempts to overcome‘.’_"‘~
problems found in tradltlonal communlcatlon methodologles.:f”*fl"

‘Inltlally, as w1th all new paradlgms, lt 1s not unlversally B

';adOpted but encounters 31gn1f1cant outSLde re31stance..‘

When conSLderlng how CMC fltS the paradlgm model and ln ~ﬁiluuvv
MVxldentlfylng the causes for res1stance to 1t, tWO hypotheses

”':emerged from the study.. The flrst hypothes13 1s that thejw"‘

"Jpamount of CMC culture shock 1s 1nversely proportlonal to an .

~ijand ralses global awareness,h

‘:3.1nd1v1dual s knowledge and Sklll in operatlng a computer, thetfﬁ}fffﬁf'

f’second hypothes1s 1s that CMC dlmlnlshes FTF communlcatlon

After examlnlng these two e

”lfhhypotheses, flve prlmary observatlons emerged from the study.*jﬂ7'

‘f]ﬂ17:CMC solves problems of tradltlonal communlcatlon

':f_m' paradlgms,, ,f‘j;hﬂcv‘hb




_j2 An 1nd1v1dual s sklll 1n computer operatlon and
k*finternet knowledge has no dlrect relatlonshlp wlthlyf
'Internet utlllzatlon anx1ety, | | .
u 3‘jCMC paradlgm res1stance is mostly related to humanhlh
‘;communlcatlon problems~ |
'?h4;:CMC reduces human communlcatlon blases and expandsh
u'the user’s global awareness' and i |
‘ySQFCMC paradrgm res1stance is related-todlanguage uSe.y
| The flrst major concluSLOn of thlS study is that CcMC |
‘solves problems of the tradltlonal communlcatlon paradlgms,:ﬂ““‘
TespeCLally those ass001ated w1th dlstance and tlme. |
Tradltlonal communlcatlon technologles 1nclude postal mall
_telephone, and FAX.V The Internet 1s faster, less expen31ve,.
and makes dlstance‘andbtlmeyzone dlfferences.1rrelevant‘to'
the equation.‘ Not surpriSingly, many of thepartlcipants L
‘answered that‘they send email‘or pOSt to'newsgroupsh
‘regardless of the tlme of day because they can 1gnore the
recelver s tlme dlfference.p Also, many part1c1pants |
1ndlcated that they use emall more than postal mall and use

: emall to contact users from other countrles. Just-as Kuhn S .

B deflnltlon of a new paradlgm dlctates, CMC overcomes problems L

of tradltlonal methodologles and prov1des new opportunltles

'-_for 1ts users.- -

The second prlmary CODClUSlOH of thlS study is that,
regardless of an 1nd1v1dual s Sklll in computer operatlon and

Internet knowledge, there 1s no real correlatlon to Internet
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'1‘7-futlllzatlon of the Internet requlred detalled network

“‘utlllzatlon anx1ety.

hf:study show that many part1c1pants do not have a. fear ;f,u,_“.f

'VIthe computer or the Internet._ Before the rlse of CMC,

5~protocol knowledge and computer programmlng ablllty..v

’*iuHowever, much of thls complex1ty has been reduced to a

31mp11f1ed p01nt and—cllck 1nterface., Once computers and'f7f'”"'

'1'Internet use were s1mpllf1ed even users who dld not have a

“f>strong computer background started u31ng the Internet as

5’the1r communlcatlon tool.i Therefore, 1nnovatlons of the

'4j computer and network technologles prov1de abundant Internet

"rluse opportunltles to the nonprofess1onal.

‘; A thlrd s1gn1f1cant conclu51on is- that CMC paradlgm
':*res1stance is mostly related to human communlcatlon problems.’m7’u
An 1mportant dlstlnctlon must be made between u31ng avl

| computer 1n 1solatlon and u31ng the Internet., Us1ng the

'LQ!Internet 1nvolves communlcatlon w1th other people." The f“

“5res1stance shown by lnfrequent users is analogous to ”culture f;ff
.”shock” Wthh results from llVlng or part1c1pat1ng ln an '1ch“
ffunknown, unfamlllar env1ronment.y The results of thlS study

'Vshow that the numbers of days per week spent us1ng the f;]:f

'uZInternet relates to the degree of computer and Internet

Tf5anx1ety. 'It does not necessarlly relate to the amount of
v'g;computer knowledge or sklll Us1ng the Internet frequently
‘l makes users feel confldent and comfortable 1n us1ng lt as a

