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ABSTRACT

IDENTIFICATION AND VALIDATION
OF A SOCIETAL MODEL OF USENET

by Bruce A. Overby

This study presents and evaluates a societal model of the Usenet computer
conferencing system. This model is externally validated through citations from the
literature. An instrument for analyzing the content of Usenet articles is developed from
the model, and reliability tests are conducted on the instrument. The instrument is then
field tested on a cluster sample of 210 Usenet articles. The results show that the model has
usefulness in large-scale field research in computer-mediated communication
environments, though additional work refining the model, and subsequent validity and
reliability testing, must be done before truly reliable results can be obtained.
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Chapter 1
Problem Definition

Introduction

In 1968, two visionaries named J. C. R. Licklider and Robert Taylor foresaw what
very few of their contemporaries could. In a ground breaking paper entitled, “The
Computer as a Communications Device” (Licklider & Taylor, 1968), they first put this
vision into words:

The collection of people, hardware, and software—the multi-access computer
together with its local community of users—will become a node in a geographically
distributed computer network. Let us assume for a moment that such a network
has been formed. . . [that] all the large computers can communicate with one
another. And through them, all the members of the supercommunity can
communicate—with other people, with programs, with data, or with selected
combinations of those resources (p. 40).

Today, this vision has become a reality, and computer-mediated communication
(CMC) has become a rapidly growing phenomenon in our society.

Less common than communication modes like face-to-face interaction, telephone
conversations, and written letters, CMC is nonetheless at the center of many current
trends. Colleagues in business and academic environments now routinely correspond
via electronic mail. Computer users are utilizing the Internet and its many resources with
increasing frequency. Students at colleges worldwide are spending inordinate amounts
of time exploring Internet Relay Chat (IRC) and Multi-User Dungeons (MUDs). Local
radio stations advertise their Internet addresses and exchange electronic mail with their
listeners. Proprietary computer conferencing systems like the Bay Area’s Whole Earth
‘Lectronic Link (WELL) are enjoying healthy growth, as are smaller, home-based bulletin
board systems (BBSs). Even the White House and the United States Congress now have
published electronic mail addresses.



Researchers are responding to this phenomenon by studying its many dimensions:
sociological, thetorical, psychological, political, and, of course, technological. This study
proposes to add to this growing body of research by investigating the nature of the
communication conducted over Usenet, a computer conferencing system that has been in
operation since 1979 and is currently distributed to more than 2.5 million people
worldwide. (See Appendix A for a detailed description of Usenet and a tutorial showing
how it is used.)

What is CMC? The operational definition of computer-mediated communication used
in this study is any person-to-person communication conducted over physical and/or perceptual
distances using computer and telecommunications technology and limited to the exchange of
alphanumeric words and images. In order to understand what makes CMC unique in
comparison to other forms of communication, one must first understand the role played
by the computer in CMC environments.

Figure 1 illustrates this role by showing the widely-recognized model of the
communication process (Robbins, 1992, p. 116), along with a shaded area indicating
which elements of the model are influenced by the computer in CMC environments.

The Standard Communication Model

Source Encoding Channel Decoding Receiver
-
T Message ' Message Message Il Message
Feedback
Computer

Figure 1. The Impact of the Computer in Computer-Mediated Communication

The standard communication model includes the following elements:
+ Asource, or sender

+ Anencoding step

+ Achannel

» Adecoding step



« Areceiver
« Afeedback loop

« The message itself

Figure 1 shows that, in CMC, the computer influences—or mediates—all of these
elements. The computer is the tool used by the source in encoding and transmitting the
message, it provides access to the channel through which the message is passed, it is the
mechanism by which the message is decoded by the receiver, and it usually provides the
loop through which feedback is conveyed. Assuch, it is logical to conclude that the
presence of the computer will ultimately have an impact on the messages conveyed via
CcMC.

These impacts have been demonstrated in a number of different CMC
environments, some of which were alluded to on Page 1. The following paragraphs
describe the five most common—and thus, most extensively studied—forms of CMC.

CMC Environments. Perhaps the most common form of CMC is electronic mail, or e-
mail. Users of e-mail simply type their messages into the computer and send them to
other users via internal network links or external telephone lines. E-mail software
generally gives the recipient the option to save, discard, or respond to the message once it
is received. The increasing prevalence of e-mail in business and academic organizations
is evidenced by the appearance of e-mail addresses on many business cards. One study
reported that businesspersons in computer-connected offices typically send between 25
and 100 e-mail messages per day (Sproull & Kiesler, 1991a).

An extension of basic e-mail is the electronic mailing list. As the name suggests, an
e-mail list is simply a collection of e-mail addresses to which a message can be broadcast
with a single key stroke. E-mail lists have been in use since the late 1960s, and today, a
typical e-mail user is listed on between 10 and 50 such lists (Sproull & Kiesler, 1991a).

Computer conferencing, devised in the mid-1970s and then touted as “[possibly] one
of the most effective tools yet devised for coordinating the efforts of individuals,” (Turoff
& Hiltz, 1977, p. 58), adds yet another dimension to the electronic mailing list concept. In
computer conferencing, the user enters a message and sends it to a computer that acts as
a central repository for the conference. Software on this computer is programmed to
assign unique numbers to all such messages received and file them in the order received.



Other members of the conference are then able to access these messages at their leisure
and (as with e-mail) save, discard, or respond to them. The Usenet system, on which this
study will be focused, is a massive, worldwide computer conferencing system, and thus
fits this basic description.

A creative expansion of the computer conferencing concept called the multi-user
dungeon (MUD) was developed by students at the University of Essex, England, in 1979
(Curtis and Nichols, 1993). MUDs are a sophisticated type of CMC wherein users engage
i1, i le-playing games similar to the “Dungeons and Dragons” games popularized in the
1970s and 1980s. The primary technical difference between MUDs and standard
computer conferencing environments is that MUDs allow synchronous interaction
among users, while computer conferences are inherently asynchronous. The
sophisticated characteristics of MUDs have drawn the attention of researchers, who plan

to employ the technology for international teleconferences between astronomers (Curtis,
1992).

Yet another type of synchronous CMC environment known as Internet relay chat
(IRC) was introduced by students at the University of Oulu, Finland, in 1988 (Reid, 1991).
As of late 1988, there were IRC host computers located in Australia, Finland, Israel, Italy,
Korea, and the United States (Reid, 1991). Highly sophisticated programming allows
hundreds of IRC users simultaneous, real-time access to one another just as though all
were present in the same physical space. All of this simultaneous communication is
managed through software-based “channels” that connect the network of IRC hosts in
such a way that users can choose which conversation(s) they would like to participate in,
just as one would do at a cocktail party or other large gathering.

As varied as these types of CMC are, they all share common characteristics, such as
the participants’ lack of physical copresence. Kiesler, Siegel and McGuire (1984) identify
four features, related to physical distance, that distinguish CMC from conventional forms
of communication:

1. An absence of regulating feedback
2. Incomplete or limited expressions of emotion
3. Alack of social status cues

4. Social anonymity



As is explained in the following paragraphs, the empirical research in the area of
CMC has been dominated by investigations of the effects these features can have on the
outcomes of communication conducted via CMC.

Empirical Research in CMC. Early experiments on CMC reached the conclusion
that CMC provides users with broad access to people and information that was
unavailable with more familiar communications media (Hiltz & Turoff, 1978; Kiesler,
Siegel, & McGuire, 1984; Sproull & Kiesler, 1991b). One researcher concluded that “[a]
defining characteristic of the technology is its combination of text, speed, asynchrony,
and potential audience reach” (Kiesler, 1986, p. 48). This characteristic, viewed in concert
with the power/knowledge relation posited by Foucault (1980), pointed to CMC'’s
potential to extend a user’s sphere of influence by enhancing his or her access to both
people and information (Spears & Lea, 1994).

A series of more recent studies hold that CMC has the potential to liberate users
from the psychological pressures imposed by status cues and organizational and social
norms (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991; Sproull & Kiesler, 1991a). This finding is
based on the fact that, in CMC, “the social and contextual cues that usually regulate and
influence group dynamics are missing or attenuated” (Sproull & Kiesler, 1991a, p. 119).
For example, persons who are extroverted, spontaneous, well-spoken, or even physically
imposing often dominate face-to-face discussions. In CMC environments, however, these
advantages are neutralized by the fact that all participants are represented only by
collections of text symbols on computer screens. In this way, it is believed, CMC “can
break down hierarchical and departmental barriers, standard operating procedures, and
organizational norms” (Kiesler, 1986, p. 47).

This school of thought, variously referred to as the “equalization phenomenon”
(Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991) or the “filtered-cues theory” (Lea & Spears, 1992),
has led to a number of wide-ranging predictions about the way individuals interact in
CMC environments. In addition, it has led to the conclusion that, for certain types of
interpersonal communication tasks, CMC is less appropriate than other communications
media such as face-to-face discussions or telephone conversations (Rice, 1987; Sproull &
Kiesler, 1986; Sumner, 1988; Trevino, Daft, & Lengel, 1990).

Results of subsequent empirical studies have offered convincing counterarguments
to this perspective. By applying social identity /self-categorization theory in their
experiments, researchers Russel Spears and Martin Lea have introduced the concept of



de-individuation to the study of CMC (Lea & Spears, 1992; Spears & Lea, 1994). The
resulting social identity/de-individuation (SIDE) model holds that, under conditions of
high group salience (i.e., social identity as a member of a group is more highly valued
than personal identity as an individual), people become de-individuated (i.e., they
perceive fewer differences between their own values and those of the group), and thus
further increase the salience of the group (Lea & Spears, 1992).

Experiments with the SIDE model have shown that participants in CMC discussion
groups who consider themselves integral members of the group tend to view other group
members’ use of non-textual cues (ellipses, exclamation points, etc.) in a positive light
(Lea & Spears, 1992). Conversely, participants whose individual identity is emphasized
over that of the group tend to be highly critical of such usage (Lea & Spears, 1992). In
other words, a CMC participant’s perception of his or her social identity within the
context of the group is shown to have a profound impact on how messages are
interpreted (Lea & Spears, 1992). As such, Lea and Spears (1992) hold that

[Slignificant social information can be communicated in CMC even though it
lacks visual and auditory channels. ... [R]elatively simple cues can contribute in
powerful and sophisticated ways to convey social information and expressive
meanings, to help regulate the interaction, and to influence attitudes and decision
making (p. 323).

These empirical studies have greatly enhanced our understanding of the dynamics
of CMC. However, there are a number of aspects of these studies that point up the need
for research with a different focus.

First, though this research purports to apply to CMC environments in general, its
applicability is actually limited to small-scale organizational environments. Because the
experiments are generally designed to focus on e-mail, e-mail lists, and tightly-focused
computer conferences, the generalizability of the results must be called into question.

Second, the questionable generalizability of the empirical research points up the
need for expanded field research to further explore the conclusions reached in the
laboratory. The empirical results on which the equalization model is based, for instance,
show that CMC reduces the impact of social status by attenuating or eliminating the
transmission of status cues (Sproull & Kiesler, 1991a). However, experimental designs

have implicit limitations on the extent to which status can be imposed and manipulated



(Spears & Lea, 1994). In such designs, status is generally imposed by using a
combination of undergraduates and graduates as subjects, with the assumption that the
former will instinctively subjugate themselves to the latter. Obviously, the
generalizability of results attained in such a design are questionable since, in many
organizational and social environments, status is established over long periods of time
through highly complex combinations of personal and social interaction (Spears & Lea,
1994). Only through field research can such long-term status relationships be thoroughly
investigated.

Finally, the empirical studies cited above are directed at the responses and
processes of individuals and small groups, rather than those of large social organizations.
Though this approach may be appropriate for the study of small, controlled CMC
environments like company e-mail networks, it is of limited value in enhancing our
understanding of larger environments, sometimes referred to as virtual communities
(Gurak, 1994; Reid, 1991; Rheingold, 1993; Smith, 1992). This shortcoming is important
because these small environments, though important to study and understand, comprise
but a small portion of the CMC now in use. Indeed, the controlled nature of these
environments strictly limits their impact on society at large. A logical next step,
therefore, is to move toward applying the theoretical bases identified in empirical studies
to CMC environments wherein large virtual communities can be found.

The present study will focus on these larger, more far-reaching environments,
where CMC is being applied in ever more creative ways. As the following section
explains, these are the environments where CMC is bringing together widely-dispersed
individuals, who engage in new forms of social interaction, leading to the formation of
large, often highly cohesive, virtual communities.

Research Specific to Various CMC Environments. I have argued for the need to
build on existing empirical CMC research by applying available theoretical bases to the
study of large virtual communities. To develop an understanding of the various CMC
environments that comprise these communities, the following brief literature review is
presented. Most of this research is in the form of either anecdotal or ethnographic study.

I will attempt to draw from the significant, consistent conclusions reached in these
studies.

A number of studies have investigated the various aspects of computer

conferencing, apart from the early research and empirical studies cited previously.



Hellerstein (1985), in her study of a BBS at the University of Massachusetts, describes a
dynamic environment in which participants greet each other on campus with their
computer user names, exchange e-mail messages deep into the night, and never seem to
tire of debating issues. This environment constitutes a subculture distinct from the larger
cultural environment of the university campus.

In his sociological study of the WELL, a computer-conferencing community of
some 7,000 users, Smith (1992) provides a “structured ethnographic account of the
production of collective goods in a virtual community, of the processes that maintain
those goods and the processes that block or disrupt such production” (p. 9). He describes
the WELL's methods for distributing and monitoring the production of goods (e.g.,
knowledge, information, experience, human interaction), for maintaining the
commitment of its members, and for sanctioning inappropriate behavior. By stressing
the parallels between virtual spaces and more familiar social spaces, Smith provides a
vivid image of a virtual “society” (Smith, 1992).

A scant amount of anecdotal literature is available on the topic of MUDs and their
more-advanced counterparts, Object-Oriented MUDs (known as “MOQs”). Previously-
cited papers by Curtis and Nichols (1993) and Curtis (1992) relate the technical aspects of
MUD:s to the social phenomena observed during actual “MUDding sessions.” These
researchers identify the social quality of MUDs (i.e., the fact that they allow users to
interact with others) as one of the two primary reasons for the popularity of the
technology (demonstrated by the existence of more than 200 MUD sites on the Internet,
some of which routinely host more than 50 simultaneous users) (Curtis & Nichols, 1993).
In addition, Curtis (1992) discusses a number of social phenomena he has observed on
MUDs, including efforts by the MUD power structure to resolve serious behavioral
problems.

Rosenberg (1992) and Carlstrom (1992) present detailed descriptions of a popular
MOO that both have participated in, as well as accounts of their personal experiences in
the MOO environment. Their descriptions run parallel, for the most part, to those of
Curtis and Nichols (1993). Rosenberg’s paper (which bears the subtitle, “An
Ethnography of a Computer Society”) dramatically emphasizes the social importance of
the MOO:

I've often had the chance to observe what the imagination of a single person

can produce. . .. However, never before had I seen a medium by which the full



imaginations of a group of separate people could be integrated into a single, living
entity which defies description, yet invites interpretation (Rosenberg, 1992).!

In her extensive and oft-cited treatise on IRC, Reid (1991) discusses many of the
same topics addressed above: the deconstruction of social boundaries, anonymity,
disinhibition, culture, social sanctions, the concept of the collective good, and the
construction of virtual communities through IRC. Borrowing a term coined by Hiltz and
Turoff (1985), Reid (1991) describes the IRC community as an “electropolis,” in which
analogs to real-world conduct and control are inevitable:

The ideas of authority and freedom are often in opposition on IRC, as the
newly invented social conventions of the IRC community attempt to deal with
emotions and actions in ways that emulate the often violent social sanctions of the
‘real world’ (Reid, 1991).2

There are a number of consistent themes running through this non-empirical
research. First, the fundamental aspects of CMC identified by Kiesler, Siegel and
McGuire (1984) (see Page 4) can be seen, in one form or another, in all these
environments. However, researchers have discovered that users in these environments
tend to develop mechanisms to compensate for these aspects (e.g., the systems of social
sanction designed to limit the adverse effects caused by reduced self-regulating
feedback). Second, the metaphors of “community,” “society,” and “social space” are
consistently used in the literature, along with the concomitant concepts of social
interaction, collective good, culture, and social sanction. In addition, many of the
researchers find that “the real world” serves as a useful counterpoint, aiding in the
description of the complex web of interactions observed in these environments. Finally,
much of the literature indicates that users of these environments tend to value the social
interactions that occur in them.

I argued earlier that scholars need to build on existing empirical CMC research by
applying available theoretical bases, obtained in experimental studies of small CMC
environments, to the study of large virtual communities. This brief review of available
literature on these communities indicates that a consistent set of themes exist, providing a
potential framework for such research. The following discussion of the current state of
research into the international Usenet computer conferencing system aims to
demonstrate that Usenet is a logical starting point for the application of such a
framework, and that the groundwork for this framework has already been laid.
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Usenet Research. Because Usenet is a massive, highly accessible communications
system that spans international boundaries, research into its nature has come from a
number of different quarters. Rheingold (1993), for instance, dedicates a significant
portion of his book on virtual communities to the genesis and growth of Usenet. Ashe
explains, Usenet was the earliest of a new kind of CMC-based social organization:

Usenet is a place for conversation or publication, like a giant coffeehouse with
a thousand rooms; it is aiso a worldwide digital version of the Speaker’s Corner in
London’s Hyde Park, an unedited collection of letters to the editor, a floating flea
market, a huge vanity publisher, and a coalition of every odd special;mterest group
in the world. Itis a mass medium because any piece of information put onto the
Net has a potential worldwide reach of millions. But it differs from conventional
mass media in several respects. Every individual who has the ability to read a
Usenet posting has the ability to reply or to create a new posting. In television,
newspapers, magazines, films, and radio, a small number of people have the power
to determine which information should be made available to the mass audience. In
Usenet, every member of the audience is also potentially a publisher. (Rheingold,
1993, p. 130.)

To understand the dynamic environment Rheingold so eloquently describes, one
must first be familiar with its beginnings.

The network of networks we now know as the Internet began in the 1970s as an
experiment of the U.S. Defense Department’s Advanced Research Projects Agency
(ARPA). This experimental network, known at its inception as ARPANET, eventually
grew to connect computers from Hawaii to Norway and was a startling success in just the
manner Licklider and Taylor (1968) envisioned it would be: communication via electronic
mail quickly became its most popular use (Kiesler, 1986; Hauben, 1992).

Because it was developed and funded by the Department of Defense, ARPANET
connected only universities and companies that were involved in defense-related
research and development. But the network’s advantages were quickly noticed by
computer scientists and others at universities without defense contracts, who convinced
the National Science Foundation (NSF) to fund the Computer Science Network (CSNet),
which eventually became the NSFNet, the structural backbone of today’s Internet
(Hauben, 1992).
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Though the new network greatly expanded the scope of connectivity, there
remained a number of universities and research institutions (as well as commercial
enterprises, which had not yet noticed the network revolution) that were not authorized
for access by either ARPA or NSF (Rheingold, 1993). One thing many of these institutions
had in common was the Unix operating system, a highly-flexible, multi-user system that
had been developed at Bell Laboratories in the 1970s and distributed free of charge to
universities throughout the world (Rheingold, 1993). Unix had become a de facto
standard in the computer science departments of American universities, where students
enhanced it and used it to develop new application software (Rheingold, 1993). One of
the features of Unix was a tool called the Unix-to-Unix Copy Program (UUCP), which
allowed any computer running Unix to automatically dial and connect via modem with
any other Unix computer, so that files and commands could be exchanged between the
two (Rheingold, 1993).

Recognizing the potential of UUCP, graduate students at two universities
developed the Usenet News software in 1979 so that computer scientists outside the
ARPANET/NSFNet circle could engage in discussions on Unix troubleshooting
(Hauben, 1992; Rheingold, 1993). Described by its developers as a “poor man's
ARPANET” (Hauben, 1992), the software provided tools for setting up and conducting
discussion forums over computer networks (see Appendix A for a complete description
of Usenet). The developers, Tom Truscott and James Ellis of Duke University, and Steve
Bellovin of the University of North Carolina, placed the Usenet News software into the
public domain and, in 1980, began distributing it free of charge at Unix developers’
conferences and encouraging users to copy and distribute it to others (Rheingold, 1993).

Subsequent, more sophisticated, versions of the Usenet software were developed,
and the medium quickly grew into an international communications phenomenon. As
Rheingold (1993) explains:

The inventors of Usenet . . . were surprised at how hungry people were for all
kinds of conversations. . . . They thought local communities would use it most, but
found out that as the network spread, people were more and more interested in

participating in conversations on an international scale (p. 118).

One of the primary catalysts of this surprising growth was the interconnection of
Usenet and ARPANET, which happened unofficially in 1981. Mark Horton, a student at
the University of California at Berkeley, thought some of the topics then being discussed
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on ARPANET mailing lists might be interesting to Usenet readers (Hauben, 1992).
Because UC Berkeley was connected to both ARPANET and Usenet, Horton was able to
bring discussions from two ARPANET mailing lists, SF-LOVERS and HUMAN-NETS,
into Usenet newsgroups (Hauben, 1992). More ARPANET-originated newsgroups
followed, giving Usenet users unofficial access to ARPANET, as well as a number of new
and interesting topics to discuss (Hauben, 1992).

As Table 1 shows, ARPANET/ Usenet connectivity sparked an upsurge in the
number of sites carrying Usenet. But it also had its impact on ARPANET. As Steve
Bellovin, one of Usenet's creators, explains, “The impact of Usenet on the ARPANET was
more as a catalyst to force re-examination [of] the strict policies against interconnection”
(Hauben, 1992).3 This re-examination led to a period of benign neglect by ARPANET’s
government keepers. During this period, which spanned the mid-1980s, ARPANET was
connected to an increasing number of smaller networks, so that eventually it became
known as a network backbone rather than a distinct, self-contained network. The
ultimate result of this trend was the formation of what we now know as the Internet
(Hauben 1992).

Two aspects of this history are pertinent to the present study. First, the Usenet
system was developed as a tool for the exchange of ideas and information. Subsequently,
the system was used to discuss topics well outside its intended scope, thereby
demonstrating the complex social fabric of the network community. Second, Usenet,
which was created by college students and distributed free-of-charge, actually spurred
the free expansion of the ARPANET, a massive government network that had taken more
than a decade and millions of dollars in public funds to develop. In other words, the
network community’s need to communicate and exchange ideas provided much of the
social inertia that allowed the Internet to materialize.

Recognizing the social significance of this history, researchers have begun to launch
investigations aimed at understanding the unique role Usenet plays in the network
community.
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Growth in Usenet Use and Data Traffic2

Total Usenet

Year Sites Total Daily Usenet Traffic
1979 3 2 articles

1980 15 10 articles

1981 150 20 articles

1982° 400 50 articles

1983 600 120 articles

1984 900 225 articles

1985 1300 375 articles

1986 2500 500 articles (2 megabytes)
1987 5,000 1,000 articies (2.5 megabytes)
1988 11,000 1,800 articles (4 megabytes)
1992 {(Unavailable)® 35 megabytes

2Adapted from Rheingold {1993) and Hauben {1992).

b1982 was the first year of large-scale ARPANET/Usenet connectivity.

®By 1992, the number of Usenet sites was unknown. Rheingold states, how-
ever, that Usenet “was distributed to more than 2.5 million people” in 1992.

Hauben (1993) conducted a series of somewhat unstructured surveys, distributed
over Usenet. Not only did he begin to demonstrate the viability of Usenet as a research
environment, he also reached conclusions that (not surprisingly) echo the themes of the
CMC studies previously cited here. Using the slang term, “the Net,” to refer to Usenet,

and coining the term “netizens,” to refer to its inhabitants, Hauben summarizes a portion

of his findings:
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Net society differs from off-line society by welcoming intellectual activity. . . .
This intellectual activity forms a major part of the on-line information thatis carried
by the various computer networks. Netizens can interact with other people to help
add to or alter that information. Information is no longer a fixed commodity or
resource on the Net. It is constantly being added to and improved collectively
(Hauben, 1993).*

This somewhat Utopian perspective is balanced by Hauben’s acknowledgment of
Usenet's darker side: Respondents to Hauben’s surveys indicated that male-chauvinism
remains rampant on Usenet, where male users significantly outhumber female users. In
addition, problems of information overflow and excessive flaming (see “Definition: of
Terms,” page 22) also persist (Hauben, 1993).

In a comparative study into the growth and maturation of norms in CMC
environments, Newby (1993) points out that the acculturation of newcomers to Usenet is
facilitated by the structure of the system. New participants can spend a comfortable
period of time familiarizing themselves with the topics, tone, and expertise levels of a
newsgroup before making their presence known to other participants (Newby, 1993).
This is done by passively reading articles submitted by others (a practice known as
lurking) before taking the plunge and submitting one’s own.

Another characteristic Newby describes is the tendency for newsgroups to be
championed by a dominant nucleus of regular participants:

On most newsgroups there are a few highly vocal members who tend to keep
discussions active, provide answers to questions, or antagonize other readers. The
presence of vocal members and the ongoing discussion topics helps to create a
strong sense of commitment among group members in many newsgroups (:Newby,
1993, p. 34).

Newby concludes that this contributes to the “large number of Usenet readers
[who] employ newsgroups for social support” (Newby, 1993, p. 34).