*{communlcatlon tool. However, lnfrequent Internet users

‘fiSnyh



‘reportedvdifficulty,assimilating into‘the CMC culture. Somé
infreqﬁent ﬁsers>are,cénfused”coﬁcéptuélly by CMC'and do not
see it as a valid communication tool. Whenvexposed to CMC,
such individuals express that they feel disoriehted or lost,.
much like being iost in a foreign country;,‘ThiS'fear becomes
~a major obstécle in allowing communicati6n‘to éxéeed'the
barrier,of required computervékills;~ HOWever, many
infrequent users with limited computer skills and knbwledge
do not fear using the Internet primarily because they have
grown accustomed to it. For these individuals, the Internet
 brings fémiliarity énd.comfoft. Regardless of a
Apartiéipant’svﬁechhical computer baékground,‘fréquent
Intérnet users demonstraté a higher level of confidence in
adopting CMC than infrequent users.

'The fourth primary conclusion ié that‘CMC reduceé human
cdmmunicatiOn bias and expands global,aWareness'for the
users. The‘CMC.paradigmvis intimately reléted‘to hﬁman |
communication issueé‘because of restrictions that it imposes .
CMC reduces FTF interéction which reduces the commuﬁication'
bias_of»physical appearance/'gender, age, and nationality.
The majority of thé participants responded that physical
appearance, gender;'age,vand nationality are not important'
factors when commuhicating on the Internet. Additionally,
many participants agréed.that-they do not fear facing unknown
users when they communicate via the Internet. Moreéver, they

indicated that they do not feel nervous sending email to-
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s unknown users.v At the same tlme, whlle CMC decreases FTF

,tcommunlcatlon, lt 1ncreases opportunltles to communlcate w1th;;g5ﬁf

-lwusers from other countrles and expands global awareness by
n’maklng the borders between countrles 1nconsequent1al.,, ;‘
The last prlmary conclus10n for thlS study 1s that CMC

‘{vparadlgm res1stance 1s related to language utlllzatlon._n'

”f‘iWhlle the CMC paradlgm does much to expand global awareness

hf:to some extent, 1t does not overcome all of the dlfflcultles ”ﬂ'f»’

‘:assoc1ated w1th language dlfferences., The survey results

‘f'show that part1c1pants w1th Engllsh as thelr natlve language

‘~use Engllsh at home and when uSLng the Internet., The’

,majorlty of natlve Engllsh speakers 1ndlcated that they feel _j7"

o uncomfortable us1ng other languages on the Internet. ThlS‘

trend however, was not the case for 1nd1v1duals whose natlve'

5language was not Engllsh or Japanese. Many partlc1pants fromvff"

'3'th1s group use Engllsh regularly on the Internet but speak a x~f"

j,dlfferent language at home. Hence,‘language re31stance was

llmlted for the most part to natlve speakers of Engllsh and

= Japanese, but not to speakers of other languages.l

5f Therefore, many users res1st ad0pt1ng CMC not because of5s5e‘

)Qla lack of technlcal knowledge and computer SklllS but becausel

.f,ffof each 1nd1v1dua1 s emotlons toward unfamlllarlty w1th the

'fiafCMC culture. Thus, the most s1gn1f1cant source of re31stancefff

wffor the users ‘is not technlcal skllls or knowledge but

fhﬁperceptlons of the CMC culture.‘;"”




?H?'Impllcatlons B
o Wlth regard to languagerres1stance on the Internet,;,yfff,f
'tpseveral obstructlons ex1st Whlle s1mpllflcatlon of the
'huj;technology does much to advance the status of CMC language
rf}}barrlers are perhaps the largest s1ngle remalnlng obstacle.,fﬁtfif3*””
{_?Varlous Internet browsers have been created for users who lt

'u;speak French Spanlsh German, Japanese, Korean,ﬂand Chlnese.

f»These programs attempt to mltlgate re51stance caused by

nlanguage barrlers on’ the Internet.: However, content

hﬂilprov1ders typlcally only prov1de 1nformatlon 1n a s1ngle

’language.' An organlzatlon or company located 1n an Engllsh‘

_ speaklng country, for example, typlcally prov1des World-Wlde‘;f;:c:
'u;fWeb (WWW) homepages 1n Engllsh only.: Many non-Engllsh o
"f:,speaklng users only recently have been able to create &t
2“?ﬁxhomepages ln thelr natlve languages Wlth the advancement ofvhtb"sfd