In his ethnographic study of Usenet, North (1994) corroborates and adds to the
conclusions of Hauben and Newby. He concludes from hears of observing Usenet
interactions that Usenet has its own culture, methods for establishing stature and
acquiring prestige, techniques and traditions for encouraging social conformity, and
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unique, non-monetary economic and political structures (North, 1994). Central to his
conclusions is what he terns “[t}he social nature of [Usenet] interactions,”> which he
describes as follows:

One of the major themes to have emerged from this research is that for many
of its users, [Usenet] is a deeply social environment engendering a strong sense of
community, friendship and belonging. . . . The combination of community, humor
and socialization that is prevalant on [Usenet] makes it a far more appealing and
gregarious place than it may at first appear from its barren textual interface.®

Smith'’s (1992) study of the WELL is particularly pertinent to Usenet because of its
focus on the sociological characteristics of a large computer conferencing environment,
the structure of which closely parallels that of Usenet. The characteristics of virtual
communities identified by Smith (1992) are consistent with the characteristics of CMC
identified in previously-cited studies, except that the focus of Smith’s work is on
interaction observed in large virtual communities:

Interaction in virtual spaces shares many of the characteristics of “real”
interaction: people discuss, argue, fight, reconcile, amuse, and offend just as much
and perhaps more in a virtual community. But virtual communities are also starkly
different. . .. Interaction involves the creation of personality, nuance, identity and
“self” with only the tools of texts. . .. In a virtual world participants are washed
clean of the stigmata of their real “selves” and are free to invent new ones to their
tastes. Escape is not total, however. Participants are revealed in virtual
communities. They “give off” as well as give signals as happens in face-to-face
interaction, but with a far more reliable mask (Smith, 1992, p. 8).

Despite the presence of such a “reliable mask,” Smith nonetheless concludes that
“yirtual communities are indeed communities” (p. 8). His analysis demonstrates the
presence of collective action toward the production, maintenance, and distribution of
goods, the levels of commitment necessary for such action, and systems of monitoring
and sanctioning needed to support this commitment (Smith, 1992). It is the presence of
these attributes that leads Smith to identify the WELL as a distinct community.

Applying the concept of “community” to cyberspace in general, with some
emphasis on Usenet, Gurak (1994) goes a step further by showing that communities in
cyberspace are dynamic. That is, they form and disintegrate with some regularity,
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depending on the availability of and need for the goods they are focused on producing.
Gurak's study used e-mail files obtained from individual users, Usenet archive files, and
additional scattered bits of information to reconstruct the events leading to the
cancellation of Lotus Development Corporation’s MarketPlace product, a CD-ROM-
based directory containing detailed demographic information on some 120 million
Americans (Gurak, 1994). The study shows how a CMC-based community—largely
interacting on Usenet newsgroups—quickly formed for the purpose of preventing the
release of MarketPlace (Gurak, 1994). This community, which believed Lotus would
violate the privacy rights of individual citizens by releasing MarketPlace, shared a
common set of values, common interests, and a common ethos, the term Gurak uses to
describe the social and emotional information that can come through in CMC
environments (Gurak, 1994). Once the public outcry forced the cancellation of
MarketPlace, fulfilling the purpose for which the community was formed, the
community largely disintegrated, and its various participants retreated to pursue other
interests on the Net (Gurak, 1994).

These examples from the literature present a number of consistent themes. First,
there is the notion of collective goods produced and exchanged in virtual communities.
One such good is what Smith (1992) refers to this as knowledge capital, or “[tJhe collected
intelligence and memory to be found in virtual communities [that] has led some to
speculate about their pov-ar to amplify mental capacity. ..” (p. 34). Another is the social
support described by Newby (1993, p. 34), which is so closely tied to the common values
and interests that seem to contribute so profoundly to the growth and maintenance of
virtual communities. '

Second, there is the sense of commitment that users feel toward these communities.
Motivated by the need for knowledge capital or social support, or simply wanting for
interaction with others like them, members of virtual communities become committed to
their continued success. And, of course, where there are goods, there will be conflict.
Such conflict can result in something as disruptive as incessant flaming, or worse. To
deal with such situations, virtual communities inevitably resort to some form of

monitoring and sanction of members who do not conform to communal norms.

What all these social structures have led to is the development of distinct, definable,
communities in cyberspace. Because of the flexibility of the medium of CMC, these
communities can reach the ends of the earth and can form and disintegrate with unusual
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speed and elasticity, thus creating a new kind of social phenomenon the likes of which we
have never seen.

It has now been argued that, in order to reach a meaningful understanding of this
phenomenon, better tools are needed for the study of large virtual communities. It has
been now shown that a widely-supported set of themes exist in the literature for
accurately characterizing these communities. What is now needed is to place these
themes into a framework from which a useful model can be developed. The following
section introduces a study by MacKinnon (1992), which, I believe, presents the
framework for such a model.

MacKinnon's conclusions provide the theoretical basis for this study. His premise
(as described briefly in the following section and in detail in Chapter 2) is that a definition
of society derived from the wisdom of the ancients can be applied to modern social
structures through the use of analog.

The MacKinnon Model. MacKinnon (1992) identifies specific differences between
what we commonly recognize as society and the CMC-based society that exists in
Usenet. MacKinnon's work demonstrates that one set of aspects exists in society, and
that an analogous set of aspects can be observed in Usenet (see Figure 2). Perhaps the
most important of these analogous aspects (referred to as Usenet analogs by MacKinnon)
is the user’s persona, which, he argues, fulfills a role in Usenet analogous to that fulfilled
by the user’s personality in society. The need for such a persona results from the lack of
physical information and social status cues that many researchers (Kiesler, Siegel, &
McGuire, 1984; Lea & Spears, 1992; Smith, 1992; Reid, 1991) attribute to the CMC
environment. As MacKinnon explains:

.. . the medium of written communication interferes with the transfer of the
users’ external world social structures into Usenet. By the same means, written
communication interferes with the transfer of the users’ personalities and unique
qualities as well. The result is the creation of “personae” which are as distinct from
the users as Usenet society is from the external world (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 15).

Another aspect addressed by MacKinnon is that of emoticons. MacKinnon holds
that the role played by emotions in society is fulfilled in Usenet by a widely accepted and
understood system of textual representations—or paralanguage—known as emoticons.
(See “Definition of Terms” on page 22.)
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It is interesting to note that, of the ten societal aspects studied by MacKinnon, only
two—prudence and eloquence—are the same in both society and the Usenet
environment. Also note that society—the physical space in which the majority of our
daily interactions take place—is a three-dimensional physical realm (that is, it consists of
often immediate face-to-face interactions with people whose physical form is clearly
represented), while Usenet—the virtual space in which a growing subset of societal
interactions take place—is a two-dimensional text-based realm (that is, it consists only of
textual representations presented on a flat computer screen). MacKinnon clearly believes
that there are significant differences between Usenet and the society that spawned it.
Indeed, it is the presence of these differences that led MacKinnon to conclude that Usenet
stands alone as a distinct social environment, or society. (A detailed discussion of
MacKinnon's model is presented in Chapter 2.)

Aspect in Society Analogous Aspect in Usenet
Three-Dimensional Physical Reaim Two-Dimensional Text-Based Realm
Mores, Norms, Traditions — “Netiquette”
Emotions — “Emoticons”
Personality — Persona
Strength {Physical) —®Ability to Execute an Attack (Verbal)
Appearance —P=  Impression Made with Words
Arts (Science, Mathematics) Ability to Write a Rebuttal
Generosity (Often Monetary) Generosity (Non-Monetary)
Prudence — Prudence
Nobility (through Privilege) — Nobility (through Expertise)
Eloquence — Eloguence

Figure 2. The MacKinnon Mode! of Usenet Society
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Abrief perusal of Figure 2 gives clear indication that MacKinnon’s conclusions are
consistent with Lea and Spears’ (1992) finding that “[Slignificant social information can
be communicated in CMC even though it lacks visual and auditory channels” (p. 323).
As further discussion will demonstrate, the model covers the key themes of both small-
scale empirical research (e.g., the equalization model, the filtered-cues theory, and the
SIDE model) and less-structured large-scale studies (e.g., compensating mechanisms, the
notions of collective goods, commitment, monitoring and sanction, and constructive
comparison to “the real world”). When viewed as a framework with which to study the
content of Usenet articles, the model presents a potentially dynamic and flexibie tool for
large-scale field research in CMC. However, in order to confirm—and, perhaps,
enhance—the usefulness of the model, early validation work must be done.

Statement of the Problem

Though a clear rationale for the model illustrated in Figure 2 is presented in
MacKinnon's study, his work does not focus on the task of illustrating or validating the
model. This study, therefore, will attempt to build on MacKinnon’s work by
investigating the validity of this model within a sampling of communication observed in
Usenet. This problem can be stated more succinctly as follows:

This study will utilize the societal model of computer-mediated
communication suggested in MacKinnon’s study of the Usenet computer
conferencing system to analyze the content of Usenet articles for the purpose of
determining whether a tendency toward this model exists in Usenet.

Research Objectives

The objectives of this research revolve around the establishment of a tool for
conducting large-scale field research of computer conferencing environments. These
objectives can be stated as follows:

1. To advance the study of CMC by documenting and validating a model
applicable to large-scale field research of computer conferencing systems

2. To produce data supporting the notion that CMC environments can be viewed
as communities and, indeed, societies in the Hobbesean sense, as defined by
MacKinnon (1992)
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Significance of the Study

The significance of the proposed study is based on three primary conclusions
drawn from the previously-cited literature. The first conclusion is my earlier argument
that empirical research has thus far focused on small organizational environments (see
Page7). Highlighting the need for large-scale field research, which takes into account the
social context of the communication being studied, Spears and Lea (1994) state,

It is basic to our approach that there are unlikely to be universal effects of
CMC because these will be determined . . . by the social context, the content of
identities, and the nature of social relations. . . . [T]he effects of the technology
cannot be divorced from their underlying social context (pp. 452—453).

The second significant conclusion is that, despite the demonstrated social potential
of Usenet (Gurak, 1994; Hauben, 1993; Newby, 1993; Smith, 1992), there has been very
little structured research specific to this particular CMC environment. Studies have
instead focused on newer, more-dynamic environments like MUDs and IRC, or on small,
controlled environments like company e-mail systems. A prominent exception to this, of
course, is MacKinnon (1992), who provides the basis for this study.

Finally, there is the promise of the framework this study intends to validate. If
shown to be valid, the MacKinnon model could be enhanced through the integration of
more-advanced content-analysis techniques and statistical analysis methods. It might
then provide researchers with a systematic, reproducible method for measuring—and
possibly predicting—change in the Usenet environment. As more and more people take
to the Net, such information could be of value to sociologists, psychologists, political and
computer scientists, and technologists working to understand the impact of cyberspace.

Limitations of the Research

Clearly, a study such as this one, which investigates a massive, heavily trafficked,
worldwide computer network and its relationship to such broad concepts as the thoughts
of man, the definition of society, and the manner in which we communicate, is subject tc a
number of practical limitations.

The first of these is that, owing to the very size of Usenet, which is home to
thousands of newsgroups, some of which produce hundreds of articles per day, the
relative number of groups and articles the study can survey is strictly limited. To
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conduct a complete survey of Usenet would require the services of hundreds of
researchers, so this study will rely on random sampling to produce a manageable
number of articles (approximately 200) to analyze. Though conclusions about other CMC
environments might be drawn in the discussion, this study focuses solely on Usenet and
does not attempt to investigate e-mail, IRC, MUDs, BBSs, or other CMC environments.

The second limitation is that the depth of the content analysis to be undertaken
must also remain manageable because the study is being conducted without the services
of trained psychologists or rhetoricians. Without input from these specialists, definitive
conclusions as to the presence of such broadly-definable aspects as eloquence and
prudence will be difficult to establish. The conclusions of the content analysis will
therefore be externally validated by an additional researcher, and detailed records of the
analysis will be kept and made available to specialists who wish to review them in
retrospect.

An additional limitation relates to the fact that the theoretical basis of the study has
as its foundation a body of theory posited in the 17th century by English philosopher
Thomas Hobbes (1651/1962). Because, in the intervening centuries, there have been
volumes written to both corroborate and dispute Hobbes's conclusions about the
thoughts of man and the definition of society, an exhaustive study of the literature on this
subject would require a lengthy dissertation by a qualified researcher in the field of
political theory. This study, therefore, does not attempt to validate all of Hobbes’s
conclusions. Instead, it establishes Hobbes’s historical prominence and the focus of his
work and builds on the work of MacKinnon (1992), who accepts and expands on
Hobbes’s conclusions.

Because of the limitation described above, it is premature to attempt to statistically
validate the MacKinnon model. As such, this study is not an effort to establish statistical
validity. Instead, it is simply an effort to indicate whether a tendency toward the model
exists in Usenet. The statistical methods used in this study will not include the many
rigorous calculations necessary to determine the validity of an instrument of research.

Finally, the researcher conducting this study is not a sociologist, psychologist,
political scientist, or rhetorician. Therefore, any conclusions drawn in the discussion that
relate to one of these fields should be corroborated in literature specific to that field.



Definition of Terms

Article. For the purpose of this study, the term article refers to a piece of textual
communication submitted to the Usenet computer conferencing system either in
response to a previously posted article by another Usenet user or as an original

expression by the author.

Computer-mediated communication (CMC). Computer-mediated communication
is any person-to-person communication that is conducted over large physical and/or
perceptual distances using computer and telecommunications technology and limited to
the exchange of alphanumeric words and images.

Cyberspace. The term cyberspace, which originates from the William Gibson
science fiction novel Neuromancer, refers to the conceptual space occupied by people
using CMC technology (Rheingold, 1993).

Flame. A flame is a piece of electronic mail or a Usenet article, the content of which
is violently argumentative or critical (Kehoe, 1992).

Follow-up. A follow-up is an article submitted to Usenet in response to a
previously posted article.

Internet. The Internet is a concatenation of many individual campus, state,
regional, and national networks (such as the National Science Foundation’s NSFnet, the
U.S. Defense Department’s ARPAnet, and the U.S. Army’s Milnet) into one single logical
network, all sharing a common addressing scheme.

Knowledge capital. The term knowledge capital, coined by Smith (1992), refers to
the combined intelligence and memory of participants in a virtual community. Smith
argues that this knowledge capital serves as a currency, of sorts, in such communities.

Lurking. Lurking is the activity of reading Usenet newsgroups (or articles posted
to other CMC-based forums) without contributing to the exchange by posting articles.

Netiquette. Netiquette, an obvious play on the common term “etiquette,” refers to
a set of traditions widely recognized on Usenet and aimed at ensuring politeness and
consideration in Usenet comimunications.



Newsgroup. A newsgroup is a topical category of Usenet articles.

Paralanguage. Paralanguage is communication conducted without the use of
b

actual words and other grammatical tools. Emoticons are an example of paralanguage.

Persona. The term persona refers to a distinct identity that participants in CMC
create to use in representing themselves in the CMC environment. In CMC, a person’s
persona will take the place of his or her actual personality and physical presence.

Post. The verb form of the term post is used to refer to the act of submitting an
article to Usenet, as in, “Please do not post test messages to this newsgroup.” (This term
derives from the bulletin-board-like nature of Usenet, where users “post” articles to be
read by anyone who happens through, similar tc the way people post items on bulletin
boards for passersby to read.) In its noun form, the term is used to refer to an article
posted to Usenet, as in, “I must disagree with the content of your last post.” (The term
posting is used synonymously, i.e., “I must disagree with the content of your last
posting.”)

Thread. A thread is a collection of Usenet articles discussing the same subject. A
thread ensues after an article prompts other users to post follow-ups. These follow-ups,
combined with the original posting, constitute the thread.

Usenet. Usenet is an international network of machines that exchange articles
categorized into a number of different topic areas known as newsgroups.

Virtual community. A virtual community is a social aggregation that emerges in a
CMC environment when enough people carry on public discussions for long periods of
time with significant amounts of human feeling, thus forming webs of personal
relationships that exist in cyberspace (Rheingold, 1993).

Virtual interaction. For the purpose of this study, the term virtual interaction is
used to refer to any interaction that occurs via CMC.

WELL. The acronym WELL is short for the term, “Whole Earth ‘Lectronic Link,”
which is a computer conferencing collective located in the San Francisco Bay Area and
structured somewhat similarly to Usenet.



Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

An investigation of relevant literature on Usenet, the Internet, virtual communities,

cyberspace, and CMC was conducted in preparation for this study The review focused on

identifying conclusions in the literature in the following general areas:

®

Characteristics of CMC
CMC and Society
Computer Conferencing and Usenet

Methodologies in CMC Research

Subsequent to this investigation, a thorough review of MacKinnon’s 1992 study,
Searching for the Leviathan on Usenet, was conducted. This review was aimed at

understanding the purpose, scope, methodology, and conclusions of the MacKinnon
study. In addition, an effort was made to find evidence in the literature that corroborated
MacKinnon’s thinking on the following attributes of society observed in Usenet:

Netiquette

Emoticons

Persona

Ability to Execute an Attack
Impression Made with Words
Ability to Write a Rebuttal
Generosity (Non-Monetary)
Prudence

Nobility (through Expertise)

Eloquence

Finally, a review of selected literature from the field of sociology was conducted.

The purpose of this review was to establish a theoretical basis in current sociological
thought for the significant literature review findings on CMC. Anadded purpose was to
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seek theoretical corroboration from sociology for the definition of society advanced by
Hobbes (1651/1962).

The following sections describe the results of this review.

Characteristics of CMC

The literature indicates that CMC is very different from other, more familiar, forms
of communication in many respects.

Kiesler, Siegel and McGuire (1984) identify four features that distinguish CMC from
conventional forms of communication: 1) an absence of regulating feedback,
2) incomplete or limited expressions of emotion, 3) a lack of social status cues, and
4) social anonymity. (These features have been collectively referred to as the “filtered-
cues theory,” as described in Chapter 1.) In a subsequent paper, Kiesler (1986) elaborates
on the impact anonymity can have on communication:

When communication lacks dynamic personal information, people focus their
attention on the message rather than on each other. Communicators feel a greater
sense of anonymity and detect less individuality in others than they do talking on
the phone or face-to-face. They feel less empathy, less guilt, less concern over how
they compare with others, and are less influenced by norms (p. 48).

Kiesler (1986) further explains that the receivers in CMC constitute an easily
accessible audience that is in fact a “social hodgepodge”—"The only clue the sender has
to the receiver’s identity and situation may be his or her name and writing style” (p. 48).
Other commonly used indications of the receiver’s status, gender, race, and appearance,
are missing.

Smith (1992), in his sociological study of the WELL, identifies six aspects of virtual
interaction that can have a significant impact on communication:

1. Virtual interaction is aspatial (i.e., the amount of physical distance that
separates participants does not significantly limit the interaction).

2. Virtual interaction is asynchronous (i.e., participation cannot be simultaneous,
as is possible with face-to-face interactions).

3. Most virtual interaction is conducted using only textual symbols.
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4. Participants in virtual interaction are acorporal to one another (i.e., the absence
of copresence eliminates physical impositions between participants).

5. Limited bandwidths regulate the amount of information that can be practically
exchanged in virtual interactions.

6. Participants in virtual interactions are often anonymous or partially
anonymous.

Smith (1992) points out that the partial or complete anonymity of the participants is
partially a result of the effects that the first five aspects have on the communication
environment.

In a study of IRC, a CMC environment that provides immediate feedback,
Reid (1991) supports the notion that the distinct aspects of text-based interactions have
generally profound impacts on communication:

It is not only the meanings of sentences that become problematic in computer-
mediated communication. The standards of behaviour that are normally decided

upon by non-verbal cues are not clearly indicated when information is purely
verbal.”

Reid (1991) explains that non-verbal cues such as smiles and frowns are lost in
CMC, along with factors of environment (tone of voice, attire, etc.) on the basis of which
one normally decides what forms of social etiquette are appropriate. Further elaborating
on these aspects of anonymity in the IRC environment, Reid (1991) states:

How an IRC user “looks” to another user is entirely dependent upon
information supplied by that person. It becomes possible to play with identity. The
boundaries delineated by cultural constructs of beauty, ugliness, fashionableness or

unfashionableness, can be bypassed on IRC. It is possible to appear to be, quite
literally, whoever you wish.8

Clearly these and other researchers (Kiesler, Siegel, and McGuire, 1984; Hellerstein,
1985; MacKinnon, 1992) have concluded that people who communicate via CMC are not
subject to many of the self-imposed controls that customarily regulate communications
via other media. As Reid (1991) summarizes:

Researchers of human behaviour on computer-mediated communication
systems have often noted that users of such systems tend to behave in a more
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uninhibited manner than they would in face-to-face encounters. . . . The lack of
social context cues . . . obscures the boundaries that would generally separate
acceptable and unacceptable forms of behaviour. Furthermore, the essential
physical impression of each user that he is alone releases him from the social
expectations incurred in group interaction. Computer-mediated communication is
less bound by conventions than is face-to-face interaction. With little regulating
feedback to govern behaviour, users behave in ways that would not generally be
acceptable with people who are essentially total strangers.”

Serpentelli (1992), in her study of conversational structure in MUD environments,
seems to corroborate this view and, in fact, to take it a step further. In her estimation, the
absence of status cues and other regulating feedback has actually led to the development
of a CMC-based subculture:

[TThe increasing sophistication and widespread nature of MUD systems is an
aspect of computer communication that can no longer be ignored, for it appears to
be a medium which is creating an entirely new subculture, with its own language,
customs, and paralinguistic means of communication (Serpentelli, 1992).10, 11

Serpentelli traces the roots of the subculture to the “hacker culture” that surfaced in
the 1980s. In studies of this phenomenon, Turkle (1984) interviewed members of the
hacker community at MIT and discovered a collection of somewhat socially
handicapped, though technically adept people—primarily males—who are drawn to
CMC because of the protection it provides from the intermittent awkwardness of face-to-
face interaction. Turkle (1984) discovered that some hackers actually identify themselves
as a counterculture, “flaunt[ing] their rejection of ‘normal society’” (p. 198) and
demonstrating opposition, and not just withdrawal, from mainstream culture.

Describing the computer itself as the sotirce of the hacker’s withdrawal, Serpentelli
(1992) states:

The computer, despite its inscrutability and often frustrating linguistic and
logical constructions, can be mastered and understood, unlike social interaction
which is a maze of often unpredictable reactions. This aspect of computing, as well
as the atmosphere of the hacker culture itself, can make computing a safe haven for
the introvert and the perfectionist (Serpentelli, 1992).12
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Refuge in this “safe haven” can be so total that, as Turkle (1995) reports, some users
abandon involvement in commonplace social activities. Using the example of young
people who assuage involvement in and awareness of local politics in favor of the virtual
“politics” of their on-line communities, Turkle (1995) points out that the virtual
community offers both the security described by Serpentelli (1992) and a feeling that one
can actually make a difference.

Despite the case made by these researchers, psychologists Martin Lea of the
University of Manchester, England, and Russell Spears of the University of Amsterdam,
the Netherlands, in their laboratory studies of the effects of CMC on group behavior,
have authoritatively qualified the extent to which the filtered-cues theory can be applied
(Lea & Spears, 1992). They have demonstrated that significant social information is
communicated in many CMC environments through the use of non-verbal cues, and that
participants in CMC-based group interactions who identify strongly with the objectives
and principles of the group will often feel social pressures stronger than those found in
non-CMC environments (Lea & Spears, 1992). As such, they implore CMC researchers to
realize that “. .. identifying the social context in which any given CMC takes place is
essential for predicting the outcomes of the CMC” (Lea & Spears, 1992, p. 337).

In a more recent study, Spears and Lea (1994) further supported this view by
demonstrating that the anonymity inherent in CMC can be as oppressive in the hands of
the powerful as it is liberating in the hands of the shy and introverted. Underscoring the
fact that, in many CMC environments, existing social hierarchies supersede the aspatial
characteristics of CMC, Spears and Lea explain that CMC should not be viewed as an
alternative reality where “the individual can escape from the strictures of ordinary
identity and interaction” (p. 449). Instead, they argue that “identity and interaction in
CMC will often be grounded in the realities of identities and relations beyond CMC,
which pervade the rest of our social lives” (Spears & Lea, 1994, p. 449).

Corroborating Lea and Spears (1992) and Spears and Lea (1994), Reid (1991)
recognizes the importance of existing social contexts in her study of IRC. She finds that
the presence of “social sanctions” was a consistent and important aspect of IRC:

The ideas of authority and freedom are often in opposition on IRC, as the
newly invented social conventions of the IRC community attempt to deal with

emotions and actions in ways that emulate the often violent social sanctions of the
‘real world’ (Reid, 1991).13
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The fact that the social sanctions created by the IRC community are a reflection of
those seen in external society (the “real world”) is consistent with Spears and Lea’s (1994)
view that these social contexts “pervade the rest of our social lives” (p. 449). Here we see
that the characteristics of CMC, as they affect individuals, also have often concomitant
effects on groups. The following section reviews research on CMC as it relates to larger
social structures.

CMC and Society

The degree to which societies worldwide have embraced CMC has been trumpeted
by social commentators, popular writers, and, most significantly, by statistics (as is
shown in Chapter 1). Smith (1994) states:

The exponential growth of e-mail and other data traffic on the Internet has
been phenomenal testimony to the potential of the latest development in electronic
communication, and the future promises an even greater acceptance and utilization
by both traditional users and new participants (p. 87).

Quoting Chapman (1994), Smith goes on to assert that the even more significant
development has been “the mainstream awareness of the Internet that seems to have
come upon the ‘outside world’ almost overnight” (Chapman, 1994, p. 13, as quoted in
Smith, 1994, p. 87).

Contributing to this increased awareness is the staggering growth in the numbers of
users, hosts, and computer networks that now access the Internet. Piller (1994) estimates
that the number of people who communicate on the Internet is growing at a rate of more
than 100,000 new users per month. Publicly available Internet documents show that the
number of Internet hosts, which had hovered between 10,000 and 20,000 throughout the
early and mid-1980s, expoloded to more than 740,000 between 1987 and 1991 (Lottor,
1992).14

Statistics collected by the Internet Society show the following growth figures
between December 1992 and December 1993 (“1993 Internet Global Statistics,” 1994, p. 7):

» In the United States, the number of networks connected to the Internet
increased by 98% (from 4,041 to 7,991).15

» Worldwide, the number of Internet-connected nets grew 104% (from 6,393
networks to 13,064).
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« Data traffic over the U.S. nets grew by 112% (from about 3,779 gigabytes to more
than 8,030 gigabytes).

Increases in Internet traffic in some parts of the world has been particularly
dramatic: In eastern Europe, for instance, the newly independent republics of Croatia and
Latvia have seen their data traffic increase from 13 to 1,172 gigabytes and from 32 to 1,284
gigabytes, respectively. In Asia, traffic in Thailand has grown from 202 to 4,037 gigabytes
and traffic in Malaysia has grown from 70 to 2,201 gigabytes (“1993 Internet Global
Statistics,” 1994).

While these numerical figures provide hard evidence of the phenomenal growth of
cyberspace, they tell us very little about how all of these new participants are adjusting,
acclamating, acculturating, interacting, communicating, and, in some cases, living in this
fascinating new realm. William Gibson, the creator of the term cyberspace, provides this
description of the phenomenon:

Cyberspace . . . can be understood as a vast territory, a space of
representations. While human beings have inhabited representational spaces for a
very long time, we have never been able to create representations with the ease and
flexibility possible in cyberspace. This is important because with each new
development in the technologies of representation, from the printing press to
satellite communication, there has been a reworking of the kinds of representations
and social relationships that are possible to maintain (Gibson, 1984, p.51).

This new “ease and flexibility” is part of the reason the U.S. government has
identified cyberspace as a potential catalyst for learning and information exchange
among scientists, scholars, and average citizens, and has thus committed itseif to the
improvement of the infrastructure on which cyberspace is built (Cronin et. al., 1994;
Gurak, 1994; Rheingold, 1993). Referring specifically to the economic consequences of
this development, President Clinton and Vice-President Gore wrote in 1993:

Where once our economic strength was determined solely by the depth of our
ports or the condition of our roads, today it is determined as well by our ability to
move large quantities of information quickly and accurately and by our ability to
use and understand this information. Just as the interstate highway system marked
a historical turning point in our commerce, today “information superhighway(s)”—
able to move ideas, data, and images around the country and around the world—
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are critical to American competitiveness and economic strength (Clinton & Gore,
1993, p. 28).

Despite this commitment by government, the future of the Internet—and,
ultimately, of the national information infrastructure (NII) as a whole—is in question.
Kay (1994) points out that, because of the potential profitability of the NII, industries that
have not historically competed (cable companies, computer companies,
telecommunications companies, software companies, and entertainment companies) are
now “scrambling to position themselves to reap benefits of this future infrastructure”

(p- 47).

Of the telecommunications and media conglomerates Kay (1994) refers to, those
most likely to provide the resources and funding to build the infrastructure are giving
priority to high-profit services like video-on-demand and subordinating more socially
responsible options like on-line voting and access to library information and public
records—despite the fact that respondents to a national poll indicated that on-line voting
and access to public records were the services most desired (Piller, 1994).

The urgency of the social debate surrounding the future of cyberspace, its ultimate
role in society, and the nature of its governance, has prompted many technologists and
rights activists to enter the fray. Pointing up the “essential uniqueness of computer-
mediated communication” and the way computers “change the nature of communication
itself,” one organization states, “. . . the government is now proposing a $2 billion
investment in computer networking technologies which will radically alter the way
Americans communicate. Because the technological context changes more rapidly than
the laws regulating it, the debate about how we want to live in an electronic world is both
volatile and urgent” (Human Rights Watch, 1992).16 This cause has also been
championed by such organizations as Computer Professionals for Social Responsibility
(CPSR) and the Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF).

The CPSR has published its Public Interest Vision of the National Information

Infrastructure (CPSR, 1993), which identifies the following areas for concern in the current
development of the NII:*”

o The NII may fail to provide universal access.

« Asmall number of companies may dominate the network and exert undue
influence on its design and operation.
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« Thereis a danger that carriers will control content on the NII.

« NII services may emphasize commerce at the expense of communication.

« Public access to government information may be restricted.

« The NII may fail to provide a vital public space.

« The NII may be used to justify the elimination of other essential public services.
 The NII may fail to protect individual privacy.

« Global communication using the NII may be restricted.

Many of these points are echoed in the EFF’s Open Platform Campaign: Public Policy
for the Information Age (EFF, 1994). The EFF describes this campaign as an effort to realize
the “democratic potential of the NII” and includes among its priorities a diverse mix of
information sources, universal service, free speech, privacy, and the development of
public interest applications and services (EFF, 1994).

The related topic of network access in developing nations has been a prominent
topic in research as well. Goodman, Press, Ruth and Rutkowski (1994) have identified
national characteristics that promote the growth and diffusion of computer networks and
have determined that these characteristics are common in developed countries but
lacking in developing countries. Ruth (1993) conducted a study of network development
in five relatively small nations and determined that “network connectivity can be an
indicator of a nation’s development in the same way as more traditional measures like
poverty, disease, malnutrition, etc.” (p. 39).

Though legal considerations are well outside the scope of this study, it is important
to note here that matters of law related to the growth and development of cyberspace
have been discussed by a number of legal scholars (Kay, 1994; Naughton, 1992; Perritt,
1993; Smith, 1994).

Supplementing the huge volumes of research on CMC’s effect on society is a
smaller, yet equally significant, body of research on CMC environments as societies
(Gurak, 1994, 1995; Hellerstein, 1985; MacKinnon, 1992; Reid, 1991; Rheingold, 1993;
Rosenberg, 1992; Smith, 1992). Because this aspect of CMC is central to the present study,
this research has been discussed at length in Chapter 1.
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Computer Conferencing and Usenet

Research on computer conferencing and Usenet is also central to the theme of the
present study. Again, coverage of research on these topics (Hauben, 1992; Hauben, 1993;
North, 1994; Newby, 1993; Rheingold, 1993) is provided in Chapter 1. To recap the key
conclusions of this research,

« Usenet and other computer conferences possess many of the characteristics
commonly associated with conventional communities (norms, prerequesites for
membership, jargon, folklore, systems of social monitoring and sanction,
collective action toward the production, maintenance, and distribution of
goods, a historical record, etc.). As such, Usenet has been identified by
researchers as a subculture, and in some cases, as a distinct community in its
own right.

« These virtual communities have been shown to possess the power to catalyze
social action against perceived injustice, as occurred in the case of Lotus
MarketPlace (Gurak, 1994, 1995).

« The history of Usenet shows that its popularity was a leading cause of the early
growth of computer networks and subsequent creation of the Internet. Assuch,
we can conclude that, of all the uses of computer networks available, computer
conferencing and computer-mediated communication are of primary
importance to users.

Methodologies in CMC Research

The studies cited here clearly demonstrate that the practice of collecting and
analyzing information exchanged via CMC systems like Usenet is well established
(Gurak, 1994; Lea & Spears, 1992; MacKinnon, 1992; Reid, 1991; Smith, 1992). Such
research has been conducted at both the masters and doctoral levels in fields as diverse as
sociology, psychology, political science, history, and rhetoric. The specific methods
important to the present study—the monitoring and sampling of CMC exchanges and
the use of models to characterize CMC environments—have also been well-established.

Smith (1992) monitored exchanges over a computer conferencing system, copied
articles from these exchanges, and examined the content of the articles. Serpentelli (1992)
utilized a similar approach, logging exchanges in MOO settings and on IRC channels and
analyzing the content of these exchanges using a pre-established coding scheme. Leaand
Spears (1992) conducted a laboratory study in which a 40-minute computer conference
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was orchestrated and the resulting exchanges later printed out and inspected for specific
characteristics such as the use of paralanguage. These and other studies have established
the practice of monitoring and inspecting CMC exchanges as a viable research method.
In fact, Gurak (in press) discusses this method at length in a forthcoming book.

Gurak (1994) developed a rhetorical model of CMC. Her research into the
cancellation of Lotus MarketPlace, a CD-ROM-based information reference product
developed by Lotus Development Corporation, investigates the role of CMC in
catalyzing the public outcry that led to the cancellation of the product.

Smith (1992) developed a model illustrating the defining characteristics of virtual
communities (Figure 3). This model (Smith, 1992, p. 18) illustrates the manner in which
the overlying environmental characteristics of CMC derive from the four primary
physical characteristics that Smith identifies. In brief, the fact that CMC is aspatial
(participants are not copresent, or face to face), asynchronous (communication cannot be
simultaneous), acorporal (participants are not subject to the threat of bodily force), and
has a low bandwidth (very little information can be transferred, leading to text-only
interactions), results in its being astigmatic (allowing only a distorted view of fellow
participants) and anonymous (allowing no reliable way of identifying fellow
participants).

Aspatial

Asynchronous

Acorporal Astigmatic
Anonymous

Low Bandwidth

Brace denotes a derivative effect.

Figure 3. Summary of the Defining Characteristics of Virtual Communities (Smith, 1992)
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Smith (1992) further demonstrates that, despite these defining—and somewhat
limiting—characteristics, virtual communities nonetheless produce and exchange goods,
develop monitoring and sanctioning systems, create gathering places, and experience
sucess and failure just as conventional communities do.

The SIDE model (Figure 4) developed by Spears and Lea (1994, p. 443) is discussed
at length in Chapter 1. This model applies social identity/self-categorization theory to
underscore the importance of social context in the evaiuation of CMC environments. The
model illustrates how slight changes to the CMC environment, such as removing
anonymity or bringing participants into copresence with one another, can stimulate
intervening processes that result in differing outcomes, such as indivualistic versus
conforming behavior (Spears and Lea, 1994).

MacKinnon (1992), suggests a political—or societal—model of CMC in his study of
Usenet, as described in Chapter 1. The MacKinnon Model identifies ten aspects of society
discussed in Thomas Hobbes’ The Leviathan (1651/1962) and develops analogs to these
aspects in Usenet (Figure 5).

The following sections discuss MacKinnon’s work in more detail. A description of
the basis of MacKinnon's study is first provided. This is followed by descriptions of each
of the societal aspects of Usenet identified by MacKinnon (those listed in the right

column of Figure 5) and attempts to corroborate MacKinnon's conclusions with citations
from the literature.

The Basis of the MacKinnon Study

In order to understand the conclusions that led MacKinnon (1992) to identify the
societal aspects considered in the present study, we must first understand the objective of
his study and some of the premises on which his conclusions rest. The following
paragraphs provide a brief explanation of these. For further detail, a thorough perusal of
MacKinnon's (1992) thesis is recommended.

MacKinnon’s Objective. MacKinnon decribes the purpose of his study with the
following brief opening statement, which reads, “The purpose of this thesis is to identify
signs of Thomas Hobbes’ Leviathan in the Usenet computer conferencing network”
(MacKinnon, 1992, p. 1).
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Intervening processes:
Contextual features Effect on self/

Self implicated in CMC self-expression Qutcome / Behavior
Cognitive
Anonymity Perceived
{of in-group / homogeneity Normative
out-group) behavior /
conformity to
. salient
Isolation Self-attention seif category
{from group)
Salient identity /
self-categorization
(e.g., personal vs. Strategic
group identity)
ldentifiability Self-
(to in-group / presentation / Normative
out-group) accountability behavior /
permitted or
. facilitated by
Copresence Evaluation of the situation
(ofin-group/ |—» social response /
out-group) support

Figure 4. A Schematic Depiction of the SIDE Model

{Reprinted from Spears & Lea [1994], p. 443, by permission of Sage Publications, inc.)

The “Leviathan” that MacKinnon refers to is both an invocation of the name of a
diabolical biblical beast and the title of 17th century philosopher Thomas Hobbes’s
masterwork, Leviathan (Hobbes, 1651/1962). Hobbes, a pessimist about human nature
who believed that “men were naturally savage and unprincipled” (Altshull, 1990, p. 43),
invoked the Leviathan as a metaphor for the commonwealth—a political state that,
through the rule of “an absolute and all-powerful force” (Altshull, 1990, p. 44), could

ensure an orderly society. Altschull (1990) emphasizes the historical significance of
Leviathan:



Aspect of Society

Three-Dimensional Physical Reality

Analogous Aspect of Usenet Society
Two-Dimensional Text-Based Reality

Mores, Norms, Traditions “Netiquette”
Emotions “Emoticons”
Personality Persona

Strength (Physical)

Ability to Execute an Attack (Verbal)

Appearance

Impression Made with Words

Arts (Science, Mathematics)

Ability to Write a Rebuttal

Generosity {Often Monetary)

Generosity (Non-Monetary)

Prudence

Prudence

Nobility (through Privilege)

Nobility {through Expertise)

Eloquence

R

Eloquence

Figure 5. The MacKinnon Model of Usenet Society

Hobbes’s great achievement, an historical landmark in political philosophy,
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was the Leviathan, published in 1651, two years after the execution of Charles I and
seven years after Milton's Areopagitica. It sets forth the doctrine of the social

contract, which stands today as the philosophical underpinning of the American

experiment (p. 44).

Employing Hobbes’s own definition, MacKinnon (1992) further describes the
purpose of his study by applying the Leviathan metaphor to Usenet:

Defined [by Hobbes] as “that mortal god, to which we owe under the

immortal God our peace and defence,” Leviathan in a computer conferencing
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network is the institution of censorship or moderation of the messages written by
the network’s users (p. 1).

MacKinnon's (1992) study can thus be simply described as an effort to identify in
Usenet a system of “censorship or moderation,” or to use Hobbes's term,
“commonwealth.” Working toward this objective, MacKinnon relies on some key
premises related to Hobbes’s work. These are described in the following paragraphs.

Premises of MacKinnon’s Study. The first key premise on which MacKinnon's
(1992) arguments rest involves the content of Hobbes's Leviathan. Clearly, one must have
a high level of confidence in Hobbes’s work in order to use it as a basis for identifying
organizations of people as “societies,” and MacKinnon is careful to state early in his
thesis his rationale for having such confidence. He states that he chose Leviathan
“primarily because it is a system of knowledge developed for the purpose of
understanding the genesis of government” (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 3). Using Hobbes's
words, he further describes Leviathan as a “system of knowledge for understanding the
‘matter, forme and power’ of society” (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 3). He characterizes
Hobbes’s ambitious—and, in his opinion, successful—undertaking as follows:

[Hobbes] begins his book with the ambitious sentence, “Concerning the
thoughts of man, I will consider them first singly, and afterwards in train, or
dependence upon one another.”. . After describing the nature of thought, he
discusses the senses, imagination, dreams, the development of speech, passions,
virtue, and the categorization of all knowledge. ... It is an understatement to say
that Hobbes is thorough in his endeavor. . . . The result is a self-contained,
interlocking structure with every word defined and every conclusion logically
sound (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 5).

Having accepted this first key premise of MacKinnon's thesis, one must consider
the second, which is that Hobbes’s conclusions remain applicable to society today.
MacKinnon (1992) is again careful to argue this premise thoroughly:

Since {Hobbes’s] endeavor was intentionally comprehensive, his treatise is
unusually suitable for examining any and all societies—including those that did not
exist in his time and as in the case of Usenet, arguably do not exist now. This is
possible because the treatise is presented mostly in general terms, giving it broad
applicability and timelessness (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 5).
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Altschull (1990), Raphael (1977), Russell (1972), and Peters (1956) complement
MacKinnon’s (1992) view with their accounts of Hobbes's role as a visionary in the world
of social and political philosophy. Hobbes is described as having established his position
in the seventeenth-century philosophical revolution by being the first to apply the model
of the physical sciences to social studies. Indeed, Altschull (1990) explains, “[Hobbes] is
often said to be the inventor of social science” (p. 44). Particularly pertinent to the present
study is Altschull’s (1990) characterization of Hobbes as being “driven by his studies of
the natural sciences to try to develop a science of society” (emphasis added) (p. 45).

For the purposes of the present study, these conclusions by scholars more expert in
the fields of political and social science are accepted without further corroboration. Itis
thus assumed that the two basic premises of MacKinnon (1992)—1) that Leviathan
constitutes an exhaustive effort to define “society,” and 2) that the conclusions presented

in Leviathan remain applicable today—represent a sound basis for further examination of
virtual communities.

Research Corroborating the MacKinnon Model

Having accepted the basis of MacKinnon’s conclusions, we can begin to examine
them in more detail. Asindicated previously, the present study draws ten societal
aspects from MacKinnon and constructs a model of Usenet based on them.

The first two of these aspects, netiquette and emoticons, are described in a chapter
titled, “Usenet as a Distinct Society” (MacKinnon, 1992, pp. 8-13). As the title indicates,
this chapter establishes the distinctness of Usenet, and ensures “that Usenet differs
enough from the external world—the reality outside of Usenet—to provide a unique
laboratory to cultivate new insights and new conclusions” (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 8). In
this chapter, these two aspects are described as being analogous to the external-world
aspects of mores, norms and traditions and emotions, respectively.

MacKinnon devotes a considerable portion of his thesis to the third aspect, persona.
This includes a full chapter titled “The Notion of Persona” (MacKinnon, 1992, pp. 14-20).
In brief, this chapter presents a thorough characterization of the text-only environment of
Usenet, which separates a user’s external-world personality from a Usenet persona that
can be crafted as desired based on the user’s skill in the use of language. MacKinnon
further develops this external world /Usenet parallel in a subsequent chapter titled,
“Personae are Persons” (MacKinnon, 1992, pp. 21-24).
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The final seven aspects—the ability to execute an attack, impressions made with
words, the ability to write a rebuttal, non-monetary generosity, prudence, nobility
through expertise, and eloquence—are discussed in a chapter titled “The Powers”
(MacKinnon, 1992, pp. 25-31). This chapter explains Hobbes’ view that natural power can
be divided into seven “faculties of body, or mind,” which include “extraordinary
strength, form, prudence, arts, eloquence, liberality, nobility” (MacKinnon, 1952, p. 25).
The chapter then discusses each of these external-society “powers” in turn and

establishes parallels between these and analogous powers that can be observed in Usenet
(MacKinnon, 1992).

MacKinnon (1992) follows these discussions by examining a sampling of Usenet
articles to measure the presence of Leviathan (or, in generic terms, the existence of
various forms of coercion) in the system. This is achieved by applying what he terms
“Leviathan factors,” five indicators representing increasing levels of coercion. These
measurements conclude that Leviathan—or coercion—exists in 12% of the articles he

sampled and lead MacKinnon to a number of additional conclusions about the societal
nature of Usenet.

The present study differs from MacKinnon’s (1992) in two important respects. First,
it is broader. While MacKinnon focuses solely on the presence of a “Leviathan,” a term
he uses to describe “coercion,” the present study accepts the aspects posited by
MacKinnon (1992) as the basis for a characterization of “society.” Certainly, all societies
are dependent on the presence of some form of coercion to ensure appropriate behavior
and maintain order. However, any complete characterization of society should also
include the other aspects identified by MacKinnon: personality /persona, emotions/
emoticons, mores, norms, traditions/netiquette, as well as Hobbes’s seven “natural
powers” (Hobbes, 1651/1962, p. 72). The MacKinnon Model takes all of these aspects
into account and attempts to use them as a basis for characterizing virtual societies.
Second, the present study attempts a more-structured and perhaps more broadly-
applicable approach to measurement than that undertaken by MacKinnon (1992). By
taking MacKinnon's societal aspects and constructing a model based on them, this study
attempts to develop a tool for broad-based empirical field research on virtual societies.

The following sections discuss each of the societal aspects identified by MacKinnon
(1992) and seek corrcboration in the literature of their existence in CMC environments.
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Netiquette. The first aspect MacKinnon (1992) describes in characterizing Usenet
society is the aspect of netiquette. In external society, he explains, people tend to “learn
standards of behavior from their respective social structures” (p. 10). “[TIhese
standards,” he maintains, “are reinforced by ‘subtleties of speech and non-verbal cues”™
(p- 10). The foundation of these standards is rooted in the mores, norms, and traditions of
the social structure. Because CMC is a text-only medium, the “subtleties of speech and
non-verbal cues” used to convey and reinforce these mores, norms, and traditions are
absent in Usenet. MacKinnon (1992) explains that the Usenet community has therefore
resorted to an alternate method:

Usenet's parallel method or analog for conveying mores, norms, and
traditions is known as “netiquette.” As the term implies, it is literally “network
etiquette” and it helps to reinforce the standards of behavior that users might miss
from the lack of non-verbal cues (pp. 10-11).

The concept of sanctioning metheds in virtual communities, and indeed the
existence of netiquette, is well-documented in the literature. Smith (1992) explains that
the “monitoring and sanctioning” of behavior (p. 4) is a method communities use to
maintain their members’ commitment and ensure the continued production and
distribution of essential resources (the “knowledge capital” referred to in Chapter 1).

Newby (1993) associates the concept of social sanction specifically with Usenet:
“Most Usenet newsgroups are very informal, but individual groups have their own
subcultures that may place social restrictions on the interaction” (p. 34).

North (1994), a veteran of Usenet newsgroups, also acknowledges the existence of
netiquette. He describes a number of common deviations from the norms observed in his
study and explains how such transgressions are policed by the community as a whole,
and deviations punished through waves of public opinion.

These citations are provided in addition to MacKinnon’s own references
(Reid, 1991; Von Rospach, 1987). Again, the reader is directed to MacKinnon (1992) for
further details.

Emoticons. MacKinnon (1992) holds that emoticons are the written cues needed to
convey and reinforce the Usenet standards of netiquette, just as non-verbal cues are



42

needed to convey and reinforce the mores, norms, and traditions of the larger

community:

Just as “netiquette” developed into the Usenet analog for standards of
behavior, a system of written cues has developed as an analog to reinforce those
standards. These cues, known as “emoticons,” make use of non-standard
punctuation, spelling, capitalization, and special keyboard characters to convey
action, emotion, and emphasis (p. 12).

While ample evidence of the use of emoticons can be obtained in just a few hours
reading Usenet newsgroups, scholarly research into the phenomenon has also been
conducted, led by Lea and Spears (1992). In their study of what they term paralanguage in
virtual interaction, they hold “. . . that paralanguage is one source of information
contained in CMC that people use to form impressions of each other when
communicating” (Lea & Spears, 1992, p. 322). In the following passage, they corroborate
MacKinnon’s description with surprising exactness:

The availability of paralinguistic cues is a feature of CMC that is well known
to regular users. . . . [Plaralanguage . . . takes the form of typographical marks and
other features of the text that . . . signify socially shared meanings. . .. These
meager cues about personality may assume greatest importance in interactions
between strangers where memories of previous interactions are unavailable (Lea &
Spears, 1992, pp. 323-324).

The unusually dynamic nature of Usenet chronicled by Gurak (1994, 1995), where
communities quickly form to achieve a common purpose and then dissipate with equal
dispatch, is consistent with this description of “interactions between strangers.”

MacKinnon (1992) provides several examples of both netiquette and emoticons in
his thesis. These phenomena, he maintains, establish “the distinctness of Usenet from the
society of the external world.” The present study holds, however, that both the concept of
persona and the presence of Hobbes’s seven “natural powers” (Hobbes, 1651/1962,

p. 72), discussed in the paragraphs that follow, are equally important in establishing
Usenet as a distinct society.

Persona. As described previously, the notion of persona is central to MacKinnon’s
thesis. Like many of the aspects MacKinnon (1992) discusses, the notion of persona is
founded in the text-only nature of the Usenet environment. The fact that “written
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communication interferes with the transfer of the users’ personalities and unique
qualities” results in “the creation of ‘personae’ which are as distinct from the users as
Usenet society is distinct from the external world” (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 15). The
following passage draws on the work of Hobbes (1651/1962) to make this point more
explicitly:

Words signify the memory of sensory experience and thought, but the
physical things of the external world exist independently of the words which
describe them. Though important, words are not required for the existence of the
things to which they refer. But within Usenet, words are the sole means of
characterizing the network’s universe. Thus, wordsmanship in Usenet is a far more
valued skill than it is in the external world (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 15).

Given the originality of this viewpoint, direct corroboration is somewhat difficult to
cite. There have, however, been a number of studies showing that alternate personalities
are routinely adopted by CMC participants (Serpentelli, 1992; Hellerstein, 1985; Curtis &
Nichols, 1993). Smith (1992) provides a characterization of virtual interaction similar to
that posed above by MacKinnon (1992), though Smith uses the notion of “self” rather
than “persona”:

In a virtual world participants are washed clean of the stigmata of their real
“selves” and are free to invent new ones to their tastes. Escape is not total, however,
participants are revealed in virtual commmunities, they “give off” as well as give
signals as happens in face-to-face interaction, but with a far more reliable mask

{p- 9.

Spears and Lea (1994), in their work developing the SIDE model, discuss the notion
of deindividuation. In brief, this notion holds that the salience of the individual is, in some
social contexts, subordinated to that of the group. For individuals who do not feel a
strong sense of inclusion in the group, deindividuation can lead to strong feelings of
isolation, which, in turn, can foster independence from the group. For those who do feel
a strong sense of inclusion, deindividuation can lead to increased dependence, as
demonstrated by conformance to group norms and involvement in intergroup behavior.
What Spears and Lea’s experiments with the SIDE model demonstrate is that in CMC
environments like Usenet, these effects can be significantly pronounced. That is, in the
former case, independence from the group can lead to expressions of hostility, and in the



latter case, conformance and group involvement can be more consistent and unfailing
(Spears & Lea, 1994).

Thus, not only does the deindividuation of CMC lead to the creation of personae as
MacKinnon (1992) suggests, but the social dynamics of interactions between these
personae have been shown to be very different from those observed in face-to-face
interaction. This further supports MacKinnon’s view that personae are yet another
element establishing the distinctness of Usenet society.

As stated previously, MacKinnon (1992) dedicates two chapters of his thesis to the
development of the concept of persona. Particularly pertinent to the present study is
MacKinnon’s definition of “existence” in Usenet, which, he maintains, is inextricably tied
to the ongoing “cycle of statement and response” that occurs on the network (see
Appendix A for a detailed description of how interaction unfolds in Usenet):

It is the high level of interaction among Usenet users which gives their
personae “life.” In fact, a single response to one’s statement is sufficient to generate
a persona. That response, though minimal, is the foundation of existence within
Usenet. It is obvious that a response implies a cause or stimulus worthy of reaction;
however it is less obvious that by implication it signifies an acknowledgment of that
cause. In terms of “cause” and “effect,” a characteristic of the effectis the
substantiation of its cause’s existence. In terms of Usenet, a response substantiates
the existence of a statement. This may seem trivial until it is recalled that Usenet
personaé are created as a result of the interaction among Usenet users. This
interaction consists of the cycle of statement and response. The existence of the
personae, therefore, is tied to that cycle (MacKinnon, 1992, pp. 17-18).