'afflsoftware 1nternatlonallzatlon._ Addltlonally, larger

’”[»1nternatlonal companles are beglnnlng to mlrror thelr s1tes
'Vln a varlety of languages.; Perhaps advancements 1n vers1on Ry

'VfVcontrol management and machlne translatlon w1ll help lower,'

'lpthlS barrler and further the globallzatlon of CMC.,, f

’ey.questlonnalre materla : 'ere prepared 1n e

E 'llsh whiwh requlred the partlclpants torunderstand

"ffEngllsh.J ThlS bullt 1n blas may have lnfluenced some. of the“i;fyunifi'
lfpresults w1th regard to questlons deallng w1th preferred

->'.language.

.;pﬁyisgf‘;i:,



Alst‘this.questiOnnaire‘study.was limitedhto twoifOrms
l ofisamplevcollection." First, a tradltlonal pen-and—paper »it
;-type*survey was performed.d The paper survey only sampled
california Staterniversity,;San Bernardlno (CSUSB) students.
andvstaff. Thus, geOgraphically and.occupationally N
‘vvconstralned sub]ect collectlons produced the sample
llmltatlon. | |

The’secondhmethod ofzcollection was an online survey via
'emailvand the World—Wide'Web. ~Again, materials were only :
prepared in EngliSh, with the rationale being that'English
remalns the dominant: language of the Internet.
Recommendatlons for Further Study

‘Language barrlers could be an 1mportant factor in
res1stance to the Internet and CMC culture because the
‘language problem plays a s1gn1f1cant role in 1ntercultural
(global awareness) and human communication (lnterpersonal
‘.communication)’ Thus, if the survey had been prepared in a
b'varlety of languages, it could have been posted to non-
Engllsh speaklng newsgroups, broadenlng the survey basellne.
- Such a basellne would be useful in analy21ng the CMC culture
,shock problem from a border perspectlve.

‘Therefore, further study which focuses on language
problems would prov1de 1nformatlon on how 1nd1v1duals react
when faced-w1th,avfore1gn language and‘culture on the
‘Internet.htEurther’study should assist in our appreciation of

this and‘contribute to our understanding‘of resistance to the
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CMC paradigm.
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APPENDIX A: Offline questionnaire

: : Questionnaire
1)I am (age)

1:12-18 2:19-25 3:26-31 4:32-38 5:39-45 6:46-52
7:52-58 8:59-65 9:0lder than 65

2)How many days do you use tﬁe Internet a week? (Select One)
- 1:1 day 2:2 days 3:3 days 4:4 days 5:5 days 6:6 days
7:7 days 8:I don’'t use it

3)How many hours do you usually use the Internet each
~session? (Select One)

l:Less than 30min 2:30min-1hr 3:1-2hrs 4:2—3hrs
5:3-4hrs 6:4-5hrs 7:5-6hrs 8:More than 6hrs 9:None

4)Where did you primarily learn how to use the

computer? (Select One)

1:School 2:At work 3:By myself 4:From friend 5:Training
course

6 :Never .

5)Where did you primarily learn how to use the

Internet? (Select One) . ‘
l:School 2:At work 3:By myself 4:From friend 5:Training
course

6 :Never

6)I can use(operate), (Check all that apply)
1:Email 2:WWW(netscape/mosaic/lynx) 3:FTP 4:Gopher
5:Chat 6 :Newsgroups 7:I cannot use any of them

7)I can program, (Check all that apply)
l:Pascal 2:C/C++ 3:Basic 4:Perl/awk/sed 5:HTML 6:Java
7:Assembly 8:I cannot program

8)When I use the Internet, the platform I use most is, (Select
One)

1:UNIX = 2:VAX 3:MacOS 4:Windows 5:WindowsNT 6:DOS
7:08/2 8:I don’t know

- 9)FTP stands for

10)FAQ stands for

11)IRC stands for

12)When you are doing via anonymous FTP, you should type your
login name as your: password [True/False]
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“Vfﬂl3)”.mo o flle 1s a mov1e/v1deo flle. [True/False]

“d{14)”:g1f”:vlle 1s a sound flle. [True/False]

hlS)When you would llke to ‘see list of your flle(s) in a shellffi {97
account, the commands ”ls” or'”dlr” are typlcal [True/False]_:~:

‘d_16)Ema11 address 1s <Your name>@mach1ne—name sub— o

7»ydoma1n domaln. [True/False]