It is important to establish this definition of existence before proceeding with the
following paragraphs, which discuss MacKinnon’s Usenet analogs to Hobbes’s “natural
powers” (Hobbes, 1651/1962, p. 72). Hobbes (1651/1962) asserts the existence of these
powers by stating that “Natural power is the eminence of the faculties of body, or

mind: . .. extraordinary strength, form, prudence, arts, eloquence, liberality, nobility”
(p-72).

The analogs to these powers arrived at by MacKinnon (1992) are firmly rooted in
the fact that communication on Usenet is limited to text-based interaction. Not
surprisingly, the first three of MacKinnon’s analogs involve the extent to which users
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accept and respond to one another’s words, indicating the importance in Usenet of the
ability to craft compelling text.

In drawing these parallels, MacKinnon (1992) acknowledges that some natural
powers (such as extraordinary strength) are meaningless in virtual interaction. Careful to
make appropriate adjustments for the archaic language used by Hobbes (1651/1962),
MacKinnon subsequently arrives at sound conclusions regarding the existence of
analogous aspects in Usenet. He states that, “Three of these natural powers are severely
limited in their transfer to Usenet society because Usenet personae lack physical form.
They are strength, form, and arts” (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 25).

The analogs MacKinnon (1992) arrives at for these powers are discussed in the
following paragraphs.

Ability to Execute an Attack. In arriving at a Usenet analog to the societal aspect
“strength,” MacKinnon (1992) again invokes the “persona” concept and stresses the
aspatial nature of CMC. Noting that “physical strength is irrelevant in any environment
devoid of physical things,” MacKinnon (1992, p. 25) points out that a Usenet persona can
nonetheless have strength relative to other personae:

In terms of Usenet, strength is one’s ability to “execute an attack.” It will be
recalled that the action of “attack,” like all actions in Usenet, must be derived from
the cycle of statement and response. Therefore, “strength” in Usenet is one’s ability
to write a potent, or even vehement, statement (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 25).18

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Smith (1992) uses the term acorporal to describe CMC-
based interactions. He points out that the lack of copresence “may have profound
implications since many of the processes of group formation and control involve either
the application or potential for application of force to the body” (p. 16).

Spears and Lea (1994) also corroborate this view, and cite several examples of how
CMC has in fact catalyzed collective action:

The use of CMC by political pressure groups such as GreenNet, PeachNet,
and EcoNet . . . provide testimony to CMC’s potential in coordinating collective
organization as well as accelerating collective response (Spears and Lea, 1994,
p- 440).
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Without articulating the conclusion as MacKinnon (1992) has, these and other
studies corroborate the conclusion that the “ability to execute a (verbal) attack”
represents a sound analog to the societal aspect of strength.

Impression Made with Words. Many of the challenges facing MacKinnon (1992) in
identifying a Usenet analog to “strength” also complicated the identification of such an
analog for Hobbes's (1651/1962) term, “form.” Again, MacKinnon is careful to define the
term in the language of Hobbes’s time:

The power of “form” comes from one’s physical makeup. In essence, it is the
effect that one’s appearance has on others. . . . Like “strength,” it transfers poorly
into Usenet because personae lack physical form. Yet it has an analogous
counterpart: “form” in terms of Usenet, comes from the impression one makes on
others, not with one’s physique, but with one’s words. . . . Granted, while these
images are not the clear, consistent images conveyed by “form” in the external
world . . .. they do serve to add a “face” to a name and a personality to the words
(MacKinnon, 1992, p. 26).

This notion that, in virtual spaces, the impressions experienced by readers actas a
substitute for one’s physical appearance is corroborated in studies by both Smith (1992)
and Lea and Spears (1992). Both studies acknowledge the text-only nature of CMC and
assert that, despite this limitation, strong impressions are shared in these environments.
Agreeing that “nothing but words are normally exchanged” in CMC (p. 8), Smith (1992)
describes the “personality, nuance, identity and ‘self’” that are nonetheless conveyed
through the medium “with only the tools of texts” (p. 8).

Lea and Spears (1992) further corroborate this view:

[Tthe reduction in the number of cues available in CMC does not point to a
reduction in the social context of the CMC. Instead, communicators will use
whatever cues are available to construct impressions of each other; . . . (p- 324).

Ability to Write a Rebuttal. The power of “arts” is somewhat more problematic for
MacKinnon (1992). However, drawing on Hobbes’s own definition for “arts”—which,
given the era in which it was written, is quite different from what a 20th-century reader
would expect—MacKinnon (1992) arrives at a sound Usenet analog. Because Hobbes
(1651/1962) describes “arts” as “Arts of public use, as fortification, making of engines,
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and other instruments of war; because they confer to defence, and victory” (p. 73),
MacKinnon (1992) concludes the following:

Since Usenet is a non-physical environment, the notion of “defence,” like that
of strength, must be derived from the cycle of statement and response. Having
established that “strength” in Usenet is one’s ability to write a potent statement,
then it follows that “arts” in Usenet, because they “confer to defence,” must be
one’s ability to write a rebuttal (p. 26).

North (1994) characterizes this action of writing a rebuttal, giving the example of its
use in defending the virtual community from the actions of unscrupulous violators of
netiquette. He explains that “The extensive use of peer pressure within the Net society to
cause conformation to behavioral expectations allows the minimization of conflict
without the need for a formal group of ‘Net police.’”19 Two techniques identified by
North (1994) for the regulation of conflict are private e-mail wars (sometimes referred to
as “mail-bombing”) and flame wars, both commonly used forms of written rebuttal. 20

The practice of flaming and mail bombing is consistent with MacKinnon’s (1992)
concept of “rebuttal as defense.” A much broader example of the practice is provided by
Gurak (1994, 1995) in her study of the cancellation of Lotus MarketPlace. As described in
Chapter 1, Gurak presents a case study of “The Protest over Lotus MarketPlace” (Gurak,
1995, p. 2), wherein an on-line community largely composed of Usenet users organized to
defend society from what it viewed as a gross and massive infringement on privacy
rights. Gurak (1995) describes how a flurry of critical postings blanketed Usenet after the
discovery of the MarketPlace product. This spurred the distribution of Usenet postings
containing Lotus’s address and phone number and the e-mail address of the company’s
CEO. “In one case,” Gurak (1995) explains, “a discussion group was formed specifically
to talk about the product” (p. 3). This case, wherein the David that is the virtual
community defeats the corporate Goliath of Lotus, presents a dramatic example of
MacKinnon’s (1992) “rebuttal as defense” concept.

Having established the ability to craft compelling text as the basis for analogs to the
physical powers of Hobbes (1651/1962), MacKinnon (1992) moves to the dimension of
what Smith (1992) refers to as “collective goods in a virtual space” (p. 28). The
foundation of MacKinnon’s thinking here is the notion that, just as wordsmanship is
analogous to physical power in virtual interactions, so is knowledge analogous to
material wealth. '
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Generosity (Non-Monetary). Unlike the physical powers discussed to this point,
which do not directly transfer into virtual interaction, Hobbes’s (1651/1962) powers of
“prudence” and “liberality,” MacKinnon (1992) points out, “are transferred to Usenet
almost completely” (p. 27). On the latter, he maintains, “’Liberality’ is intended by
Hobbes to mean ‘generosity’” (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 27). He arrives at this conclusion
from Hobbes's (1651/1962) statement that, “Also riches joined with liberality, is power;
because it procureth friends, and servants: without liberality, not so; because in this case
they defend not; but expose men to envy, as a prey” (p. 72).

Recognizing that what Hobbes (1651/1962) describes here— “riches joined with
liberality” —is in fact monetary generosity, MacKinnon points out that non-monetary
generosity is the logical Usenet analog to this power:

“Liberality” can be combined with things other than riches to produce the
same effect. Consider the act of restraining oneself from easily humiliating a
subordinate in public or the act of freely and genuinely offering one’s assistance to
the uninitiated. These acts of kindness bolster one’s liberality. Additionally, they
are action easily transferred to written form (MacKinnon, 1992, p. 27).

As cited previously, Smith (1992) has worked extensively to define this concept of
the exchange of “goods” in cyberspace. He describes interactions remarkably similar to
those alluded to by MacKinnon (1992), demonstrating how virtual communities
“produce a variety of collective goods” by facilitating interactions between a widely
distributed population of users. This service helps people to “exchange ideas and
coordinate their activities, and provide the kind of identification and feeling of
membership found in face-to-face interaction” (Smith, 1992, p. 5).

He further develops this thinking into the “knowledge capital” described in
Chapter 1, which comprises not only knowledge itself, but the added efficiency virtual
communities offer in distributing knowledge. Having observed that members in the
WELL (the Usenet-like community on which he conducted his study) routinely share
advice and expertise, he concludes that. “The costs of membership in the WELL are
primarily money and time, the payoff useful knowledge and membership in a
collectivity” (Smith, 1992, p. 24).
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This idea that “collective knowledge” is built in cyberspace is echoed by Hauben
(1993), who describcs information as “no longer a fixed commodity or resource,” but
rather a collective resource that is “constantly being added to and improved.”2!

Smith (1992) uses the notion of “status” to emphasize the strong reiationship
between membership in the collective and the exchange of non-monetary generosity.
Pointing out that “[bleing knowledgeable in the WELL and being free with your
knowledge is a sure way to gain status, friends, and visibility (Smith, 1992, p. 32), he
convincingly corroborates MacKinnon's (1992) parallel between non-monetary
generosity on Usenet and Hobbes’s (1651/1962) statement that “liberality,” in external
society “is power . . . because it procureth friends” (p. 72).

Prudence. Perhaps more than any other of Hobbes’s (1651/1962) “natural powers,”
the power of prudence is directly transferrable from a face-to-face interaction to a virtual
one. MacKinnon (1992) is careful to point out, however, that the “filtered-cues” nature of
CMC and the medium’s reliance on textual communication can lead to occasional lapses
of prudence:

. .. Hobbes explains that “prudence” comes from “much experience” leading
to “unusual observations” or insight. A person’s prudence transfers to his or her
persona because they share one and the same mind and experiences, despite the
fact that expedience may permit one to “forget” this fact. Only when one’s [lack of]
writing ability interferes with one’s attempt to communicate prudently does a
persona seem less prudent in Usenet than the [person] does in the external world
(MacKinnon, 1992, pp. 27-28).

Given that prudence, as defined, is directly transferrable to Usenet, the present
study accepts MacKinnon's viewpoint on this power without further corroboration.

Nobility (through Expertise). Of the power of nobility, Hobbes (1651/1962) writes,
“Nobility is power, not in all places, but only in those commonwealths, where it has
privileges: for in such privileges, consisteth their power” (p. 73).

Given the archaic condition of the nobility concept, the fact that nobility is not
easily conveyed in CMC, and the unlikelihood that the anarchy of Usenet would be
perceptive to such a concept, it is unlikely that the “privileges” upon which the power of
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nobility rests would be conferred upon Usenet users by their peers. MacKinnon (1992)
does, however, point out that an analog to nobility has been observed in Usenet:

... nobility does exist in Usenet. Users such as [Gene] Spafford, the
frequently cited authority on “netiquette,” seem to enjoy much deference when
“making appearances” in Usenet. For example, because Spafford is famous, other
users may be less visibly critical of his statements while he is “present” (p. 28).

The difference between the “deference” MacKinnon describes here and the
“privilege” of nobility is that this deference results from the subject’s expertise, rather
than his or her material wealth. This difference is parallel to that used in differentiating
non-monetary generosity from the Hobbesean concept of “liberality”—that is, in the
Usenet analog, knowledge is substituted for material wealth.

As previously stated, virtual communities not only offer a source of knowledge to
their users, but also a higher degree of efficiency in obtaining that knowledge. It is
through the collective expertise that can be tapped simultaneously with CMC that this
efficiency is achieved. Smith (1992) describes this phenomenon as it occurs in the WELL
as an “organic knowledge filter” (p. 30). Because each of the community’s thousands of
users possesses specialized knowledge on one topic or another, and because each sifts
through information on that topic as a matter of course, a single user is able to request
information from this vast store of knowledge by posting a single article. Furthermore,
this user, and others who read broadcasts of both the requests and the responses, are very
likely to bestow respect on those in the community who are kind enough to post
responses. Thus, it is through the willingness to offer one’s expertise to the community
that nobility is achieved in Usenet.

Eloquence. “Eloquence,” MacKinnon (1992) states, “is perhaps the most important
power in Usenet” (p. 28). MacKinnon (1992) defines eloquence as the power that
“enables one to communicate, not only functionally, but with finesse” (p. 28). Making the

somewhat obvious point that such a power is essential in a text-only environment,
MacKinnon (1992) writes:

...in aworld where words are primary to existence and serve as the sole
mode of communication and activity, their importance cannot be exaggerated. . . .

The premium that Usenet places on spelling, and writing skills in general, inflates
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the Usenet analog for eloquence beyond its relative worth in the external world
(p- 29).

To corroborate this point, we again appeal to Gurak (1995), whose study
convincingly asserts the importance of rhetorical eloquence in CMC by demonstrating
that the inappropriate rhetorical approach taken by Lotus in the MarketPlace debate was
central to the eventual demise of the product. Gurak (1995) explains that the
ineffectiveness of the articles Lotus posted in response to Usenet’s upwelling of negative
sentiment was largely due to the ineffective rhetoric used in these articles. By usinga
“fact-driven, impersonal, and business-like tone” the company projected an image that
“was in direct clash with the personal and angry ethos of the protester community”
(Gurak, 1995, p. 5).

Gurak (1995) develops this point further by showing that Lotus was actually denied
full access to the debate —the equivalent of death in Usenet society, according to
MacKinnon (1992)—because of their lack of sound rhetorical practice. Pointing out thata
skilled rhetorician always develops a complete understanding of the audience so that
rhetoric can be crafted to directly address the audience’s concerns in a tone that will be
well-received, Gurak recounts how Lotus’s abysmal failure to do so resuited in its being
an ineffectual newcomer to an already mature and raging debate.

Again, we see that in CMC environments like Usenet, the importance of the
physical and material aspects that often dominate the larger community are
subordinated to analogous aspects of wordsmanship and knowledge. Clearly, any
communication environment that stresses such a radically different set of priorities holds
the potential to produce very different results.

This review of the ten societal aspects identified by MacKinnon (1992)
demonstrated that current literature on CMC provides themes consistent with those
embraced by MacKinnon. As such, it was deemed reasonable to proceed with further
utilization of the MacKinnon Model. Before doing so, however, a brief review of a
selection of prominent literature in the field of sociology was conducted. This was done
to establish a theoretical basis in current sociological thought for the significant findings
from the literature review on CMC previously presented in this chapter.
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Sociological Perspective

To ensure that the scope of the present study was manageable, it was necessary to
consider only the Hobbesean view of society, as interpreted by MacKinnon (1992).
Nonetheless, given that several centuries of scholarly thought have occurred since the
publication of the Leviathan, and that much of this thought has been directed at
advancing our understanding of society, it would have been folly to proceed with the
utilization of a model based on Hobbes's (1651/1962) definition of society without first
pursuing a basic understanding of the principles of sociology, which more than any other
discipline aims to further our understanding of social establishments.

As such, the brief review presented in the following sections was conducted.
Sociological texts indicated that two schools of thought (also referred to as theoretical
paradigms and models of man [sic]) currently dominate the sociological landscape
(Macionis, 1991; Skidmore, 1975). These are

o  Structural-functionalism: “[A] theoretical framework based on the assumption
that society is a complex system whose parts work together to promote
stability” (Macionis, 1991, p. 17).

o Symbolic-interactionism: “[A] theoretical framework based on the assumption
that society involves interaction by which individuals actively construct reality
in everyday life” (Macionis, 1991, p. 20).

Though other schools of thought exist (including exchange theory and social-conflict
theory, among others), these two were chosen as the focus of this review not only for their
prominence, but also because they assume opposing orientations in their views of
society.? Because the purpose of the review was to find a theoretical basis in sociology
for the MacKinnon Model, it was felt that any such basis grounded in both schools would
hold significant credence, given these opposing orientations.

To keep the review manageable and within the scope of the present study, three
prominent works from the field were reviewed:

>  Mind, Self & Society, (Mead, 1934) a compendium of material drawn from the
lectures of George Herbert Mead, a prominent social behaviorist whose work at
the University of Chicago from 1900-1930 introduced many of the principles
held by modern symbolic-interactionists.
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o The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, (Goffman, 1959) by Erving Goffman, a
pioneer in the method of dramaturgical analysis whose concept of impression
management aims to “ways in which individuals, in various settings, attempt to
create specific impressions in the minds of others” (Macionis, 1991, p. 155).

o Social Theory and Social Structure, (Merton, 1957) by Robert K. Merton, a
prominent structural-functionalist who has shown that any part of society can
have many functions and has classified these functions into manifest functions
and latent functions (Macionis, 1991, p. 18).

The general sociology text by Macionis (1991) was used to provide a general
understanding of some of the concepts uncovered in these older works.

Mead and the Importance of Social Response. The focal idea in Mead's lectures on
society, as recounted in Mind, Self & Soaciety, is the notion that humans, unlike other
species, take on the role of others with whom they communicate. Mead holds that this
differentiation is central to the existence of cooperative activity between humans and the
subsequent formation of societies (Mead, 1934, p. 254). This unique ability to empathize
provides humans with a basis for self-control, self-consciousness, and self-criticism, all of
which operate to create social control (Mead, 1934, p. 255). This idea can easily be
adopted as a basis consistent with Hobbes’s (1651/1962) notion of mores, norms, and
traditions and MacKinnon's (1992) notion of netiquette. The function of self-regulation
so often cited in the literature on CMC can be seen as an outgrowth of humankind’s
innate ability to empathize.

Particularly pertinent to this study is the fact that Mead’s focus on empathy is
grounded in the act of communication. In fact, Mead holds that communication is “more
universal” than religion or economics, which were widely held to be the two most
universal forms of social action of his time (Mead, 1934, p. 259). Clearly, both religion
and economics are dependent on communication, as Mead points out. However, Mead
further theorizes that the act of communication, and indeed the action of thinking, are
dependent on the existence of social action, since communication and thinking are
nothing more than the “response of the individual to the attitude of the other in the wide
social process in which both are involved” (Mead, 1934, p. 260). This basis is directly
parallel with the importance MacKinnon (1992) gives to the cycle of statement and
response in Usenet. This cycle, through which users respond to the attitudes of others,
constitutes the “wide social process” in Usenet.
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Another set of concepts from Mead that are borne out in Usenet are his emphasis on
the “vast importance of the media of communication” and its dependence on “common
interests” (Mead, 1934, p. 257). Mead holds that the medium of communication,
particularly journalism, the novel, or the theatre (the most common mass media of his
day), is important because of its potentially wide reach and ability to impact the thoughts
and elicit responses from a larger cross-section of society. This effect, however, is
dependent on a common interest, since a message that is of little interest is unlikely to
prompt a response:

There is a far higher degree of participation, and consequently of possible
communication, [with mass media] than otherwise. There is involved, of course, in
such a development the existence of common interests. You cannot build up a
society out of elements that lie outside of the individual’s life-processes (Mead,
1934, p. 257).

Again, Mead casts a reflection of MacKinnon's (1992) cycle of statement and
response. But he also very accurately characterizes the very structure of Usenet, which is
a hierarchical structure of groups based on common interests and existing only so long as
the cycle of statement and response continues. Perhaps more significantly, Mead declares
that the very existence of society is dependent on the existence of common interests,
presaging the developments that led to the growth of today’s Usenet.

Mead’s (1934) focus on empathy, and on empathy in communication, leads him to
his fundamental premise: that society is composed of interactions, expressed in the
language of the community, and that the individual’s mind consists of his or her
responses to these interactions. This notion that people define their own reality—and, in
fact, create and maintain the self—by interpreting the surrounding social environment
lies at the heart of symbolic interactionism. This interdependence between the
community and the self, and the central role played by language (and symbols) in Mead’s
thinking, is again indicative of Usenet. As MacKinnon (1992) has pointed out, users are
dependent on the cycle of statement and response, which is in turn dependent on active
users, a unique language exists in the form of emoticons and other devices, and the
community is maintained through rules of netiquette, which serve to reinforce self-
control and self-consciousness.

Surprisingly, Mead (1934) also presages, in lectures delivered well before any
thought of a second world war, the demise of isolationism and the growth of
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“international mindedness” (p. 265, p. 270). In fact, his invocation of the need for a
“mechanism of social relationship which brings us together” smacks eerily of today’s
Internet:

... if the social relation can be carried on further and further then you can
conceivably be a neighbor to everybody in your block, in your community, in the
world, . .. What is essential is the development of the whole mechanism of social
relationship which brings us together, so that we can take the attitude of the other in
our various life-processes (Mead, 1934, p. 270).

Goffman and Impression Management. Using a method known as dramaturgical
analysis, Goffman (1959) develops a concept he calls impression management, which refers
to “the ways in which individuals, in various settings, attempt to create specific
impressions in the minds of others” (Macionis, 1991, p. 155).23 Using this viewpoint,
Goffman (1959) discovers that agreement is emphasized in most social settings, while
opposition and conflict are downplayed. Goffman’s emphasis of “impressions” is
consistent with MacKinnon's (1992) focus on “impressions made with words.” Usenet
can perhaps be viewed as a “setting” where users “attempt to create specific
impressions” using only the tools of text.

Goffman (1959) presents a four-pronged “analytical context” from which societies
can be viewed (p. 240). The technical viewpoint looks at how efficient the society is in
achieving objectives such as the production of goods. The political viewpoint looks at
how power is utilized and how one segment of society imposes demands on another.
The structural viewpoint looks at status within the society and its interactions based on
horizontal and vertical status relationships. Finally, the cultural viewpoint looks at how
manifestations of the society’s values, including customs, morals, fashion, and standards
of decorum, affect social interaction. To this existing context, Goffman (1959) adds the
dramaturgical viewpoint, which focuses on describing and evaluating the impression
management techniques used in a society.

Interestingly, the societal aspects identified by Hobbes (1651/1962) and MacKinnon
(1992) appear to fit logically in this analytical context, as illustrated below:

o Technical viewpoint
- Physical strength / Ability to execute a verbal attack

— Arts (science, mathematics) / Ability to write a rebuttal
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- DPolitical viewpoint
-~ Monetary generosity / Non-monetary generosity
- Prudence / Prudence
- Eloquence / Eloquence
» Structural viewpoint
- Nobility through privilege / Nobility through expertise
+ Cultural viewpoint
- Mores, norms, traditions / Netiquette
+ Dramaturgical viewpoint
~ Personality / Persona
- Emotions / Emoticons

- Appearance / Impressions made with words

Note that, though each aspect is listed under the viewpoint (apparently) most
directly affected by it, each aspect could actually be evaluated from any of the five
perspectives. Goffman (1959) makes a similar statement about impression management,
(“. . . the facts specifically pertaining to impression management also play a part in the
matters that are a concern in all the other perspectives . . .” [pp. 240-241]), indicating that
the dramaturgical, which focuses on impression management, could be a fruitful
approach to the study of Usenet.?* As such, this segmentation of the societal aspects
based on Goffman’s analytical context serves to corroborate the existence of the aspects
and offers interesting possibilities for follow-on research. This is further suggested in
Goffman’s (1959) discussion of the intersection between the dramaturgical viewpoint and
the other four viewpoints in the analytical context.

In describing the intersection between the dramaturgical and political perspectives,
Goffman (1959) concludes that the role of communication in projecting power is in
providing an “effective means of displaying it,” and that such a display “will have
different etfects depending upon how it is dramatized” (p. 241). Here, Goffman draws a
parallel conclusion to that reached by MacKinnon (1992), who concluded that, in a text-
only communication environment, the power of physical strength is analogous to the
ability to execute a verbal attack. Furthermore, Goffman (1959) indicates that verbal and
physical projections of power can be interchangeable at times: . . . the most objective
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form of naked power, i.e., physical coercion, is often neither objective nor naked but
rather functions as a display for persuading the audience” (p. 241).

Goffman (1959) describes the intersection between the dramaturgical and structural
perspectives as being “most clearly in regard to social distance” (p. 241). He concludes
that an image of high status can only be maintained if a “performer” is able to restrict
communicative contact with the “audience” (Goffman, 1959, p. 241). This hypothesis,
which is directly relevant to the concept of “nobility” posited by Hobbes (1651/1962) and
MacKinnon (1992), suggests a possible research path in the Usenet environment.

Another potential research path is suggested in the following description from
Goffman (1959) of a “fundamental dialectic” of social interaction:

Underlying all social interaction there seems to be a fundamental dialectic.
When one individual enters the presence of others, he [sic] will want to discover the
facts of the situation. Were he to possess this information, he could know, and make
allowances for, what will come to happen and he could give the others present as
much of their due as is consistent with his enlightened self-interest (p. 249).

This very ability to “discover the facts of the situation” before entering the
interaction is actually possible in Usenet. Through the use of lurking, one is able to
review and digest the interactions, the players, their roles, etc., before introducing oneself
to the others. The emphasis Goffman (1959) places on this attribute by stating that it
underlies “all social interaction” points up a key differentiator between Usenet and other
forms of social interaction. As such, it is reasonable to expect that this difference could
produce profound effects in communication over Usenet.

Perhaps the most significant discovery in the review of Goffman (1959) lies in his
almost direct acknowledgment of the existence of the societal aspects enumerated by
Hobbes (1651/1962), and by extension, the analogs identified by MacKinnon (1992). For
instance, his discussion of moral boundaries and decorum, which points up the fact that
participants in social interaction “take an appreciable chance of being slightly
embarrassed or a slight chance of being deeply humiliated” (Goffman, 1959, p. 243), is
indicative of the Hobbesean notion of mores, norms, and traditions and the MacKinnon
aspect of netiquette. He discusses “collective mobility” and “role enterprise,” wherein
participants establish and reinforce perceptions of status by manipulating the range of
tasks they are willing to engage in (Goffman, 1959, pp. 247-248). These concepts are
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consistent with the persona aspect invoked by MacKinnon (1992) and the manipulations
of identity that appear so frequently in CMC research (Curtis & Nichols, 1993;
Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991; Hellerstein, 1985; Reid, 1991; Serpentelli, 1992).
Goffman (1959) refers to the “cues, tests, hints, expressive gestures, . . . etc.” that are used
in social interactions to express “innermost feelings” (p. 249), a direct parallel to the role
played by emoticons in Usenet. He uses the term “gentlemanly [sic] means” to describe
the way people can “guide their action in the present so that its future consequences will
be the kind that would lead a just individual to treat them now in a way they want to be
treated” (Goffman, 1959, p. 250). These terms are equally applicable to the Hobbesean
power of prudence, which is directly assumed by MacKinnon (1992). Finally, Goffman'’s
(1959) entire focus, as described above, is on the “impressions” one actively creates
through social interaction, and the idea that these impressions collectively become the
“self” projected in such interactions. This manipulation of impressions provides a basis
consistent with MacKinnon's (1992) adoption of “impressions made with words” as the
central analog in his interpretation of the Hobbesean view of society.

Merton and the Functions of Society. As described previously, Merton (1957) and
other structural-functionalists study society from a macro-level orientation, starting with
a global view of the structures of society and seeking an understanding of how these
structures function in the society.25 In this context, social structures are defined as
“relatively stable pattern|s] of social behavior” (Macionis, 1991, p. 17), and social
functions are defined as “consequences for the operation of society as a whole” (Macionis,
1991, p. 17). Thus structural-functionalism examines the stable elements (structures) of a
society in terms of the effects (functions) they have on the society.

Two of Merton’s (1957) key contributions to this school of thought are:

1. The idea that the functions of social action must be divided into manifest (or
obvious) functions and latent (or hidden) functions (p. 51), and

2. The concept of role sets and status sets, which refer to the different roles a person

may assume in life and how these affect the status imparted on the person
(p. 368).

Basic to these ideas is the fact that Merton views society from the structural context,
which, as Goffman (1959) points out, focuses on status relationships.
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The primary purpose for Merton's division of functions into the manifest and the
latent was to provide sociologists with terminology that distinguishes the intended
consequences of a social action from its unexpected consequences (Merton, 1957, p. 60).
Indeed, Merton had observed an “unwitting tendency among sociologists to confuse the
subjective categories of motivation [the intent behind the action] with the objective
categories of function [the actual results of the action]” (p. 61). This effort on Merton’s
part to improve sociological research practice is worthy of consideration in the present
study. The methodology used here was designed to draw conclusions about the societal
nature of Usenet through an analysis of article content (see Chapter 3). To borrow
Merton’s terms, as invoked by Babbie (1979), it is important to recognize that any such
analysis should consider both the latent content of these articles and the manifest content.
Only then can the author’s intended purpose in posting the article be considered along
with actual results of the article, as indicated by the responses of other users.

In describing examples in the literature that distinguish between manifest and
latent functions, Merton (1957) uncovers early works by Mead (1918) and Durkheim
(1947) that provide additional basis for MacKinnon's (1992) concept of netiquette. In
both examples, the researchers discuss the manifest and latent functions of social
sanctions against accused and convicted law breakers. The manifest functions are the
obvious, observable, and intended impacts on the criminal himself, including
incarceration and punishment. The latent functions include the polarization of the
surrounding community against the actions of the criminal, which, ironically, acts more
powerfully as a force of social unity than many efforts to rally the community around
humanitarian causes (Mead, 1918; Durkheim, 1947). Given that netiquette is one of the
most commonly affirmed aspects of Usenet interaction, Merton's viewpoint
(corroborated by the earlier work of Mead and Durkheim) presents a potentially useful
perspective from which to study this aspect.

Merton'’s (1957) concepts of role sets and status sets suggest a relationship to the
MacKinnon (1992) aspect of persona. Status in this context refers to the social position a
person holds depending on a specific interaction. A boy, for instance, is a son in relation to
his parents, a brother to his siblings, and perhaps a captain to the members of his athletic
team. Within each of these statuses, the boy might assume several roles, such as student
and helper in his son status, antagonist and confidant in his brother status, and teammate
and practice leader in his team captain status.
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Figure 6 (from Macionis, 1991, p. 151) illustrates these concepts, showing the roles
sets and status sets assumed by a woman who has the responsibilities of a wife, mother,
teacher, and researcher.

Note that, within each of the person’s four “statuses,” there are two roles the person
must assume, depending on the specific situation. One could easily envision this
illustration with a fifth status called “Usenet user,” under which might be a number of

” 4 7 4

different roles (“newsgroup moderator,” “active participant,” “passive participant,”
“lurker,” etc.) This line of thinking offers some perspective to the purpose a Usenet
persona might fulfill in a user’s everyday life. Bombarded by the pressures and
pounding stimuli of her roles as academic, housewife, and mother, this person might
retreat to Usenet as a way of experiencing social interaction with an increased level of

contro! and solitude.

ROLE SET Teaching

role

Colleague
role

Teacher

Domestig

STATUS SET

Wife

Researcher

Laboratory
role

Figure 6. Role Set and Status Set (Macionis, 1991, p. 1561)
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Conclusion

This review provided ample evidence that MacKinnon's (1992) ten societal aspects
are thorough in their consideration of the elements of thought and interaction that
Hobbes (1651/1962) used to define society. It also supported the belief that these aspects
comprise a complete and plausible set of Usenet analogs to these elements. Finally, the
review achieved a level of confidence that current theory in the field of sociology
provides consistent themes to those addressed by the MacKinnon Model.

The remaining chapters of this study seek to develop an instrument for use in
measuring the presence of these aspects in Usenet and draw conclusions from the results.



Chapter 3
Methodology

The methodology employed in this study was based on the literature review and a
content analysis of samplie postings collected from Usenet. To focus a discussion of the
methodology, it is important to revisit the objectives of the study stated in Chapter 1.
These objectives were stated as follows:

1. To advance the study of CMC by documenting and validating a model
applicable to large-scale field research of computer conferencing systems.

2. To produce data supporting the notion that CMC environments can be viewed
as communities and, indeed, societies in the Hobbesean sense, as defined by
MacKinnon (1992).

The combination of literature review and content analysis was designed to achieve
these objectives in turn, as described below.

Objective 1

The first objective was largely achieved through the literature review presented in
Chapters 1 and 2. This review served to validate the two theoretical bases for the
MacKinnon Model. The first of these was Hobbes’s (1651/1962) characterization of
society—as drawn from Leviathan—which we chose to accept based on Hobbes's
reputation as the father of social science and the fact that his focus in writing Leviathan
was to arrive at a definition of society (Altschull, 1990). The second was MacKinnon’s
(1992) identification of ten Usenet analogs to the aspects of society described by Hobbes,
the existence of which we validated through citations to current literature on CMC.

Objective 2

The second objective of the study was achieved by using the MacKinnon model to
conduct a basic content analysis on a sampling of Usenet postings. To complete this task,
a content-analysis instrument based on the MacKinnon model was developed. This
instrument was then used to analyze the content of postings drawn from Usenet. The
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results of these analyses were then statistically analyzed to determine the degree to
which the Hobbesean definition of society can be applied to Usenet. Additional analyses
were then conducted as appropriate to further investigate the societal nature of Usenet
and the applicability of the model, and to recommend potential refinements and further
uses of the model.

Developing the Instrument

As explained in Chapters 1 and 2, the practice of collecting and analyzing the
content of articles from computer conferencing environments is well established (Gurak,
1994; Lea & Spears, 1992; MacKinnon, 1992; Reid, 1991; Smith, 1992). This study,
however, focused on developing a tool for large-scale CMC research. As such, the
content analyses conducted here had to be performed on a large number of articles with a
high degree of specificity. The challenge of achieving this with acceptable levels of both
reliability and validity was partly met through the use of the MacKinnon Model. Because
the literature review shows that MacKinnon's societal aspects are present in Usenet and
other CMC environments, an analysis that utilizes these aspects can be assumed to be
valid. And because the model contains ten specific aspects, the discrete presence of each,
if determined, would provide a high level of specificity and concomitant reliability.2®
The use of the model, then, offers the potential of resolving one of the key problems
encountered with the content analysis method: ensuring validity without sacrificing
reliability, and vice versa (Babbie, 1979). By using the model as its conceptual
framework, the instrument will analyze manifest content with demonstrated validity.

Given this foundation, it was necessary to develop an instrument that possessed
three critical properties. First, and most obvious, the instrument had to consider each of
the ten societal aspects identified by MacKinnon (1992). Second, the instrument had to
measure the presence of each of these aspects, since it is through this measure of aspect
presence that Usenet can be deemed a society. Finally, the instrument had to provide a
single quantitative measure, which we will refer to as the MacKinnon Factor, to classify
each article on the basis of overall aspect presence. A single numerical measure was
required so that broad statistical analyses could be conducted on data from large
numbers of articles. In addition to these fundamental properties, the instrument had to
collect demographic data to document the uniqueness and authenticity of each article
analyzed.



The content analysis form shown in Figure 7 was developed to possess these
properties. The top of the form lists demographic information drawn from the Usenet
header of each article. (See Appendix A for a complete description of the information
contained in a Usenet header.) The lower portion of the form lists the ten MacKinnon
aspects, numbered 1 to 10. To conduct the analysis, the researcher reviewed the body of
the article and determined whether a given aspect was present. (See “Conducting the
Content Analysis” on page 66 for further details on the content analysis.) If an aspect was
deemed to be present, a I was entered in the Aspect Presence column. If an aspect was
deemed absent, a 0 was entered. The values in this column were then totaled to arrive at
a MacKinnon Factor for the article. As such, the maximum MacKinnon Factor attainable
was 10, and the minimum was 0.

Selecting the Sample

A cluster sampling method was used to select the sample for the study. This was
done for two reasons:

1. To ensure randomness, and

2. To cluster the sample into subcategories for subsequent analysis.

Given the massive volume of the population of Usenet postings (as described in
Chapter 1), randomness was easily ensured through the use of standard random number
generation tools. The overall sample size was set at 210 articles (70 from each of three
diverse subcategories) to ensure robustness and allow for subsequent statistical analyses.

To select the final subcategories, a listing of 3,183 Usenet newsgroups was drawn
from a local Usenet site, from which three newsgroups would be drawn to serve as the
subcategories. (See Appendix B for the complete listing of newsgroups.) This small
number of newsgroups was chosen with full realization that a random sample of three is
unlikely to be representative of the total population of 3,183. It was felt, however, that
three subcategories would provide the diversity needed, since the purpose of this phase
of the study was to simply search for evidence of aspect presence, and not to provide an
exhaustive characterization of the many newsgroup types. As such, the three
subcategories were chosen as described below.



Message ID:
Author:
No. of content lines:
Aspect No. | Aspect Asp&c:ti}’gﬁ%e)mce
1. Netiquette
2. Emoticons
3. Persona
4. Ability to execute a verbal attack
5. Impressions made with words
6. Ability to write a rebuttal
7. Non-monetary generosity
8. Prudence
9. Nobility
10. Eloquence
TOTAL MACKINNON FACTOR
Explanatory Notes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Figure 7. The Content Analysis Form
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Using a random number generator, newsgroup names were chosen one at a time
and each was tested for the following characteristics:

« Ithad to cover a topic different from that covered in the other newsgroups
chosen. This differentiation was achieved using the standard Usenet group
naming conventions, which are topically based. (For example, groups whose
names begin with the prefix “comp.” contain articles pertaining to computers.)

« Ithad to contain a minimum of 70 accessible articles. As described above, this
minimum number was set to ensure robustness in sample size for both the
overall sample and the subcategories.

Table 2 lists in order the groups that were examined and gives the reason for
eliminating those that were not chosen.

This process produced the following three newsgroups for use in the study:
- rec.aviation.piloting

+ talk.rape

+ altmed.cfs

A series of 70 articles was chosen from each of these groups for further analysis

using the Content Analysis Form described above. The following paragraphs describe
this analysis in more detail.

Conducting the Content Analysis

The objectives of the content analysis for this initial application of the MacKinnon
Model were somewhat modest. The researchers carefully read and analyzed each article
using the basic steps described in this section.

Top Portion: Classifying the Articles. The top portion of the Content Analysis
Form was first filled in with following information drawn from the header of the article:

» Message ID: Each Usenet article carries a unique identification number.

o Author: The author’s electronic mail address, which in some cases includes the

author’s name or a self-assigned “handle,” is taken from the header of the
article.
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Newsgroup?

Reason for elimination

382. alt.food.sushi

1140. bionet.molbio.methds-
reagnts

2358. rec.aviation.piloting
3175. talk.rape

2034. k12.chat.senior

563. alt.music.kylie-minogue

2504. rec.games.roguelike.rogue

212. alt.current-events.net-abuse
57. alt.autos.macho-trucks

1612. comp.os.rsts

1128. ba.sports

1728. comp.sys.amiga.audio
2575. rec.music.classical.guitar
1079. alt.usage.german

2646. rec.pets.dogs.health

1981. comp.windows.x.i386unix

490. alt.med.cfs

Less than 70 articles.

Less than 70 articles.

N/A: Chosen for study.
N/A: Chosen for study.
Less than 70 articles.
Less than 70 articles.

Less than 70 articles; Same topical hierarchy as
rec.aviation.piloting

Less than 70 articles.
Less than 70 articles.
Less than 70 articles.
Less than 70 articles.
Less than 70 articles.
Same topical hierarchy as rec.aviation.piloting.
Less than 70 articles.
Same topical hierarchy as rec.aviation.piioting
Less than 70 articles.

N/A: Chosen for study.

2Listed in order selected by random number generator.
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« No. of content lines: The number of content lines was determined by counting
the lines written by the article’s author. (This count did not include lines of text
copied from previous articles.)

As described above, this information was retained to document the uniqueness and
authenticity of each article analyzed.

Bottom Portion: Arriving at the MacKinnon Factor. For each aspect on the
Content Analysis Form, the researcher read through the article and asked the question,
“Does the text of this article display this aspect or otherwise indicate its value?” For each
aspect, this question was stated in a different way, as described in the following list.
Provided here is a brief description of the types of cues the researcher looked for in
determining the presence of each factor. These descriptions are not meant to be
exhaustive, as the intention is to leave these sets of criteria open-ended and add to them
as the data help to clarify the definitions.

1. Does the author comply with netiquette or otherwise demonstrate its value?

The principles of netiquette descend from a series of on-line documents
produced in the 1980s by a small group of avid Usenet users (MacKinnon, 1992).
These principles are well documented and include such good practices as
keeping one’s on-line signature to less than five text lines and copying an
appropriate number of lines from an article to which one is following up (i.e.,
only the number necessary to show what points one is responding to).%”

2. Does the author utilize emoticons or otherwise demonstrate their value?

Emoticons include such constructs as using asterisks (“I *hate* that song!”),
surrounding underbars (“Elvis is the _King_.”), or all caps (“No WAY I'li vote
for her!) to indicate emphasis or a raised voice. Perhaps the most commonly
used emoticon in Usenet is the smiley, a textual construct usually used to
indicate humor. Examples of smileys include the colon-dash-paren
combination, :-) ,which indicates a simple smile, and the semicolon-dash-
paren combination, ;-) , which indicates a winking smile. Basically, any
efforts to show emotion using textual elements were counted as emoticons.
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3. Does the author display a persona apparently separate from his/her actual
personality?

An example of a demonstration of persona would be a user assuming a
descriptive “handle” that was obviously not a real name, along with
accompanying textual cues that reinforce the fictitious name. For instance, an
article sprinkled with dark, demonic expressions by a user identified as
“Dracula” would demonstrate persona.

4. Does the author execute a verbal attack or otherwise demonstrate the value of
doing so?

This aspect would be demonstrated by an assertive, or even aggressive, tone.
As discussed in Chapter 2, this need not involve verbal assaults, as the term
“attack” would imply. Rather, it could simply refer to one who verbally
imposes oneself on another user or group of users.

5. Does the author demonstrate strength by making impressions with words or
otherwise indicate the value of doing so?

This aspect would be demonstrated by impassioned prose, an emotional appeal,
or simply a clear expression of cne’s views. Such texts, which aim to “make
impressions,” would be differentiated from such innocuous texts as on-line
want-ads or informational postings.

6. Does the author demonstrate artistry by writing a rebuttal or otherwise indicate
the value of doing so?

The term “artistry” is used here to establish the connection with the Hobbesean
aspect of “arts.” In essence, this aspect would be demonstrated by an argument
against or opposition to statements made in a preceding article. The key
characteristic in this aspect is its role in the Usenet “life cycle” of statement and
response.

7. Does the author demonstrate the value of non-monetary generosity?

Non-monetary generosity would include articles that offer advice or
constructive feedback to individual users, the newsgroup audience, or Usenet
as a whole. An example would be a frequently-asked questions list (FAQ),

which is compiled on a topic and distributed to a newsgroup interested in that
topic.
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8. Does the author demonstrate the value of prudence?

Prudence would be demonstrated by articles whose authors retain a moderate
and controlled demeanor despite having aggressive or inappropriate comments
directed at them. Other examples of prudence would include use of the
acronym “IMHO” (“in my humble opinion”) to tone down one’s editorial
comments or expressions of gratitude to fellow users who have been helpful or
gracious.

9. Does the author demonstrate that the status of nobility is granted to those with
exceptional expertise?

Nobility would be demonstrated through expressions of reverence toward a
particular user or expressions that display a reticence to criticize a user who
demonstrates a superior understanding of the subject under discussion. An
example would be an article from the newsgroup rec.music.keyboards whose
author is critical and assertive throughout an article, but who changes this tone
when addressing another poster who is a well-known designer of electronic
musical equipment.

10. Does the author display eloguence or otherwise demonstrate its value?

Eloquence would be demonstrated by the presence of any exceptionally forceful
or persuasive text. Examples would be a vivid recounting of a personal
experience relevant to the topic or a particularly graceful and prudent
reprimand of another author.

Note that the researcher analyzed the content of the articles to ascertain not only
whether the authors displayed the MacKinnon aspects, but also whether they “otherwise
demonstrated their value.” Clearly, this additional level of generality makes the analysis
more difficult to conduct by relying heavily on the objectivity of the researcher. This
difficulty is discussed in the section, “Checking the Reliability of the Instrument” later in
this chapter.

If the answer to any of the questions above was “Yes,” the researcher marked a 1 in
the “Aspect Presence” column. If the answer was “No,” the researcher marked a 0.
Discreteness was retained in the measurement of aspect presence so that further
statistical analysis would be simplified. It is important to note here that the content
analysis conducted by MacKinnon (1992), which focused solely on the effects of
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netiquette, attempted to measure the degree to which this aspect was observed. Because
this study considers all ten MacKinnon aspects, the instrument assumes that each is
discrete. (This does not preciude the possibility of attempting to measure degree of
aspect presence in a follow-on study.)

As the researcher analyzed each article, detailed notes were kept indicating the
passages or other indicators in the text, including line numbers as appropriate, that drove
the conclusion as to aspect presence. These notes were recorded in the Explanatory
Notes section of the form for use by subsequent users of the data.

Checking the Reliability of the Instrument

As explained above, the content analysis considered not only clear demonstrations
of the MacKinnon aspects, but also whether the articles otherwise demonstrated the
value of these aspects. Clearly, this approach relies heavily on the objectivity of the
researcher. Nonetheless, it was important to consider any demonstration of an aspect’s
value in reaching sound conclusions about the societal nature of Usenet, since any such
demonstration constitutes evidence of the aspect’s preserce—the property being
measured. To assess the reliability with which the instrument measures this property, a
reliability test was conducted comparing a set of results reached by an independent
researcher with the results reached by the primary researcher for the same set of articles.
The methodology used for this assessment is described in this section.

First, a random sample of fifteen articles (in clusters of five from each subcategory)
was extracted. This sample was then given to an independent researcher (Researcher 1),
who conducted a parallel analysis. This second researcher was an undergraduate
student in sociology with a limited understanding of CMC and Usenet. Effort was made
to locate a researcher who had familiarity with CMC without extensive experience with
the medium that might prejudice judgment.

The results of this analysis were then compared to those of the analysis conducted
by the original researcher (Researcher 2). To draw a meaningful conclusion from these
figures, the results for individual articles were presented in tables and reviewed carefully.
This review sought to determine the percentage of instances that the aspect presence
choices (0 or 1) made by Researcher 1 matched those made by Researcher 2 for the same
sub-sample of articles.
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Data Presentation

Because the cbjective of this study is to “produce data supporting the notion that
CMC environments can be viewed as communities and, indeed, societies in the
Hobbesean sense, as defined by MacKinnon (1992),” the content analysis portion of the
study was aimed at determining whether high aspect presence could be observed in the
sample. This determination was made through a number of statistical observations.

The primary of these were the mean values for each of the societal aspects in the
model. These were calculated both for the overall sample and for each subcategory and
presented in a table for closer examination. In this table, societal aspects were ranked
based on mean aspect presence, allowing the researcher to further analyze the
interrelationships between aspects. Mean aspect presence data were presented in this
manner to facilitate the analysis of the overall strength of various aspects and the
strength of various aspects in particular newsgroups. This analysis was aimed at
uncovering interdependencies between aspects that could lead to refinement of the
model. Also, one can reasonably expect different newsgroups, which cover unique topics
and tend to attract unique audiences, to produce unique aspect presence data. As such,
mean aspect presence data could lead to ways of tailoring the model based on the specific
characteristics of the CMC environment being analyzed.

The mean MacKinnon Factor observed in the overall sample, and in each
subcategory, was also calculated. This, too, was presented in a table for further analysis.

Frequency distributions were compiled to show both the frequencies and relative
frequencies (or probabilities) with which various MacKinnon Factors were observed.
Again, this was done both for the overall sample and for each subcategory. The
MacKinnon Factor data were presented in the form of a series of histograms—one for the
overall sample and one for each subcategory. These histograms were created based on
relative frequency data to show the degree to which the data represented a standard
normal curve.

The results of the reliability tests and content analysis are presented and briefly
discussed in Chapter 4. The frequency distributions and histograms of the MacKinnon
Factor data, along with spreadsheets detailing the complete results, are presented in
Appendix C. The compieted Content Analysis forms and hardcopies of the articles used
in both the overall analysis and the reliability test were catalogued for future reference.



Chapter 4
Results

This chapter presents the results of the content analysis and external reliability test.
The raw data from this analysis are included in Appendix C. The results of the reliability
test is presented first, followed by the tables showing the mean aspect presence data.
Finally, the MacKinnon Factor data are presented at the end of the chapter. Chapter 5
presents a more extensive discussion of the results, including a set of conclusions and
recommendations for further research.

External Reliability Test Results

External reliability testing was undertaken to measure the degree to which two
independent researchers would reach similar conclusions using the instrument. A
random sample of 15 articles (five from each of the three newsgroups sampled) was first
extracted from the overall sample. This sample was then given to an independent
researcher (Researcher 1), who conducted a parallel analysis. This second researcher had
a limited understanding of CMC and Usenet, but no extensive experience with the
medium that might prejudice judgment. The results of this analysis were then compared
to those of the analysis conducted by the original researcher (Researcher 2). Table 3
presents the results of the comparison. (Note from the discussion in Chapter 3 that the
maximum MacKinnon Factor attainable was 10.)

Clearly, the instrument did not demonstrate good reliability in this test. Though, in
most cases, the two researchers were within one point of one another, there were only
two instances out of the fifteen where an exact match was achieved, and the means
arrived at differed by more than one point. In addition, there were three instances
(20 percent of the sample) in which the result differed by 3-5 points.
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Table 3

External Reliability Test Results

MacKinnon MacKinnon

Factor: Factor:
Article ID Researcher 1 Researcher 2
alt.med.cfs #1 2 5
alt.med.cfs #2 2 3
alt.med.cfs #3 1 3
alt.med.cfs #4 2 1
alt.med.cfs #5 0 0
rec.aviation.piloting #1 2 2
rec.aviation.piloting #2 2 3
rec.aviation.piloting #3 4 9
rec.aviation.piloting #4 1 3
rec.aviation.piloting #5 2 5
talk.rape #1 5 5
talk.rape #2 6 7
talk.rape #3 3 2
talk.rape #4 5 6
talk.rape #5 6 7
TOTALS 44 61
Mean 2.93 4,07
Standard Deviation 1.79 2.49
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To understand more clearly what caused this divergence in MacKinnon Factor data,
a closer examination of the aspect-by-aspect results was made. This examination divided
the results by societal aspect, identified the number of times each researcher deemed the
aspect present or not present, then calculated the number of times the researchers’
choices matched. Table 5 presents the results of this examination.

Table 4

External Reliability Test 1: Percentage of Matches

Present (1) Not Present (0)
Pct.

Societal Aspect Res.1 Res.2 Res.1 Res.2 WMatched?

Netiquette 12 11 3 4 80.0
Emoticons 8 6 7 9 86.7
Persona 1 1 14 14 100.0
Ability to...attack 5 4 10 11 80.0
Impressions...words 8 11 7 4 53.3
Ability to...rebuttal 5 4 10 11 93.3
Generosity 2 9 13 6 40.0
Prudence 2 10 13 5 200
Nobility 0 1 15 14 933
Eloguence 1 4 14 11 80.0
MEAN 727

3Includes matches for both present (1) and not present (0).