‘if117)LYnx is- only text orlented WWW browser. [True/False] ’fdffﬁuwh R

o MW e

”75 Strongly agree 4 Agree . 3;Are undeCLded }t{.Z&Disagreefgyv

L. Strongly dlsagree o e o S
7 W o
o IMPRESSION.»" ¥ RNV §

f‘v18)When sendlng emall to an unknown user I feel very nervous.ff:
,(54321) . L Lo

’f19)I have fear of fa01ng an unknown user on the Internet.»,_gxfﬁff‘*

‘v,.”“-_(s 4. 3 2. 1)

.‘20)I use the Internet to communlcate w1th others because I L
 feel more- comfortable communlcatlng thlS way than by Face—to—fff
‘face communlcatlon.,r.n- S : v o

v;(5 4. 3 2. 1) . ’

“'521)1 feel more comfortable when express1ng myself on the
;Internet than when talklng in: front of people (5 4 3. 2 1)

”f‘22)I don t care' about other person s natlonallty or ethnlcltyh9:‘s"

7.when I communlcate on. the Internet (5 4 3 2 1) '%;;'

'vf23)I don’t care about other person s gender when I am
?icommunlcatlng on the Internet. (5 4 2 1) '

“"a'24)I don’t care about other person s age when I am ,ﬂ'

”t;communlcatlng on the Internet.‘ (5 4 3.2.1)

'J25)I don’ t care about other person s phys1cal appearance when“f;f"’

f{communlcatlng on: the Internet. (5 4.3. 2 1) -

f;26)I have a fear of uS1ng computers because I don t know how
;to operate the COmputer (5 4 2 1) e . .


mailto:Your_name>@machine-name.sub

g27)I have a fear of us1ng the Internet because I don t knowp:g e

Jhow to operate the computer. (5 4.3. 2 1)

,_28)I have used emall and/or posted to newsgroups to- mak?'”?jiﬂff‘ﬁ;f"'

jcontact w1th a user from another. country (5 4 2 1)
,f;129)If I WlSh to send an emall or post to newsgroups, I w111f°”“
- do it even lf 1t 1s late nlght and/or early mornlng. L ‘
(5 4.3. 2. 1) . S S Sl

30)When. I send email or post newsgroups, I don t thlnk about

- the recelver S tlme dlfference._ (5. 4 3.2.1)

'31)I prefer to use emall more than postal mall because emall

“"Ji ‘is faster than postal mall.;(5 4.3. 1)

' {32)When I use the Internet I feel uncomfortable lf I have tof;a'”

. communicate in.a language other than my native/first

“j.language. (5 4. 3 2 1)

 33)What is your natlve/flrstilanguage° (Select One)- .

. 1l:English. 2:Spanish 3:French 4:German 5:Japanese

6:Korean 7: Chlnese 8:Portuguese 9 Arablc S e
10: Other.' (Spec1flc)

'34)Whlch language do you prefer to use when you are u51ng the

Internet? (Select One) )

1: Engllsh 2 Spanlsh 3 French 4°German- 5 Japanese
6 :Korean

‘*»*7‘Chinese 8: Portuguese 9: Arablc 10 Other°' (Spec1f1c)‘”

35)Wh1ch language do you speak at home° (Select One)

1:English '2: Spanlsh 3: French 4 German . 5: Japanese
‘ . r6:Korean ﬂ' KRR L
7: Chlnese 8 Portuguese 9: Arablc 10: Other~‘ (Specific)
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APPENDIX B: Online questionnaire
'Informediconsentf

'The purpose of th1s study is to 1dent1fy modes of utlllzatlon .
rlof computer network systems (such as the Internet) ‘and
reasons for re51stance to it. This study is belng conducted
by Kaorl Konta under the supervision of Dr.»Jandt, professor
of Communlcatlon studles, Dr .Lln, professor of Informatlon
‘vmanagement, and Dr. Jackson, Associate Dean of. Extended

;Educatlon. ThlS study has been approved by the Instltutlonal”‘

Review Board of Callfornla State'Unlversrty San Bernardrno.: RN

Please be assured that any 1nformatlon you prov1de w1ll be
held in strlct confldence by the researcher.( At no tlme will

your name or userld (or electrlc mail address) be reported .

~along w1th your responses.} All data will be reported in
_group form only. At the conclu51on of this study, you will

frecelve a copy by addreSSLng a separate request to researcher.l7.