Note that three aspects in particular caused the discrepant MacKinnon Factor
results: impressions made with words, with a 53.3 percent match; non-monetary generosity,
with a 40 percent match; and prudence, with a 20 percent match. The two researchers’
results were largely similar for the remainder of the aspects, with matching percentages
in the range of 80-100 percent.
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From this examination, the conclusion was drawn that these three aspects either
had properties that made them more difficult to discern than others or were vaguely
defined. To more thoroughly confirm this conclusion, a third researcher was enlisted to
conduct parallel analyses on the same sample of articles. Again, effort was made to locate
an individual with a limited understanding of CMC and Usenet, but no extensive
experience with the medium that might prejudice judgment. This researcher, a
professional who is comfortable with computers but does not regularly use CMC,
analyzed only the three questionable aspects from the first test. These data were again
examined to determine the percentage of instances the three researchers’ choices
matched. The results of this examination are shown in Table 5.

Table 5

External Reliability Test 2: Percentage of Matches

Present (1) Not Present (0) Percent Matched?
Societal Aspect Res.1 Res.2 Res.3 Res.1 Res2 Res3 12 1.3 23
Impressions..words 8 11 9 7 4 6 533 66.7 60.0
Generosity 2 9 8 13 6 7 400 60.0 80.0
Prudence 2 10 2 13 5 13 200 86.7 33.3

3Includes matches for both present (1) and not present (0);
1:2 = Percent Res.1 matched Res.2
1:3 = Percent Res.1 matched Res.3
2:3 = Percent Res.2 matched Res.3

Though the percentage of choices matched were, in general, higher for comparisons
with Researcher 3, the data still showed wide variations, and the majority of the
percentages fell below 70% matching. From these data, the conclusion was made that
these three aspects are either too difficult to consistently discern or too vaguely defined.
This conclusion is given careful consideration in the discussion of these data presented in
Chapter 5, and refinements to the MacKinnon Model aimed at alleviating this
vulnerability are proposed. In addition, these aspects were removed from the aspect
presence data and the calculations of mean MacKinnon Factors reported later in this
chapter, and from the discussion as well. They were, however, included in the content
analysis totals presented in Appendix C for completeness.
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The vulnerability in the instrument uncovered in these reliability tests, which has
now been attributed to the susceptibility of a few aspects in the MacKinnon Model to
variations in subjective judgment, prompted a more careful examination of the aspect
presence data observed in the overall sample of 210 articles. These data, which are
discussed in detail in Chapter 5, are presented in the next section.

Aspect Presence Data

As explained in Chapter 3, mean Aspect Presence data for the complete sample of
210 articles are presented primarily for the purpose of uncovering ways to refine and
taylor the MacKinnon Model. (Note that the remainder of the results presented in this
chapter were observed by the primary researcher (Researcher 2) only and did not involve
the independent researchers who participated in the external reliability tests discussed
previously.)

Table 6 presents both the frequency and the mean aspect presence observed for each
aspect in the MacKinnon Model. These data are shown for each newsgroup individually,
and for the overall sample. For the individual newsgroups, the maximum possible
frequency is 70. For the overall sample, the maximum possible frequency is 210. The
means are given in parentheses next to each mean.

The aspect netiquette was the most commonly observed, with an overall mean
aspect presence of .81. In the overall sample, no other aspect had more than a 40 percent
probability of being observed, the next-highest figures being .36 for emoticons and .30 for
ability to write a rebuttal. Eloquence, nobility, and persona were the aspects observed least
often, registering figures of .14, .07, and .00, respectively. (Indeed, there was only one
instance in the sample in which persona could be observed with any confidence. This
singular instance, observed in talk.rape, is discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 5.)
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Aspect Presence Data
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Aspect Presence?

Societal Aspect rec.aviation.piloting talk.rape  alt.med.cfs Overall
Netiquette 57 (.81) 57 (.81) 57 {.81) 171 (.81)
Emoticons 14 (.20) 34 (.49) 28 (.40) 76 (.36)
Persona 0 (.00) 1(.01) 0(.00) 1(.00)
Ability to...attack 17 (.24) 29 (.41) 6 (.09) 52 (.25)
Ability to...rebuttal 20(.29) 38 (.54) 4 (.06) 62 (.30)
Nobility 12 (.17) 0 (.00 3(.04) 15(.07)
Eloguence 8(.11) 16 (.23) 5(.07) 29- {.14)

3 Mean aspect presence in parentheses.

The rankings of aspects from newsgroup to newsgroup were similar, with no more

than two positions separating the rankings across the newsgroups. The singular
exception to this was ability to write a rebuttal, which was the second-most observed
aspect in rec.aviation.piloting and talk.rape, but only the fifth-most observed in

alt.med.cfs.

The variation in the means observed across newsgroups was, in most cases, rather
large (the exact parity of netiquette notwithstanding). Between 16 and 17 percentage
points separated two of the three newsgroups in three instances, 29 points separated

groups in one instance, and 48 points separated groups in another instance. These figures
indicate that, though evidence of the presence of all aspects was found somewhere in the

sample, there are still significant differences from newsgroup to newsgroup in the
content observed. Furthermore, it appears that the instrument used in this study could be

a useful tool for uncovering these differences.

The following section presents the MacKinnon Factor data observed in the content

analysis. As stated previously, the three societal aspects whose presence could not be
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determined reliably are not included in the calculation of these data. Nonetheless, it is
important to include the data here for completeness.

MacKinnon Factor Data

This section presents the mean MacKinnon Factor observed for each of the
subcategories and for the overall sample. The three societal aspects whose presence could
not be determined reliably (impressions made with words, non-monetary generosity, and
prudence) are not included in the calculation of these data. Note that the MacKinnon
Factor was originally meant to be the sum of the presence (1) or absence (0) of ten societal
aspects, which would have produced data that were naturally proportional (that is,
having a minimum value of 0 and a maximum of 10). The MacKinnon Factors presented
in this section include only seven aspects (for a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 7). For
ease of interpretation and discussion, the data are presented as actual numbers and as
proportional data. In the descriptions below, the numbers cited first should be considered
against a maximum value of 7, and the numbers in parentheses should be considered
against a maximum value of 10.

Table 6 presents the mean MacKinnon Factor data for the overall sample and each
subcategory.

Table 7

Mean MacKinnon Factor?®

rec.aviation.piloting talk.rape  alt.med.cfs Overall

1.83 (2.61) 2.50 (3.57) 1.47 (2.10) 1.93(2.76)

3Proportional conversion in parentheses

The mean MacKinnon Factor observed in both the overall sample and each of the
subcategories was relatively low, falling between 1.4 (2) and 2.8 (4). The newsgroup
talk.rape had the highest mean MacKinnon Factor of 2.50 (3.57), significantly higher than
the overall sample mean of 1.93 (2.76). Relative frequency data showed a 64% probability
of observing a MacKinnon Factor of either 1 or 2 (1.43 or 2.86), and a 78% probability of
observing a MacKinnon Factor between 1-3 (1.43-4.29).
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The wide gap between the highest mean MacKinnon Factors observed (2.50 [3.57]
for talk.rape) and the lowest (1.47 [2.10] for alt.med.cfs) appears to corroborate the aspect
presence data in showing that significant differences exist from newsgroup to
newsgroup. This conclusion, and the notable fact that the mean MacKinnon Factors
observed are quite low, given the scale of 0-7 (0-10), are discussed at considerable length
in Chapter 5.



Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusions

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of the data observed in this study. This
analysis is divided into five sections. The first section discusses the topical and political
characteristics of the three newsgroups from which the sample articles were drawn.
Common themes observed in each group are identified and related to the aspect presence
data observed. Examples illustrating these themes are also presented. The second section
discusses the usefulness of the MacKinnon Factor as a unit of measure in characterizing
Usenet societies. MacKinnon Factor data observed in the sample are reviewed and
analyzed to better understand the significance of the measure and the key problems with
it. The third section discusses aspect presence data and presents the results of further
investigations into the usefulness of these data. The results of these investigations are
then used to suggest a strategy for refining the MacKinnon Model. The fourth section
presents the final conclusions, and the fifth section presents recommendations for further
research.

The Newsgroups

To draw meaningful conclusions from the data gathered in this study, one must first
consider the specific characteristics of each of the three newsgroups sampled. The
following sections discuss these characteristics in an effort to frame the subsequent
discussion of the two key pieces of quantitative data collected in the study: Mean
MacKinnon Factor and Aspect Presence.

The results of this study indicated that each newsgroup in Usenet has unique
characteristics, which can be divided into three general categories: 1) the political
structure of the group, 2) the amount of discussion that takes place in the group, and
3) the topical characteristics of the newsgroup and the Usenet topical hierarchy in which
it resides.

Political structure in Usenet is primarily dependent on a process called moderation.
In Usenet, the flow of articles into some newsgroups is controlled by a moderator who

81
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censors articles that are deemed inappropriate. Because only a small portion of
newsgroups are moderated, political structure in Usenet as a whole is essentially
anarchical or “tribal” (North, 1994).28 However, for those groups that are moderated, the
censorship imposed tends to have a marked effect on the content of the newsgroup. In
general, the moderator prevents irrational or imprudent articles from making their way
into the newsgroup and ensures that the discussion remains focused on the newsgroup’s
designated topic. Because one of the three newsgroups sampled in this study was
moderated, the following sections include a discussion of the moderator’s impact. (The
inclusion of the moderated newsgroup was entirely fortuitous, and was in no way
planned.)

The amount of discussion that takes place on newsgroups varies widely. Though
the flow of articles into a Usenet site is partially determined by the administrator of the
site’s UUCP host computer, some newsgroups will have very large numbers of
participants and will therefore generate very large numbers of articles, while others will
not. In general, this rate of article submissions to a newsgroup can be expected to be
closely related to the popularity or controversial nature of the group’s topic—as is true
with most mass media. As such, one can expect more article submissions to a highly
general newsgroup like talk.politics, and fewer to a highly specialized group like
alt.animals.felines.snowleapords. Similarly, one can reasonably expect a different kind of
Usenet “society” to be in place, depending on the size of the group.

The following sections discuss the political, topical, and popularity characteristics
of each of the newsgroups sampled in this study. These characteristics are illustrated with

examples from the study and discussed in relation to the aspect presence data presented
in Chapter 4.

The Newsgroup rec.aviation.piloting. Magellan (1996) describes the newsgroup
rec.aviation.piloting as being “devoted to general discussion for aviators.”2’ In keeping
with its place in the “rec” newsgroup hierarchy of Usenet, rec.aviation.piloting is aimed
at recreational aviators rather than those from the professional or military ranks. Aviation
enthusiasts use the group for discussions of topics such as flying skills, interesting sights
and destinations, and the intricacies of working with air traffic control.

The rec.aviation.piloting newsgroup is not moderated. As such, it is largely
anarchic, relying solely on its users’ understanding of netiquette and common decency to
maintain proper decorum. The high aspect presence for netiquette observed in the content
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analysis in this newsgroup (a mean of .81) could be attributable to the group’s lack of a
moderator. It is reasonable to infer that, given no formal method for regulating the
content of the articles posted, the participants of rec.aviation.piloting have historically
placed a high value on compliance with netiquette, which accounts for the high level of
compliance now observed.

The analysis also indicated that the only thing resembling a control structure in
rec.aviation.piloting was a small group of participants who regularly offered expertise in
response to requests from the less knowledgable. In some instances, these participants’
clear command of the subject prompted expressions of respect from their peers. It is
logical to assume that these instances accounted for the relatively high aspect presence
observed for nobility (a mean of .17, as opposed to .07 for the overall sample).

The articles analyzed in the rec.aviation.piloting sample were generally
informational in content and friendly and helpful in tone, characteristics that are
indicative of the largely noncontroversial nature of the topic. Of the three newsgroups
sampled, rec.aviation.piloting showed the lowest aspect presence for emoticons (a mean of
20, compared to .40 for alt.med.cfs and 49 for talk.rape)—an indication of the group’s
focus on information rather than abstract ideas and opinions.

The informational content and generally helpful and friendly tone of
rec.aviation.piloting can be clearly observed in this example, in which a user is providing
an impromptu recommendation for interesting flight destinations:

Article: 16842 of rec.aviation.piloting
Subject: PIC Liability?

Newsgroups: rec.aviation.piloting

From: <user name removed>

Date: Fri, 06 Oct 95 20:13:14 PST
Message-ID: <8006-241534002@seattle.com>
Organization:

Lines: 10

If you want a nice day trip try heading into the mountains for some fall
colors. Keene (EEN),Laconia (LCA I think) and Concord (CON) NH usually
have some nice foliage about this time. Portland (PWM) Maine is a good
destination if you want to catch some of the rocky Maine coast. During
the summer Plum Island is good place to visit but be advised the ride to
the beach is a couple of miles so ground transport can be a problem. T
used to fly ocut of LWM and BVY,both good airports but a ways from
anything worth seeing.

Enjoy!t!i
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When disputes occurred in rec.aviation.piloting, they usually resulted from one
user’s belief that another had posted inaccurate information. In these few instances, an
authoritative source for the correct information was often posted in rebuttal, and the
exchange would end at that. This was an interesting phenomenon to observe, as much of
the discussion in rec.aviation.piloting revolved around proper interpretations of Federal
Aviation Authority (FAA) rules. The following example is indicative of this phenomenon:

Article: 16847 of rec.aviation.piloting
Newsgroups: rec.aviation.piloting

From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: Logging PIC time

Message-ID: <DG2J93.9Cwe@microunity.com>

Sender: usenet@microunity.com (news id)
Organization: MicroUnity Systems Engineering, Inc.
Date: Sat, 7 Oct 1995 07:53:26 GMT

In article <451ot4$3%4Ragate.berkeley.edu> masa@cochise.CS.Berkeley.EDU
(<user name removed>) writes:

>The article went on to explain that surprisingly, a lot of the time,

>a Pilot-in-Command is not required. The only time a PIC is required

>is when the operation of the plane requires 2 pilots.

>

>The article concluded with some comment that until some new law is
>passed, what determines who is PIC when there are 2 pilots on board an
>aircraft that doesn't require 2 pilots is a simple "Hey Bob, I'll be
>PIC until the XXX waypoint, and then from there on, you take it"..."sure

>Mike" 1is the only way to determine explicity who is the PIC.
>

Sorry, but the conclusion made by this article is total....OK, lets be
polite..... male bovine excrement.

The FAA has shown itself more than willing to determine, after the
fact, who was acting PIC in such circumstances. And the NTSB has
willingly backed them up.

In cases where you as a more experienced pilot are flying right seat
(joy ride, safety pilot, CFI, etc) with a less experienced pilot,

it is in your interest to make it absolutely clear before the flight
that you ARE NOT acting PIC, least the FAA come along later and stick
you for the responsibility for his screw-up.

Note that the respondent became perturbed at the information posted by the
original author, which he disputed with some eloquence. This kind of reaction was
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common in rec.aviation.piloting, indicating that the participating aviators approach their
pursuit very seriously and are well aware of the potential for disastrous consequences if
inaccurate information is heeded.

The following article, in which one of the group’s regular participants demonstrates
both his clear understanding of the issue at hand and his familiarity with the history of
the newsgroup, is another example of the seriousness with which the participants
approach the topic:

Article: 16846 of rec.aviation.piloting
Newsgroups: rec.aviation.piloting

From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: Logging PIC time

Message-ID: <DG2Ily.8Dz@microunity.com>

Sender: usenet@microunity.com (news id)
Organization: MicroUnity Systems Engineering, Inc.
Date: Sat, 7 Oct 1995 07:37:46 GMT

Lines: 42

In article <451j4k$rvv@newsbf02.news.aol.com> <user name removed> (<user
name removed>) writes:

>In the Sept issue of AOPA Pilot one of the quiz questions is whether a
>father flying with his son can lof as PIC the time that he lets his ten
>year old son fly. The answer is no, back up by the regs. What I want to
>know is this: the son cannot log the time as PIC, his only options are
>Dual or Solo, it isn't solo because his dad is in the plane, and his
>father is not an instructor so it isn't dual, can no one log this time?
>If the plane crashes and there is no PIC who is responsible? Can you log
>time when the autopilot is on as PIC, and if a plane fly through the woods
>and nobody is there to see, does it have a PIC.

>

Here we go again..............

"Logging" PIC and "acting" PIC are two SEPARATE and DIFFERENT concepts.

"Logging" PIC has to do with determining who was actually flying the
aircraft for the purpose of determining recency of experience for
currency requirements and/or required hours towards a rating. Except
for determining recency or working towards a rating, one need never
bother to log a singe hour of flight time.

"Acting® PIC has to do with determining who is legally responsible for
the safe and legal conduct of the flight and actually has very little
to do with who is actually flying the plane, but rather with who is
perceived to be in charge. Thus when the FAR say something to the
effect of "may not ACT as PIC unless...", they aren't talking about
who sits in the left seat, who touches the control wheel, or who logs
the time, but rather about how is on the hook if something goes wrong.
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Thus, in our case of the pilot and his son, when the the son is flying
the plane, the father is still ACTING PIC because he is clearly still
in charge of the flight, but he cannot LOG PIC time because he is not
the "sole manipulator of the controls* as stated in the FARs. And as
you state, in this case, no one can log PIC time because there is

no appropriately rated pilot being the “"sole manipulator of the
controls".

There, that ought to hold us for a couple of weeks until this issue
comes up again....and again..... and again.......... and again

Note that the author has apparently participated in discussions of this particular
subject many times before. His impatience with the recurrence of the topic is expressed
(note the emotive all caps used to set off “SEPARATE” and “DIFFERENT”); Nonetheless,

he takes the time to share his knowledge in an effort to clarify the issue for his fellow
aviators.

A random survey of article submission rates to the three newsgroups sampled in
this study indicated that the rate of article submissions to rec.aviation.piloting is
relatively high. In one 24-hour period, the newsgroup received 35 new and follow-up
articles. This compares to 17 articles received by talk.rape and 71 by alt.med.cfs during
the same 24-hour period. As is discussed in subsequent sections, these numbers are

somewhat surprising given the political structure and topical content of the three
Newsgroups.

The Newsgroup talk.rape. Magellan (1996) describes talk.rape quite simply as a
newsgroup “for discussions on stopping rape.”30 Counted among its intended audience
are women'’s groups and rape activists (Magellan, 1996). Because the “talk” hierarchy of
Usenet is dedicated to the “discussion and debate of unresolved issues” (Panitz, 1996),%!
the highly emotional topic of rape is particularly appropriate for this hierarchy.
Participants in talk.rape discuss subjects such as human sexuality, the portrayal of rape in
the popular media, the handling of rape cases by the legal system, and contemporary
issues such as “date rape.” In addition, participants sometimes share personal
experiences as victims of both rape and the temptation to commit rape.

Like rec.aviation.piloting, talk.rape is not moderated. Given the
rec.aviation.piloting tendency to rely heavily on self-imposed netiquette to maintain
order in the discussions, one could infer that this tendency would occur in other

unmoderated groups. The talk.rape mean aspect presence for netiquette of .81 appears to
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corroborate this inference. However, a topic as highly charged as rape can lead to
frequent departures from the norms of netiquette, as one might imagine, and there were
several examples of such departures in the talk.rape sample.

Another political characteristic of talk.rape is its rule against cross-posting, which is
the practice of posting a single article to more than one newsgroup. Cross-posting is
commonly done with political subjects that are relevant to more than one political
newsgroup (such as talk.politics.china and talk.politics.tibet) or with subjects that are
relevant to both political and social newsgroups (such as talk.politics.soviet and
soc.culture.russian). Though cross-posting does allow broader audiences to both read
and participate in discussions, it sometimes has the negative effect of inundating users
with articles on subjects that are only loosely related to their area of interest. The rule
against cross-posting in talk.rape is needed to prevent this kind of inundation, since the
topic of rape comprises subjects relevant to so many of the political, social, and
alternative newsgroups available on Usenet. Because cross-posting is prohibited, the flow
of articles into talk.rape remains manageable and the discussions remain focused.

As one might have expected given the potentially turbulent topic discussed in
talk.rape, this newsgroup scored the highest mean aspect presence for two key societal
aspects: emoticons (.49, compared to .36 for the overall sample) and ability to write a rebuttal
(.54, compared to .30 for the overall sample). These aspect presence figures not only
appear consistent with the controversial subjects discussed in talk.rape, but also stand in

marked contrast to the scores registered by rec.aviation.piloting for these aspects (see
Table 6 and Appendix C).

The discussions observed in the talk.rape sample were often opinionated and
controversial. Like rec.aviation.piloting, talk.rape appeared to be dominated by a few
prolific participants, with a small number of posters chiming in occasionally. (Indeed, at
one point, it appeared talk.rape had only one participant, when eight articles in a row,
totaling 269 lines of original text, were posted by the same person.) The following
particularly vehement exchange was indicative of the difference in tone between
talk.rape and rec.aviation.piloting:

Article: 22831 of talk.rape

Newsgroups: talk.rape

From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: 0. J. I didn't do it
Message-1ID: <DGFiyK.Fz2@freenet.carleton.ca>
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Sender: ar231@freenet2.carleton.ca (<user name removed>)
Reply-To: ar231@FreeNet.Carleton.CA (<user name removed>)
Organization: The National Capital FreeNet

Date: Sat, 14 Oct 1995 02:08:43 GMT

Lines: 34

<user name removed> (mcartwri@hti.net) writes:

> In article <DGDn27.Gv0€freenet.carleton.ca>, ar231@FreeNet.Carleton.CA
> says...

>>

>>

>>0. J. Simpson (safe@home.com) writes:

>>> To all you nice people,

>>> I didn't kill my ex-wife.
>>> thank you

>>> 0. J. Simpson
>>

>>K:

>>Take it to a 75% white jury, 0J.
>>Then we'll talk again.

again, Karen..or I may just to have to flame you back under that rock you
crawled from..

V V.V V V

Are you really as dense as some of those jury members? Why would I worry
about your being 'pissed off'? That's a problem you'll have to deal with.

Flame away. I spotted you as a black racist some time back....now defend
outcome of the OJ Simpson trial. Try doing with without the typical

"I dare you" crap. You don't intimidate me in the least. OJ thinks Marcia
Clark has a "chip on her shoulder®....seems like more blacks have it than
the whites...... regardless of the travesty of the outcome of this trial,
the whites of Los Angeles didn't riot, did they?

So where does the 'civility' belong and the 'violent tendency' belong?

hkkkdkhkhkhkhkkkhkhkhhhkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhkkkhkhkhkhkkhkhhkkhkkhkkhkhkhhkhhhkhkkkkkkrxkkhkkkhkhkhhkkhkkk

Note that the participants in this exchange are both in fervent disagreement and

familiar with one another’s opinions. Clearly, these postings constitute a violation of

netiquette, but again, the emotional nature of the topic results in an environment where
such emotions can run high. In the following example, these emotions led one participant

to misread an article and thereby misconstrue its meaning. After being reprimanded by
another participant, this author apologized for her negligence:

Article: 22884 of talk.rape
Newsgroups: talk.rape

From: <user name removed>
Subject: Re: Women raping men
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Message-ID: <rereDGHI916.4v9@netcom.com>

Organization: NETCOM On-line Communication Services (408 261-4700 guest)
Date: Sun, 15 Oct 1995 06:36:42 GMT

Lines: 48

Sender: rere@netcoml7.netcom.com

<user name removed> (100317.1203@compuserve.com) wrote:

:rere@netcom.com (<user name removed>) wrote:

:>Christopher A. Dauer (smurf@ecst.csuchico.edu) wrote:

:>: I once saw a talk show (I hate to admit it but I did watch it) where, as
:>: a side note, there was a man in his mid-twenties, who had been seduced
>: when he was 15; by a 29 year-old. He has been paying child support ever
>: since then..... I saw this a few years ago... or maybe just this past
>: year. I don't remember exactly, I just thought that it was unfair seeing
:>: as how I am male.

>: Hopefully you will gain some insight from this.

>

:>0h gosh yeah, we've benefited greatly from your talk show insightfulness.
:>Paying child support?! (DId it ever cross your mind to wonder about what
:>happened to her? She's raising their child and she could have gotten VD
:>0r AIDs from that man. He didn't use protection. He's responsible for
:>that -- at least -- isn‘'t he? He was an adult male who had sex with a 15
:>year old child. What? Did she seduce him -- or perhaps DEMAND (you *know*
:>how those young sluts are!) into not wearing a rubber? Stupid or
:>malicious he got off too lucky. This guy should be in jail for sexual
:>abuse of a minor.

>

:A word of advice, Re Re. Try READING before you get carried away with
:righteous indignation - it helps you look less silly.

You know I had never really thought to do that before :-). I am sorry. I
do generally read them more carefully before I reply, but this one was an
inexcusable misread. In my defense I was plowing thru 350 posts that

day. It's still no excuse. Sorry everybody out there and especially
Christopher.

Though this was the only apology of this type observed in the sample, it was

indicative of the group’s often successful efforts to ensure rational discourse. And again,
note the familiarity between the participants, which in this case appears to have fostered
one user’s willingness to admit a mistake.

Perhaps the most dramatic example of the efforts to maintain rational discourse on

talk.rape was the following article. This article was posted after an anonymous poster

admitted fantasizing about wanting to commit rape and a number of others castigated

him for having such fantasies:

Article: 22837 of talk.rape
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Newsgroups: talk.rape

From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: I LOVE TO RAPE TEENAGE GIRLS!
Message-ID: <DGFJ6I.u8@cix.compulink.co.uk>
Organization: Feminists Against Censorship
References: <011343Z206101995@anon.penet.fi>
Date: Sat, 14 Oct 1995 08:20:42 GMT
X-News-Software: Ameol

Lines: 58

Let's pretend for a minute that none of what followed has happened yet,
and treat this as a serious post with no follow-up.

an302332@anon.penet.fi (complex) wrote:

Hi, I have a confession to make. I fantasize about rape ALL the
time. I am extremely tempted to live out these fantasies. But what
can I do. I can't ask my girlfriend, she would never agree. I
cannot go rape some girl--I might get caught. Prostitutes? Too much
money. What can I do. Rape fantasies is the ONLY thing that arouses
me. I can't have sex with my girlfriend with out fantasizing about
rape. One night, I damn near did rape her. I was being really rough
and told me to stop a couple of times and I didn't. But then I did.
I really don't know what to do.

VvV V V VYV VYV VY

"I can ask my girlfriend, she would never agree," followed later by, "One
night, I damn near did rape her. I was being really rough and she told
me to stop a couple of times and I didn't. But then I did.*

Okay, you have rape fantasies. So do many other people. Most people
recognize them as fantasies and keep them there. Some people find
partners who share the corresponding fantasy and are happy to act it out
with them. No problem, no harm. If you can't find a willing partner,
keep it in your head.

DO NOT piss around with your girlfriend by pushing her when she doesn't
want to. If you've talked it over with her and she refuses, either give
up on the idea of acting it out or find a new partner. You _never_ have
a reason to force anyone. Play-acting with a consensual partner is
something else entirely.

DO NOT confuse your fantasies, whatever they may be, with any situation
in which actually assaulting someone would be acceptable to a partner or
on any grand cosmic scale. There is no justification for acts of real
force against an unwilling partner. Ever.

Rape is a crime. Rape can never be justified. If you feel compelled to
act out a rape fantasy, choose a willing partner who also would like to
act out that fantasy, and negotiate a scenario with her. There are women
who enjoy this, but they don't want to be _really  raped, either. No one
does. DO NOT confuse the two.

Before you engage in any activity of this kind, it would be useful to
read up on SM games to understand the cues and safety requirements of
such activities. Pat Califia and others have written helpful handbooks
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that advise about precautions. For example, if you are turned on by the
word "no", you can arrange with your partner to use an uninteresting
word, such as "kumguat", to mean an actual "no" that would require you to
stop. This is called a "safe word". By using safewords, you can act out
your rape fantasy without actually becoming a rapist.

However, as I have said elsewhere, most women operate on the premise that
the default safeword is "no". If you ignore that "no", the chances are
very good that they will hate you forever, consider you a terrorist, and
possibly take some act of revenge against you. You will _not_ be
forgiven for such an action. DO NOT imagine that somehow your vigorous
pursuit will suddenly make them melt in your arms in sexually-satisfied
gratitude; they will not.

Returning the discussion to a rational level, this respondent recognized that the

anonymous author might actually be making a genuine appeal for help, and thus
responded firmly, yet rationally.

The following article, a follow-up to the previously cited posting on the subject of
OJ. Simpson, provides another example of this observed prudence:

Article: 22879 of talk.rape

Path: bermuda.swdc.stratus.com!trans-
fer.stratus.com!bigboote.WPI.EDU!news.ultranet.com!usenet.eel.ufl.edu!brutu
s.bright.net!chi-news.cic.net!simtel!l111-winken.11lnl.gov!enews.sgl.co-
m!ames!waikato!celebrian.otago.ac.nz!n036234.otago.ac.nz!tbmed

From: <user name removed>

Newsgroups: talk.rape

Subject: Re: Simpson - not a shadow of a doubt....

Date: 15 Oct 1995 04:09:25 GMT

Organization: University of Otago, Dunedin, NZ

Lines: 23

Message-ID: <45glhl$lne@celebrian.otago.ac.nz>

References: <DGF91H.36D@freenet.carleton.ca>

NNTP-Posting-Host: n036234.otago.ac.nz

X-Newsreader: TIN {version 1.2 PL2]

<user name removed> wrote:
[that she thinks that OJ *really* *did* *do* *it*!] >

Sure. Absolutely. My guess from day one. And the profile for the killer in
such a case is the estranged partner.

But:

Where there is *any* evidence of impropriety by the state, the state must
lose its ability to judge the individual.

That is what the jury is there for.
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The price of years of entrenched racism in the LAPD may just be the loss of
its ability to act in the justice system.

In this case, the author presents a rebuttal, but does so in a manner that is rational
and unconfrontational. One must be aware in analyzing these results that the high degree
of prudence observed in talk.rape could be at least partly attributed to the fact that there
was a high need to demonstrate prudence in this newsgroup. The emotional subject
matter often prompted participants to more passionately state their opinions—something
that was rarely observed in either of the other newsgroups.

As explained previously, the rate of article submissions to talk.rape was small
compared to those observed for rec.aviation.piloting and alt.med.cfs. Intuitively, one
might expect that a controversial and emotionally charged topic like rape would draw
more attention on Usenet, and thus a larger number of articles, than the topics covered by
the other newsgroups sampled. However, much of this traffic could be discouraged by
the talk.rape rule against cross-posting. In any event, it is difficult to draw meaningful
conclusions from the submission rate data at this time without a useful point of

comparison—perhaps distribution or readership figures for traditional print media
covering similar topics.

The Newsgroup alt.med.cfs. Chronic fatigue syndrome (CFS) is an affliction that
causes a loss of physical and mental energy and prevents some sufferers from leading
normal lives. The alt.med.cfs newsgroup was set up by the National Institute of Health
(NTH) to provide CFS sufferers with an on-line medium for providing emotional support,
up-to-date information on medical techniques for battling the disease, reports on the
latest research, and discussions about the origins and causes of the illness. The group is
appropriately part of the “alt” Usenet hierarchy, which Panitz (1996) describes as “[a]n
anarchic collection of serious and silly subjed:s.”32

The alt.med.cfs newsgroup, unlike the other newsgroups sampled, is moderated.
The moderator, Roger Burns of the NIH, acts as a gatekeeper, controlling access to the
newsgroup to prevent the participation of unscrupulous individuals. Burns also
monitors all traffic on the group and submits a weekly posting titled “Topics, Rules, and
Information for CFS-L / alt.med.cfs,” which describes the rules governing access to the
group and a set of conventions for identifying the subjects of all postings submitted
(Burns, 1995).33 Postings can fall into subtopics such as MED (for medical issues), RES
{for information on current research), CHAT (for sccial discussion that may or may notbe
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specifically related to the disease), and HUM (for humorous postings). Participants
designate a sub-topic by prepending these capitalized abbreviations to the subject lines of
their postings (Burns, 1995).

In addition to the conventions for subtopics, Burns (1995) has established a number
of rules governing postings to alt.med.cfs. The following are some of these rules:

1. On topic: Messages posted to this group must be limited to the topic of chronic
fatigue syndrome.

2. No advertisements: Commercial advertisements are not allowed on this group.
This rule is in place in part because of group sentiment, but also because this
group’s messages are distributed through the assistance of the NIH Computing
Center, a US. government agency, and allowing commercial advertisements
through the group would be an improper use of government facilities.
Participants may post reviews of consumer products or services in which they
have no financial interest.

3. No flames.

- a. Accent the positive: When posting messages, please comment on ideas
and make positive suggestions. Please do not personally criticize other
participants. Also, political discussions should be brief, . ..

- b. Refer flames to the moderator: If you are personally criticized, please do
not respond directly on the group but instead bring the matter to the
attention of the moderator privately. . . . If everyone responds directly to
“flames”, then the other person may exercise their right to respond, and
soon we’ll have a spiraling melee. Please bring concerns to the moderator.

These rules clearly indicate the influence a moderator can have on a newsgroup.
The expectation, given the rules, would be that the group would be relatively
harmonious, focused on the topic at hand, and positive in tone. Given the topic discussed
in the group, whose participants are likely to be either sufferers of CFS or doctors who
work with these victims, one could reasonably infer that a supportive and comforting
tone would be observed in the content. As the following paragraphs explain, the data
from the alt.med.cfs sample demonstrated the presence of these effects.
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Interestingly, alt.med.cfs scored exactly the same mean aspect presence for
netiguette (.81) as the other two newsgroups. In the case of rec.aviation.piloting and
talk.rape, the assumption was that the high netiquette score was driven by the group’s
need for self-imposed decorum. In the case of alt.med.cfs, however, all postings were
censored by a moderator. This consistency of netiquette scores could be indicative of the
power of self-regulation in Usenet, where the high levels of netiquette in talk.rape (which
could be caused by a desire for intelligent discourse) and rec.aviation.piloting (which
could be caused by a commitment to aviation safety) are equal to that observed in
alt.med.cfs, which is a somewhat protected and cloistered on-line support group.

The alt.med.cfs participants’ efforts to support and comfort one another appear
consistent with the relatively high mean aspect presence observed for emoticons (.40,
compared to .36 for the overall sample). In addition, mean aspect presence was very low
for the aspects most commonly associated with more opinionated and debate-driven
newsgroups: ability to execute a verbal attack (.09, compared to .25 for the overall sample)
and ability to write a rebuttal (.06, compared to .30 for the overall sample). These scores,
again, appear consistent with the fact that alt. med.cfs is a moderated forum that serves to
provide information and expressions of support.

The following article vividly exemplifies the cloistered and supportive mood of
alt.med.cfs:

Article: 13670 of alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <199510131945.0AA00878@midway.uchicago.edu>

Date: Fri, 13 Oct 1995 14:45:32 -0500

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-LE@LIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: How can we stop hate mail?

In-Reply-To: <199510130904.EAA22125@prism.uchicago.edu>

Lines: 10

<user name remcved> wrote:
>Proclamation to all hatemongers:
>You mess with my gang, you mess with me.

Leigh,

with you and Doc on the list, we can all feel protected. The only
question is who, on this list, is there to protect us from? ;-}

Love,
<user name removed>
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Note the affectionate reference to “my gang,” the allusion to feeling “protected,”
and the expression of “Love” in the conclusion. Even the emoticon used, a blinking
smiley with a wrinkled mouth, evokes the image of a close-knit group of vulnerable
individuals who have found emotional strength in numbers. Similar elements to these
were observed throughout the alt.med.cfs sample.

In the following example, a new participant was welcomed with advice and
expressions of empathy:

Article: 13698 of alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <v01530504aca5a345bf34@[198.53.172.88]1>

Date: Sat, 14 Oct 1995 11:00:11 -0700

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-L@LIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: How to find a relationship if you have CFS?

Lines: 27

<user name removed> introduced herself to the list and asked:

>What do I do? Will it change?
>

>discouraged,

><user name removed>

Dear <user name removed>.

I'm so glad you joined our group. We may not be able to solve all your
problems but you will find others here who can relate to your situation and
hopefully vou will be able to take some comfort in that. You seem to be
struggling with a bout of depression that most of us can relate to as we
have all been there at some time. This DD saps all our energy and the
depression seems to result from the losses we face - which you listed quite
fully. It is no wonder that we grieve for our lost life.

I think you will see that many of us are coping with courage and humour and
that you too can reach that space. But you do need a support system. Do
you have anyone around you that you can confide in? 1Is there a CFS
support group in your area? Or would you consider seeing a counsellor for
help in dealing with your specific situation? Many of us have gone that
route.

Please stay with us. You are not alone.

Best wishes,
<user name removed>

Note that the respondent, while emphasizing that the discouiraged and depressed

new member should seek out a local support group, also characterizes the newsgroup as



96

a means of communicating with others who are “coping with courage and good
humour.” This coping, as evidenced by the references to “the losses we face,” reaches
beyond the CFS condition and into other parts of the personal lives of alt.med.cfs
participants. In one such example, a participant asked for help in deciding whether or not
to accept a proposal of marriage—a decision that, while not directly related to CFS, was
certainly affected by both the physical symptoms of the disease and the sense of defeat
and insecurity it inflicts on sufferers. Respondents to this article (which was not one of
the articles in the sample) demonstrated the supportive tone that was commonly
observed in alt. med.cfs, as in the following example:

Article: 13684 of alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <CFS-L%95101315250738RQLIST.NIH.GOV>

Date: Fri, 13 Oct 1995 14:30:00 EST

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-LELIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: Does a new marriage and CFS mix?

Lines: 55

Hello again, <user name removed>. Your clarification does make this a TAD
more complex. I too would have recommended that you try living together
first.

However -- could you see if there is some type of chaste set-up
(perhaps even charperoned) that would permit you two to go about
your daily business within the same household, yet sleep separately?
It is something to consider, so that he can see the day-to-day
variations in this. Although if you have been around each other
a lot, he may already know a lot of this. Still, vou have to have
SEEN a total crash before you completely believe it.

As for sex -- don't worry about whether you do or do not have
the energy for it! 9/10 of physicality in a good marriage is
snuggling, enjoying each other's presence. I believe that when
a married, or otherwise committed to each other, couple sleeps
together (meaning sleepy night night, not bedroom activities),
your subconscious "learns" the scent of your partner. And it
helps bond the two of you together. Many of us who have been
married a long time will find that when our spouse has to be
on a business trip away, we will wake up on his/her side of
the bed (subconsciously looking for our snuggy bear). I think
you can probably have good sex for entertainment outside of this
for a brief period of time, but the relationship that is built
on this mystical joining of the senses is the one that lasts.

(and only a fool would risk the latter for the brevity of the
former.)

And -- Hollywood aside, sex itself does not have to be
a fitness contest. The only thing that would hold you back would
be if you have serious problems with pain (as in the case of our
dear friend whose SSI application was recently posted). Can't
speak for the guys, but it is not something to worry about for you.
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The one thing that you do have to be aware of, and that
our intended must be aware of, is that the jury is out on whether
CFSers can have children. There are several mothers on this
list who had children after recovering somewhat from CFS, and
their kids are fine. It is just something that the two of you and
your doctor will need to think about first.

OTHERWISE -- here's one more way of looking at it. Suppose
he were you and you were he. Now -- would YOU want him to refuse
to marry you solely on the basis of having chronic fatigue syndrome?
Would you think he was being fair to you? Does that help you make
your decision any better?

Even as sick as we are, we all have much to contribute to this
world. 1If you stick arond on this list for a while, you'll see it.
I do not know how I would have made it through this past year
without my friends here. You may FEEL like a blob, but you are NOT.
You are still yourself, with whatever compassion and capacity to
love you always had. And that is what is the most important.

Good luck. Sigh. Think I'll go put some Smokey on the stereo.

-- <user name removed>.

Note again the common themes: the supportive tone, the expressions of affection,
and the feeling of camaraderie within the newsgroup. This support and encouragement
continued after the original author announced her decision to go through with the
marriage. The following are a few examples:

Article: 13699 of alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <v0153050laca59fa7e565@[198.53.172.88])>

Date: Sat, 14 Oct 1995 10:59:41 -0700

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-LELIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: Thanks to Everyone (formerly Does a new marriage and CFS mix?)
Lines: 14

<user name removed> wrote:
>

>Drum roll, please - We are engaged. We have set the date for April 26.
>

>So, Dot, did I understand you to speak for the group - ALL of you are
>coming to the wedding?! Maybe I should warn you that, due to my finances,
>I have decided to let the GUESTS pay for the reception <g>

Ah....well....er....you see...um ....what I meant was - we'll all be with

Congratulations to the bridegroom!!!! - and congratulations to you, <user
name removed> for having the courage to take the plunge!
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Article: 13728 of alt.med.cfs

Message-1D: <Pine.NXT.3.91.951013165442.29010A~-100000€mulberry>

Date: Fri, 13 Oct 1995 16:58:08 -0500

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-L@LIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: Thanks to Everyone (formerly Does a new marriage and CFS mix?)
In-Reply-To: <9510131950.aA29232@papaya.wustl.edu>

Lines: 8

dear <user name removed>,
C*O*N*G*R*A*T*U*L*A*T*I*O*N*S!!!!

you've made this vomantic a little happier today....:-)
--natasha

p.S. reception may 25? 1i'll be celebrating twice--that's my birthday! a
day i can recommend highly....:-)

Another common theme observed on alt.med.cfs was the exchange of humor, as
indicated in some of the preceding examples. The participants appeared to use humor as
therapy in dealing with the difficulties imposed by the disease. The following example
was posted during a period when two subjects were simultaneously being discussed on
the newsgroup: 1) possible occupations for sufferers of CFS (for which baby-sitting was
suggested), and 2) the effects of insomnia, when combined with CFS:

Article: 13706 of alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <Pine.HPP.3.91.951013200138.22435A-100000@ephpl.ph.bham.ac.uk>
Date: Fri, 13 Oct 1995 20:09:00 +0100

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-LELIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Great job for PWCs!

Lines: 10

<user name removed> writes:

>I have been known to put babies to sleep that their own mothers could not
>calm...comes from three children worht of experience...I love it! Send
>any extras my way!

I haven't much experience with babies, but I'm great at putting adults to
sleep! If there are any insomniacs out there, I'll hire my services for a
small fee. CFS-list subscribers get a 20% discount.
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This example also appeared in the thread about occupations for CFS sufferers:

Article: 13681 of alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <951013152200_123238016@emout06.mail.aol.com>

Date: Fri, 13 Oct 1995 15:22:01 -0400

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-LELIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: CHAT: meanwhile back at great business for a PWC

Lines: 31

<user name removed> wrote about babysitting:

>

>That sounds good. (Though I find babies - 'persons with health' find babies
>-— HEAVY!)

I've always found women a very heavy subject. Never stopped me from *picking
up" the odd one. Babies are really only heavy when your wife, your

girlfriend and your car payment are all a month late.

>One of my favourite activities is to open my eyes very very wide
>at babies and young children.

One can only imagine the trauma.

>I will join you on your SIT NOT STAND Leigh, and I will even do the nappies
>(tr. diapers, Pampers) as long as I can do nice terry ones

Fine. You're Vice President & Director of Nappie Technology.

> {or maybe not,
>maybe CFS fingers make me dangerous with a 'safety' pin)

Maybe we can focus on your conceptualization and communication skills, and
find you some technical assistance. Volunteers?

> In the s*** anyway...
"soup"? “"shed"? 'shoe"? oh, I get it: "slop"!

Once a management consultant, always...,
<user name removed>

The reliance on humor was consistent in the sample and appeared to be bolstered
by the high degree of familiarity the participants had with one another. This camaraderie
and good humor were two of the primary characteristics that seemed to make the group
an effective source of refuge and positive support for sufferers of the CFS.
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Curiously, the rate of submissions to alt.med.cfs (75 articles in the 24-hour period
sampled) was higher than for either of the other groups. Further investigation would
have to be conducted to determine whether this figure is representative of the ongoing
submission rate or just a temporary peak. Intuitively, one would not expect discussions of
an obscure disease such as CFS to be more popular than discussions of a popular
recreational topic like aviation or a controversial social issue like rape. It is more likely
that the alt.med.cfs newsgroup is one of the few avenues sufferers have for interaction
with those similarly afflicted, and for this reason, the Usenet medium is particularly
popular among this specific segment. Again, one can only speculate without the benefit
of further investigation.

Summary. This section looked at each of the newsgroups sampled from three
different perspectives: 1) its topical characteristics, 2) its political structure, and 3) its
popularity. Each group was found to have unique characteristics in virtually all of these
areas, though the popularity data is of little value without further investigation.

Topically, rec.aviation.piloting was shown to be an informational group primarily
aimed at exchanges of tips and recommendations related to recreational aviation. Its
participants seldom engaged in confrontation, except when inaccurate or questionable
information was posted. In general the tone of the group was helpful and friendly. The
political structure of rec.aviation.piloting was anarchical, with participants relying on
netiquette for the maintenance of order. These characteristics appeared consistent with
the relatively high degrees of netiquette and nobility observed in the aspect presence data.

The discussions on the talk.rape newsgroup covered the prevention of rape and a
number of related subjects. As such, this group included several opinionated postings
and heated exchanges. The tone of the group was often emotionally charged and
confrontational. The political structure of talk.rape was, like rec.aviation.piloting,
anarchical and highly dependent on netiquette for the maintenance of order. Instances in
which participants reprimanded one another for lack of compliance were observed in the
sample. One unique political aspect of talk.rape was its prohibition against cross-posting,
which appeared to limit the amount of rhetorical turbulence observed on the group. The
characteristics observed in talk.rape appeared consistent with the high degrees of
emoticons and ability to write a rebuttal observed in the aspect presence data.

The alt.med.cfs newsgroup was shown to be an on-line support group for sufferers
of CFS. Discussions mainly consisted of exchanges of information and expressions of
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sympathy and encouragement. The tone of the group was supportive, humorous, and at
times emotional. Unlike the other two newsgroups sampled, alt.med.cfs was moderated,
which resulted in a more controlled, less volatile political structure. Interestingly, the
aspect presence data showed the same degree of netiquette in alt.med.cfs as in the other
two newsgroups, despite its very different political structure. Two other aspects, ability to
execute a verbal attack and ability to write a rebuttal, were shown by the aspect presence data
to be largely absent, as one might have expected.

The common themes observed in all the newsgroups included a high degree of
familiarity between the participants. In all cases, most of the articles in the groups were
submitted by a small number of active participants, with only an occasional article
coming from others. Other common themes included the high degree of netiquette
observed in all the groups—despite their varying political structures—and the apparent
consistency between the aspect presence data and the characteristics observed in this
analysis of the groups.

The next section presents an analysis of the MacKinnon Factor data collected in the
study and discusses some of the problems encountered in using MacKinnon Factor as
unit of measure.

MacKinnon Factor

As stated in Chapter 3, the MacKinnon Factor was primarily created as a way to
characterize Usenet articles on the basis of the presence or absence of the ten societal
aspects in the MacKinnon Model. The instrument used to determine MacKinnon Factor
was effective in that it took into account all ten of the MacKinnon aspects and proved an
easy tool to use in analyzing large numbers of articles in a relatively short period of time.
The simple “check-box” format of the instrument, and the fact that the information
required amounted to little more than a yes-or-no answer and a few evaluation

comments, made the analysis easy to conduct despite the large number of articles
analyzed.

These positives were overshadowed by the reliability tests, which showed that
three of the MacKinnon Aspects—impressions made with words, non-monetary generosity,
and prudence—were highly susceptible to variations in the judgment of the researcher
conducting the analysis. This section addresses this issue, along with additional related
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weaknesses in both the instrument and the MacKinnon Model itself. The purpose of this
discussion is to identify ways that the model and the instrument can be improved.

The first notable data to consider is the fact that the mean MacKinnon Factors
observed in the study—1.93 for the overall sample, 1.83 for rec.aviation.piloting, 2.50 for
talk.rape, and 1.87 for alt.med.cfs—were low, given the maximum value of 7 allowed by
the instrument.3* Since the literature review demonstrated that the ten aspects in the
MacKinnon Model comprise the foundation of Hobbes’s (1651/1962) definition of society,
and since the MacKinnon Factor is determined through the use of an instrument that
accounts for each of these ten aspects, one would logically expect that a high MacKinnon
Factor would support the notion that Usenet is a society in the Hobbesean sense.
Furthermore, if MacKinnon Factor alone is used to measure this quality, one could
conclude that 1) Usenet does not, after all, constitute a Hobbesean society, and 2)
talk.rape, with its MacKinnon Factor of 2.50, is closer to being a society than is
alt.med.cfs, which had a lower figure of 1.47. It is critical, however, to test this logic with
further analysis, particularly given that all of these figures consider only seven of the ten
original MacKinnon Aspects.

The first issue to consider is the potential for weaknesses in the instrument. A closer
look at the data reveals that the overall MacKinnon Factor was dragged down by the
scant presence of such societal aspects as eloguence (.14), nobility (.07), and persona (.00).
Had these few aspects been higher, the overall MacKinnon factor would have also been
higher. This points out a potentially flawed assumption made by the instrument: that
each MacKinnon Aspect should carry equal weight. This assumption is at odds with both
the wide variations in aspect presence observed in this study and the evidence in the
literature that some aspects, such as netiquette (or mores, norms, and traditions) are more
integral to the development and maintenance of societies than others, such as persona (or
personality).

Along with this weakness of not considering the relative importance of the societal
aspects, the instrument also did not attempt to measure variations in the degree of aspect
presence, and instead arbitrarily assigned a value of 1 to each. In this sense, the
instrument was perhaps too focused on measuring the manifest content of the articles
and should have instead attempted to more fully analyze the latent content.

As mentioned in Chapter 3, one of the persistent challenges of the content analysis
method is finding a balance between superficial measures of manifest content, which are
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highly reliable but often lacking in validity, and in-depth descriptions of latent content,
which have improved validity but questionable reliability, since they rely heavily on the
objectivity of the researcher. The use of the MacKinnon Model as the conceptual
framework for the instrument in this study was seen as a way of addressing this
challenge by first validating the aspects in the model, then conducting an analysis of
manifest content based on the model. For seven of the ten aspects, the positive results in
reliability testing showed that this was a successful approach. For the remaining three,
however, negative reliability test results called their usefulness into question. Further
work is needed, then, to recognize that variations in the degree of aspect presence could
assign undue significance to some societal aspects at the expense of others, and to
account for the reliability problems seen with three of the ten MacKinnon Aspects.

It is clear, then, that additional refinement of the instrument is needed before any
clear meaning can be derived from MacKinnon Factor data alone. This refinement should
take into account 1) variations in the significance of the aspects (with some being
weighted more heavily than others), 2) the degree of aspect presence observed (rather
than just presence or absence alone), and 3) the reliability of the final set of aspects
included in the model, and thus in the content analysis instrument.

The results are nonetheless encouraging that with these refinements MacKinnon
Factor can be a useful unit of measurement in CMC research, if applied in paraliel with
other methods. Assuming the refinements can be made in 2 manner that retains its
comprehensiveness and usability, the instrument shows promise as an effective tool for
assessing the societal nature of Usenet through analysis of large numbers of articles.

Summary. Both the results presented in Chapter 4 and the discussion presented
earlier in this chapter have identified the fact that, depending on the tone, politics, and
topic of a given newsgroup, some societal aspects will show a stronger presence than
others. As is explained above, this observation led to the conclusion that the relative
importance of aspects and the degree of aspect presence, neither of which were measured
in this study, could be important properties to consider in future analyses. In addition,
the reliability problems shown with three of the ten MacKinnon Aspects need to be
resolved before MacKinnon Factor data can be applied with confidence in further
research.