Kaori - Konta v1a e—mall kkonta@acme csusb.edu or
';fkonta@kalwan COm or by marklng the approprlate place on the
”lanswer form..‘ ‘ Sl ‘ -

;Please understand that your partlclpatlon in thls research 1s,w
totally Voluntary and you are free to w1thdraw at anytlme _ -
' durlng thls study w1thout penalty, and to remove any data at’

.; any time durlng thls study. I acknowledge that I have been ;Lel;;mj

'1nformed of, and understand the nature and purpose of thls,_jffu'

fstudy, and I freely consent to part1c1pate. ‘I agree not to
’.'dlscuss the content of the survey until after August 10,
J:v1996. By completlng and returnlng thlS questlonnalre by

‘emall your consent lS assumed. o '

Go'TO’QueStionnaire Page.“


mailto:konta@kaiwan.com
mailto:kkonta@acme.csusb.edu

| ——— — i ——— S S S S S . S S S S S i S S S S T S P . o S o W S S e S o i S S S S S g o S s S B

© Real name (optional):

,..Thls questlonnalre asks about how you utlllze the computer
T and the Internet.,d-}' . ‘ . S :

l Age. s e R S
O1:12- 18 02 19-25 O3 26 31 O4: 32 38 05 39-45 06 46 52

L 07: +53-58 08:59-65 09:0lder than 65

g 2 ‘How many days a week do you usually use the Internet a SRR

| _week'> ,‘ S
-~ Ql:1 day 02 2 days O3 3 days 04 4 days 05 5 days 06 6 days S e

o O7:7 days 08 I don't use it..

*'sess1on°

3 How many hours do you usually use the Internet each

- Ol:Less than 30m1n 02 30m1n-lhr O3 {1-2hrs O4: 22— 3hrs 05 3— DR

' ‘J-._‘4hrs 6: 4 5hrs O’7 5 6hrs O8 More than 6hrs 09 None

7. 1T ‘can pro jram: =

4 Where d:Ld you prlmarlly learn how to use the computer'f‘ :
Q1l:School O2:At work O3: By myself O4 From frlend G
*_05 Tralnlng course 06 Never ‘

Where dld you learn how to use the Internet" ' -
. .Ol School O2:At work O3:By myself O4 From frJ.end BT RR N
: 05 Tralnlng course. 06 Never e e e

. 6: I can use(operate S T e
- [Ol:Email []2:WWW( Netsca e/Mosa:Lc/Lynx) |:|3 FTP |:|4 Gopher B
L |:]5 Chat |:|6 Newsgroups E? :I cannot operate any of t em

- [Ol:pPascal [ C/C++ |33 Bas:l.c E|4 Perl/awk/sed |:|5 HTML E|6 Java"f‘ L
- D? Assembly .8 I cannot program T o A

8: When I us:.ng the Internet, the platform I use most lS.”
8 $UNIX Q2:VAX O3:Mac0S O4: Wlndows 05 WlndowsNT 06 Dos
9

OS/2 08 I don t know.,._,:.____ L

23 "‘.FTP stands for.,




10: FAQ stands for:

11: IRC stands for:

12: When you are doing anonymous FTP, you should type your

login name as your password.
OTrue QOFalse

13: ".mov" file is a movie file. OTrue vOFalSe
14: ".gif" file is a sound file. OTrue OFalse

15: When you would like to list of your file(s) in a shell
account, the commands "ls" or "dir" are typical.
OTrue OFalse -

16: Email address is (Your_name)@machine—name.‘sub—
domain.domain OTrue OFalse

17: Lynx is only text oriented WWW browser. OTrue OFalse

YOUR COMMUNICATION WITH OTHER PEOPLE. INDICATE THE DEGREE TO
WHICH EACH
STATEMENT APPLIES TO YOU:

5:Strongly agree 4:Agree 3:Are undecided 2:Disagree
l1:Strongly disagree

THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS. JUST RECORD YOUR FIRST
IMPRESSION.

18: When sending email to an unknown user I feel very
nervous.

05 04 O3 02 01

19: T have fear of fac1ng an unknown user on the Internet.

05 O4 O3 02 O1

20: :I use the Internet to communicate with others because I
- feel more comfortable communicating this way than by face-to-
face communication.

05 04 03 02 O1

21: T feel more comfortable when expressing myself on the .

Internet than when talking in front of people.
O5 04 O3 02 O1 ,
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22z I don t care about other person s natlonallty or ‘ S
“ethnicity when I have commun:l.cate Wlth the others on the

. Internet.
. 05 O4 o3 02 Ol

_,23. I don t care about other person S gender when I am B -
communicating with. others on the Internet.;., Co

- 05 04 03 0 01

24: T don't care about other person s age when I am

communJ.catJ.n with others on the Internet. RV
0504030 Ol v _

25: I don't care about other person 'S phys:.cal appearance |

“when I communlcate w:.th others on the Internet. '
05 O4 03 02 Ol _ . . :

| .26. T have a. fear of u51ng the computers because I don t knowb' .

~how . to operate. the computer. _
_’vO504OBOZO : R

27: I have a fear of us1ng ‘the Internet because I don t know

“how to operate the computer. e
0504030201 |

28- I have used emaJ.l and/or posted to newsgroups makJ.ng

 contact with a user from another country.» \
05 O4 03 02 Ol e

‘29 If I w1sh to send an emaJ_J. or post to newsgroups, I Wlll
do it even if its late night and/or early mornlng.v

05 04 03 OZ Ol

30 When I send email. or post newsgroups ’ I don't think about o
.the receiver's time dlfference. ' e

05 04 O3 02 Ol

31: 1 prefer to use emall more than postal maJ.l because emaJ.l o

is faster than postal mail.
'O5 04 03 02 O

"‘,32 When I use the Internet I feel uncomfortable if I have
"~ to commun:Lcate in a language other than my native/ fJ.rst
-language. - ‘ :

"05 O4 O3 02 Ol

| 33 What is your natlve/flrst language" O1: Engllsh
- Q2:Spanish 33 :French O4:German O5: Ja;laanese O6:Korean . . .
‘O7:Chinese O8: Portuguese O9 ArabJ.c O 0:Other:(please

: speCLfy)

34: Which: language do you prefer to Ljise when ‘yvou “are iusj_ng ‘
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';:;spe01fy)

.the Internet’

©  QOl:English Q2: Spanlsh O3 French O4 German 05 Japanese
- O6:Korean O7:Chinese QO8: Portuguese 09 ArabJ.c o

l”OlO Other: (please spec:.fy)

| "'}-:35 Wthh language do ou speak at ho
54 :German QOb5:Ja
inese 08 Portuguese 09: Arablc O

.02 Sganlsh Q3:French

- 07:C

g

anese Q6.

2 Ol :Enc llSh
Korean
0: Other.(please

. V.‘Would you lJ.ke to recelve the result of thls questlonnalre"-;-*‘
_-OlYesOZNo-'w v

""-Send it | ._Star't'ove‘r




Thank you for your part1c1patlon'
1 The'purpose of the study youthave’just‘participated7in is tO”‘
- investigate the usage of a computer network systems in human
:icommunlcatlon and to. 1dent1fy reasons for re51stance to. 1t.
Partlclpants in thlS research are expected to range from '
: 1nfrequent to frequent Internet users.. Also, part1c1pants
.Internet knowledge, degree of res1stance to the: operatlon of””
" the technology, and global awareness via computer network 1s

| ~_expected to vary. This sheet prov1des you the lnltlal data

.you need to better understand why the study was undertaken.v'
vPlease read the follow1ng paragraph and then sign this sheet

to 1nd1cate (1) that you have been debrlefed and had an"

opportunity- to ask questlons concernlng ‘the research by
.elther the 1nvest1gator or hls/her representatlve and (2)
(because. the pro;ect w1ll run over several days) that you-
will refraln from dlscuss1ng the research pro;ect untll the‘
-date spe01f1ed has passed.

'vThiS“study seeks to identify.correlations'between frequency“ :
of Internet utlllzatlon, res1stance to it, and perspectlves
»fln human communlcatlon. Your responses Wlll be ‘treated
";confldentlally and will in no way w1ll be made publlc. By

’,-sendlng a. separate emall message request (or checking the

correct box in the survey form), you have ‘the opportunlty to

,obtaln the. conclus1ons made by the researcher in thls study.f'”:'“

By submlttlng the form you 1nd1cate that you have read the' o
»debrleflng statement and have been’ glven a chance to have anyu
'v'questlons answered. Your s1gnature or completlon of the‘ o
'5quest10nna1re 1ndlcates that you agree not to dlsclose what -
| you have seen or ‘the scales you completed untll 8/10/96.
' Please direct further comments, questlons, and concerns to
”'KaorllKonta.kkonta@acme.csusb.edu‘Thanks,agaln!~.
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