Because these discussions led to questions about the societal aspects that make up
the MacKinnon Model, a closer examination of aspect presence data was conducted. The
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next section presents the results of this examination, including some of trends observed
in the data and a proposed method for refining the MacKinnon Model.

Aspect Presence

In considering the observations made to this point regarding aspect presence data, a
question that consistently comes to light is, “Why did some aspects show high degrees of
presence while others do not?” The discussion in this section considers this question as it
relates to the challenge of content analysis research described previously and the varying
degrees of presence observed for certain aspects.

To address the question of why some aspects showed higher aspect presence than
others, it is important to consider the two most highly-rated aspects, netiguette and
emoticons. The aspect of netiquette was frequently observed partly because of its place as a
cultural mainstay of Usenet, as is documented in a number of frequently distributed
Usenet FAQs. Emoticons are also relatively common on Usenet and are, in fact, widely
recognized as standard usage. But these aspects also showed high aspect presence
because they are relatively easy to recognize from cursory examination of the manifest
content of the articles. The data showed that netiquette was clearly indicated by
appropriate signatures, appropriate numbers of quoted text lines from previous articles,
and users reprimanding one another for noncompliance, among other things. Emoticons
were easily discerned from the use of asterisks, all capital letters, and other textual
displays of emotion. The aspect presence rating, then, was dependent on both the actual
presence of the aspect and its being clearly discernible in the manifest content of the
article.

There is reason to believe it was this second property, the extent to which the aspect
was discernible, that differentiated aspects with lower presence ratings from the more
highly rated aspects like netiquette and emoticons. Pethaps the most dramatic example of
this was the aspect with the lowest rating, persona, which was deemed present in only one
of the 210 articles analyzed. This singular instance bears further discussion.

The one article in the sample in which the presence of persona was demonstrated
came from the talk.rape newsgroup. Curiously, this article was randomly selected for
inclusion in the reliability test, and the first independent researcher (referred to as

“Researcher 1” in Chapter 4) corroborated the primary researcher by identifying the
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presence of persona in the same article. This article was used as an example earlier in this

chapter, and the relevant portion is shown again below:

Article: 22837 of talk.rape

Newsgroups: talk.rape

From: <user name removed>

Subject: Re: I LOVE TO RAPE TEENAGE GIRLS!
Message-ID: <DGFJ6I.u8@cix.compulink.co.uk>
Organization: Feminists Against Censorship
References: <011343z06101995@anon.penet.fi>
Date: Sat, 14 Oct 1995 08:20:42 GMT
X-News-Software: Ameol

Lines: 58

Let's pretend for a minute that none of what followed has happened vet,

and treat this as a serious post with no follow-up.
an302332@anon.penet.fi (complex) wrote:

> Hi, I have a confession to make. I fantasize about rape ALL the

> time. I am extremely tempted to live out these fantasies. But what

>can I do. I can't ask my girlfriend, she would never agree. I

> cannot go rape some girl--I might get caught. Prostitutes? Too much
> money. What can I do. Rape fantasies is the ONLY thing that arouses
>me. I can't have sex with my girlfriend with out fantasizing about

> rape. One night, I damn near did rape her. I was being really rough
> and told me to stop a couple of times and I didn't. But then I did.
> I really don't know what to do.

"I can ask my girlfriend, she would never agree," followed later by,

There are a number of indicators in this posting that the author of the original
article (to which this author was following up) was projecting a persona separate from

the personality he (or she) displays in person. First, this author chose to use an
anonymous identification (an302332@anon.penet.fi) under which to submit this

"One

posting.35 This action clearly indicates that a message was being shared that would likely
be suppressed in face-to-face interaction. The highly unusual nature of the message—an

admission of fantasizing about committing rape—supports this assumption and

provides the second indicator of persona. The message contains subtle signals that it was
perhaps not sincere and was instead a calculated effort to generate derision on the often

turbulent talk.rape newsgroup. After issuing the seemingly helpless, “But what can [

do?,” the author wrote, “I cannot go rape some girl--1 might get caught.” An underlying
message to the effect of, “The possibility of getting caught is a concern to me, while the

effect on the victim—impersonally referred to as “some girl”"—is unimportant,” hovers
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suspiciously just beneath the surface of this statement. Subsequent passages about the
“girlfriend” (“One night, I damn near did rape her”) carry similar subliminal messages.
All of this adds up to a relatively clear conclusion that this person, whether sincere about
wanting help or not, was projecting a persona over Usenet that his or her face-to-face
acquaintances are unlikely to know.

Note that all of these observations required an in-depth consideration of the latent
content of the article. This level of examination is in stark contrast to the surface level
examination required to identify the presence of netiguette or emoticons. It was this need to
closely and carefully examine latent content, then, that contributed to the low aspect
presence ratings for persona, and likely did the same for such aspects as nobility and
prudence. It is thus reasonable to conclude that a different approach might be in order for
determining the presence of these less obvious aspects. The checklist format of the
instrument used in this study might be useful for easily discernible aspects, but a
different method that more clearly defines the aspects should perhaps be used for those
aspects that are difficult to discern.

One Approach to improving Reliability

The previous section discusses the discernibility of aspect presence in relation to the
degree of aspect presence. Given the conclusions arrived at there, one could also
reasonably expect that there would be some relationship between the discernibility
aspect presence and the reliability with which such presence can be determined. If one
concludes that less obvious aspects require careful examination of latent content to
uncover, then it logically follows that such aspects would be more susceptible to the
subjective viewpoint of the observer, and would thus be more difficult to identify from
researcher to researcher. This would then imply a relationship between reliability and
aspect presence rating, since the same characteristic—discernibility—would seem to
affect them both.

Interestingly enough, however, this was not the case. Two of the aspects removed
because of questionable reliability were actually among the most highly rated. Impressions
made with words (.79) and non-monetary generosity (45) had the second and third highest
aspect presence, respectively, in the overall sample. This observation led to a closer
examination of the three questionably reliable aspects (impressions made with words,
prudence, and non-monetary generosity). Because discernibility was identified as a property
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affecting measurability, this property was considered in this examination. In addition,
each of these aspects was considered in relation to the other aspects in the model in an
effort to uncover commonalities.

Not surprisingly, all these three aspects were seen as highly susceptible to the
subjective judgment and knowledge base of the observer. The following article, which
was posted to rec.aviation.piloting after a lengthy and often heated exchange on rate of
climb calculations, provides an example:

Article: 16827 of rec.aviation.piloting

From: <user name removed>

Newsgroups: rec.aviation.piloting

Subject: Re: Downwind Turn was: Pollen & LiftRe: Pollen & lift
Date: Fri, 6 Oct 1995 16:28:46 -0500

Organization: Southern Illinois University - Carbondale

I know in the POH for my airplane they give a set of speeds for

Best Angle of Climb. The best angle speed depends on Takeoff weight
and wind. The Best Rate speed just depends on Takeoff weight.

John

Prudence was attributed to this author because of his citation of an apparently
authoritative source (“the POH [operator’s handbook] for my airplane”) for the
information in his article. Clearly, someone who is not familiar with Usenet (where
citations of external source material can be rare) or aviation terminology (which is
needed in defining the acronym “POH") might not see the simple act of citing a reference
as prudence.

The aspect impressions made with words was deemed similarly susceptible. As the
following example, a brief expression of gratitude posted to alt.med.cfs, indicates, the
characterization of “impressions” can be very subjective:

Article: 13672 of alt.med.cfs

Newsgroups: alt.med.cfs

Message-ID: <Pine.A32.3.91.951013122847.49788Kefnl.freenet.edmonton.ab.ca>
Date: Fri, 13 Oct 1995 12:29:40 -0600

Sender: Chronic Fatigue Syndrome discussion CFIDS/ME <CFS-LELIST.NIH.GOV>
From: <user name removed>

Organization: Software Alberta Society, Edmonton, Canada

Subject: Re: Does a new marriage and CFS mix?

In-Reply-To: <199510131323.GAR09940Cusrl.primenet.com>

<user name removed>,
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Thanks for your response and for sharing your experience.
Hope things continue to go great for you!

Love,
<user name removed> :)

Clearly one observer might not see this little note as a verbal “impression.”
However, one who is familiar with alt.med.cfs and the significance such small notes of
affection hold for the participants of this on-line support group might see this article
differently.

Once it was determined with some confidence that these aspects are indeed
relatively difficult to discern, the question of why this was the case was addressed. This
led to an examination of the questionable aspects in relation to the others in the model.
Through simple intuitive judgment, a number of commonalities were identified. A
seemingly clear commonality was identified between impressions made with words and
three other aspects directly related to the writing of effective verbiage: ability to execute a
verbal attack, ability to write a rebuttal, and eloquence. Similarly, a commonality was
identified between prudence and what is essentially the Usenet tradition of prudence,
netiquette. (Non-monetary generosity was a bit more troublesome in that no other aspects
appeared to be clearly similar or related.)

To test these commonalities, a set of conditional probabilities was calculated to
measure the probability that one aspect is present, given the presence of another. The
assumption in conducting these calculations was that, if the conditional probability tying
one aspect to another was very high, one could justifiably consider making refinements
to the model by combining these aspects into one. Table 8 shows the results of these
conditional probability calculations. The figure listed in the third column represents the
probability that the aspect in the first column is present, given the presence of the aspect
in the second column. (In other words, the first row of the table indicates that 90% of the

time ability to execute a verbal attack was present, impressions made with words was also
present.)
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Table 8

Conditional Probabilities for Questionable MacKinnon Aspects

Conditional

Probability

Related Aspect 1 {Ay/) Related Aspect 2 (A7) P(Ac] A
Impressions made with words Ability to execute a verbal attack .90
Impressions made with words Ability to write a rebuttal .89
Impressions made with words Eloquence 1.00
Netiquette Prudence 91

Clearly, these conditional probabilities show strong relationships between these
pairs of aspects. In the case of eloquence, in fact, each and every time this aspect was
observed, impressions made with words was also observed. These calculations gave
credence to the proposition that, to a researcher using the content analysis instrument,
some of these aspects were interpreted as being the same, or extremely similar, to their
counterparts. Furthermore, this conclusion is consistent with the intuitive assumptions
that led to these calculations. This observation suggests that the MacKinnon Model could
be refined by simply combining these aspects (for instance, eloquence, impressions made
with words, ability to execute a verbal attack, and ability to write a rebuttal) into a single aspect
that takes all of them into account. Figure 8 illustrates such an approach.

This approach proposes combining netiquette and prudence into one aspect, since 91
percent of the time prudence was deemed present, netiquette was already present. It also
proposes combining the four aspects related to verbal expressiveness into one aspect
called writing skill. Again, the degree to which the conditional probability data supported
the forbearing assumptions about these aspects makes a compelling case for this
approach to refining the model.
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Netiquette | Netiquette / Prudence
Prudence

Emoticons Emoticons

Persona Persona

Ability to execute a verbal attackT
Impressions made with words —  Writing skill
Ability to write a rebuttal

Eloquence B
Non-monetary generosity ———— Non-monetary generosity
Nobility Nobility

Figure 8. Refinement of the MacKinnon Model on the Basis of Conditional Probabilities

A further advantage to this approach is that it reduces the vulnerability of the
aspects prudence and impressions made with words demonstrated in the reliability tests.
Since these aspects have now been combined with related aspects that showed much
better reliability, a revised instrument based on this refined model is likely to also have
better reliability. Certainly, additional reliability testing will be needed to confirm this
assumption, and further validity testing should be done to ensure that this combining of
related aspects has not diluted the effectiveness of the model in addressing all the aspects
that contribute to the societal nature of a CMC environment.

Conclusions

The analyses undertaken in this study have led to a number of conclusions
regarding the MacKinnon Model, the societal nature of Usenet, the usefulness of aspect
presence data, and the methodology of using a content-analysis instrument for large-
scale field research in CMC. This section presents these conclusions in more detail.

The first objective of this research was to advance the study of CMC by
documenting and validating a model applicable to large-scale field research of computer
conferencing systems. This was largely achieved through the literature review, including
the analysis of MacKinnon's (1992) thesis, Searching for the Leviathan in Usenet. Though the
literature review conducted for this study was very broad and inclusive, the research in
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CMC is growing at such a rapid rate that opportunities abound for further corroboration
of the aspects of the MacKinnon Model, and, perhaps, for corroboration of the refined set
of aspects proposed in this study. Nonetheless, the review provided here can serve as a
basis for further work in this area, both from the viewpoint of researchers in technology
and technology-related fields and from the sociological perspective as well.

The second objective of the study was to produce data supporting the notion that
CMC environments can be viewed as communities and, indeed, societies in the
Hobbesean sense, as defined by MacKinnon (1992). This objective was also achieved, but
to a much lesser degree than the first. The difficulties in discerning such aspects as
persona and nobility prevented the presence of these aspects from being convincingly
determined. Further research will be required to determine whether this was a
methodological issue or a limitation in the thinking surrounding the creation of the
MacKinnon Model. The reliability problems of the instrument certainly overshadowed
the data collected for the three aspects affected, and again, further research, perhaps
involving the refinements to the model proposed here, will be needed to understand the
root of these problems. Nonetheless, the reliability data on the remaining aspects, and the
usefulness of aspect presence data in developing seemingly accurate profiles of the
newsgroups studied, constitute a solid foundation for future work in Usenet and other
CMC environments.

Certainly, the MacKinnon Model showed promise as a method of ensuring both
reliability and validity in large-scale field research in CMC, due to its approach of
ensuring validity through the use of the externally validated model and ensuring
reliability through the systematic analysis of manifest content. This research discovered,
however, that some of the MacKinnon Aspects cannot be discerned through surface-level
analyses of manifest content, and that a deeper analysis is therefore needed. In addition,
the reliability problems described above indicated the need for further work in refining
the model. This study has now suggested one direction to take with these refinements,
without radically changing the existing framework. Given that this basic framework was
compellingly validated in the literature review, there is reason to believe that further
work with model could bear fruit.

Some of the more useful insights generated in this study came from the aspect
presence data. Measures of aspect presence, combined with the cluster sampling method
employed in the study, allowed the development of the newsgroup profiles described
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earlier in this section and detailed at the beginning of this chapter. Notably, these profiles
proved useful in validating many of the themes one would expect to find in certain
newsgroups, given their political and topical characteristics.

The themes uncovered by the aspect presence data revealed that common themes
appear to exist throughout Usenet. These include the familiarity often seen between
participants, the tendency for groups to be dominated by a small band of particularly
active participants, and the seemingly religious compliance with the basic rules of
netiquette, despite the various types of political systems employed and the widely
diverse topic areas covered. Many of these themes are, of course, consistent with those
found by many other researchers in the Usenet environment. But the apparent
effectiveness of profiling using the aspect presence data could constitute a new technique
for examining these themes, and perhaps the causal relationships between them, more
closely.

Recommendations for Further Research

The conclusions detailed above allude to a number of opportunities for further
research. In addition to these, the following potential directions are recommended.

One approach that is sorely needed in CMC research was pointed up by the
difficulty in this study of trying to determine the presence of less-obvious, largely
indiscernible societal aspects like persona. This problem illustrates the need for CMC
researchers to reach beyond the convenience and safety of on-line data collection and
combine these methods with face-to-face interaction of some kind, whether it be
corroborating interviews or journalism-style case studies. Admittedly, such an approach
would involve greater expenditures of time and money. However, this study has shown
that the great advantages of having access to massive amounts of text-only qualitative
data are offset by the great limitations of viewing human interaction from the distance of
a computer screen.

The prospect of further developing and testing the profile-building capabilities of
the aspect presence data should also be pursued. With a method more focused on this
dimension of the MacKinnon Model and perhaps a larger sample size, this method could
prove useful in evaluating the social makeup of Usenet newsgroups and other CMC
environments. Such evaluations could be integrated pre-test/post-test experiments in an
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effort to gain insight into the rapid changes occurring in CMC environments as the
numbers of nodes and users undergo meteoric increases.

Another area requiring further study is the topical differences between Usenet
newsgroups. This study touched on some of these differences and pointed up the
potential utility of an exhaustive classification scheme for Usenet that reaches beyond the
limitations of the current newsgroup hierarchies. Though classifications at the top level of
these hierarchies are well-known, a new scheme, perhaps reaching down to the third or
fourth level of the hierarchy, could be quite useful to future investigators in CMC studies.
One could also utilize the profiling capability of the MacKinnon Model to create an
entirely different, potentially more intuitive, classification scheme.

Comparisons between moderated and unmoderated newsgroups, conducted with
more thoroughness and rigor than those discussed here, could also constitute a fertile
research topic. Indeed, the consistent pattern of netiquette observed throughout the three
newsgroups studied here suggests a number of inferences about the politics of CMC
environments that bear further investigation. Such inquiries could add significant insight
to the current discourse.

Similarly, the rates of article submission to Usenet newsgroups constitute another
area outside the scope of this study, but certainly worthy of further investigation.
Research on this topic could offer insight into such overlying questions as, How does the
flow of articles through a newsgroup affect the care and thoughtfulness of postings on
the group?, and, Are heavily trafficked newsgroups more susceptible to flame wars than
smaller, less busy groups? Answers to these and other questions on this topic could lead
us to a clearer understanditg of not only large CMC-based social environments, but our
everyday social environments as well.

Finally, as is described at length earlier in this chapter, further work is needed on
the content-analysis instrument used in this study to improve its ability to consider
variations in the importance of societal aspects and the degree of aspect presence within
an article, rather than just the presence or absence of the aspect. Such a study could be
compatible with a more-exhaustive review of the sociological literature pertinent to the
study of CMC. The sociological perspective presented in Chapter 2 merely introduces
some groundwork for such a study. Nonetheless, a number of themes consistent between
the CMC field and sociology are identified, and these could serve as a foundation for
further investigation in this area.
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Footnotes

1 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

2 Ibid.
3 Tbid.
4 bid.
3 bid.
é Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
? Ibid.

10 Interestingly, sociological theory holds that symbols, language, values, and
norms are all components of culture and, as such, vary from place to place based on
cultural variations (Macionis, 1991). It follows logically, then, that a subculture based on
CMC would respond to the environmental properties of the communications medium by
developing its own set of symbols, language, values, and norms.

11 page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

2 hid.

B1bid.
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14 An Internet “host” is a computer with a direct link to the Internet, as defined in
the Internet addressing scheme. An individual host can link anywhere from one to
hundreds of thousands of users to the net.

15 The Internet consists of a web of small computer networks that are connected, yet
independent from one another. (See “Definition of Terms” on page 22.)

16 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

17 bid.

18 Though MacKinnon (1992) chose the term “attack” in conveying his analog to
physical strength, it is recognized that less ominous terms such as “assert oneself on” or
“impose oneself on” are perhaps more appropriate here. Because physical strength is
often demonstrated by non-violent means in the modern world, it is perhaps
unnecessary to use the term “attack,” which conjures up equally ominous terms like
“assault.” However, for purposes of consistency, the terminology used here will, for the
moment, imitate that used by MacKinnon.

19 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

20Tn a mail bombing, several members of the group will simultaneously or
repeatedly send e-mail to the violator, expressing their displeasure with his or her
remarks. Flaming is defined in Chapter 1.

21 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

22 Gtryctural-functionalism assumes a macro-level orientation, or “a concern with
large-scale patterns that characterize society as a whole” (Macionis, 1991, p. 20), while
symbolic-interactionism assumes a micro-level orientation, or “a concern with small-scale
patterns of social interaction” (Macionis, 1991, p. 20).

23 Dramaturgical analysis is described by Macionis (1991) as a method that
“emphasizes how human beings resemble actors on a stage as we deliberately foster
certain impressions in the minds of others.” The dramaturgical method essentially looks
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at society as a stage, with a team of performers, an audience, a back region where the
performance is prepared, a front region where the performance is presented, and rules of
decorum that regulate behavior in both regions.

24 From the dramaturgical perspective, the thread—or series of articles that ensues
in response to an impression made by a Usenet user—could be looked on as a “script” of
sorts. It could be examined for evidence of the methods used by the participants to create
impressions, the barriers encountered in these attempts, and the varying degrees of
success that result.

2 The edition of Social Theory and Social Structure used for this review was
superceded in 1968 by an updated version, which builds on Merton's basic theories. For
the purpose of this review, however, the ideas advanced by Merton in the 1950s is of
primary interest, since it has since acted as the stimulus for a wider range of sociological
thought.

%6 This is not to say that both the aspects that make up the MacKinnon Model and
the effectiveness with which it can be applied do not warrant further investigation.
Clearly they do. The point here is that the MacKinnon Model offers certain advantages in
conducting large-scale CMC research, and given the objectives of this study; it is
reasonable to proceed with an analysis of Usenet using an instrument based on this
model.

%/ For a detailed list of appropriate Usenet practices, see Von Rospach (1987).

28 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

2 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

30 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

31 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.
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32 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

33 Page numbers are unavailable for excerpts from this reference, which was
obtained as an unformatted file from a computerized archive.

34 These values were observed using the revised, seven-aspect instrument. The
mean MacKinnon Factors observed using the original ten-aspect instrument were: 3.61
for the overall sample, 3.63 for rec.aviation.piloting, 3.93 for talk.rape, and 3.27 for
alt.med.cfs. With the inclusion of the aspects whose presence could not be reliably
measured, these figures were also low, given the maximum value of 10 allowed by the
original instrument.

35 The domain name “anon.penet.fi” is generated by an on-line anonymity service
in Finland. Users can employe services like this to retain their anonymity when posting
or sending e-mail.



Appendix A
Usenet Tutorial

The following tutorial is presented to help the reader understand what Usenet is
and how users interact with it. For the purpose of this study, it is unimportant that the
reader understand the structure of the system in all its technical detail. We therefore
provide a basic conceptual view, along with a step-by-step walk-through of a typical
Usenet session.

What is Usenet?

Usenet is a software program designed to run on computers equipped with a
communications protocol called the Unix-to-Unix Copy Program (UUCP). These
computers, which receive and send Usenet articles, are known as UUCP hosts because of
their dependence on the UUCP protocol. UUCP hosts are generally large multi-user
systems that provide Usenet services to a community of computer users. For example, in
a college campus environment, hundreds or thousands of students and faculty might
receive computing services from a central computer center. In such an environment,
Usenet might be one of the services provided by the computer center, which is likely to
possess a UUCP host system. In Usenet terms, such an environment is known as a Usenet
site.

A user of Usenet interacts with the system through a software program called a
newsreader, which resides either on the user’s terminal or on the UUCP host computer.
There are a number of newsreaders available, each with its own unique features and
capabilities. However, each must perform the following basic functions:

. Displaying Usenet newsgroup names from a user-defined list.
. Showing the user the currently available articles from those newsgroups.

« Allowing the user to perform basic operations like saving articles to files,
responding to articles, and authoring and sending original articles.
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Asis explained in Chapter 1, millions of users display, read, and respond to Usenet
articles each day. The newsreader is the basic tool that allows this interaction with the
system. The following paragraphs describe this interaction in more detail.

Figure Al illustrates, in simplified fashion, the way information flows through
Usenet. The user and terminal shown at the left of the figure would be just one of many
that are typically connected to a single UUCP host. The smaller networks illustrated at
the right of the figure represent the thousands of sites that comprise Usenet. Note that all
communications conducted over the net are bidirectional.

gal

OGun
=
\=

04 b

Usenet Usc-_zr
User Terminal UUCP Host Usenet

Figure A1. A Basic Conceptual View of the Usenet System

The user invokes the newsreader software on his or her terminal. This software
connects to the UUCP host and begins displaying Usenet files as directed by the user.
This activity is called a sessio.

While the user proceeds with his or her session, the UUCP host intermittently
receives new articles from the network and sends out articles written and submitted by
other users at the site. Because of the dynamic and unstructured nature of this
distribution method, duplicate articles are often sent from site to site. The Usenet
software therefore gives the computer the ability to sort through newly received articles
so that those that have already been received can be thrown away. This requires that the
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software attach a unique number to each new article submitted so that it can be identified
upon receipt by another site.

The following sample session illustrates how the user interacts with the newsreader
and describes how user actions result in the transmission of articles out onto the net.

A Sample Usenet Session

The sample Usenet session described in this section was extracted from an actual
invocation of a popular newsreader known as tin. Throughout the excerpts, information
entered by the user is shown in boldface type, and system output is shown in standard
nonproportional type.

To invoke the tin newsreader, the user simply types the command, “tin,” and
presses enter. This results in system output similar to that shown below.

<1> tin

tin 1.2 PL2 [UNIX] (c) Copyright 1991-93 Iain Lea.
Connecting to stratus...

Reading news active file...

Reading attributes file...

Reading newsgroups file...

The system displays several lines of status information telling the user that
operations needed to initiate the session are being performed. (For the purpose of this
study, the actual content of these status lines is unimportant.)

Once the initiating operations are completed, the newsreader displays a Group
Selection screen similar to the one shown below.
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Group Selection (stratus 598) h=help

ca.politics
news.groups
néy ~Misd

Discussions and lists of newsg
7. ngws.misE oL a0 ST o Discussions o USENET LitsSlE L iy
3 news.newsites Postings of new site announcem

4

5 comp.binaries.os2

6 comp .doc Archived public-domailn documen
7 26 comp.doc.techreports Lists of technical reports. (M
8 47 comp.fonts Typefonts -- design, conversio
9 369 comp.graphics Computer graphics, art, animat
10 50 comp.lang.postscript The PostScript Page Descriptio
11 4 comp.lang.prolog Discussion about PROLOG.

12 12 comp.lang.rexx The REXX command language.

13 177 comp.lang.scheme The Scheme Programming languag
14 comp.lang.scheme.c The Scheme language environmen
15 comp.lang.sigplan Info & announcements from ACM
16 220 comp.lang.smalltalk Discussion about Smalltalk 80.

<n>=set current to n, TAB=next unread, /=search pattern, c)atchup,
g)oto, j=line down, k=line up, h)elp, m)ove, q)uit, r=toggle all/unread,
s)ubscribe, S)ub pattern, u)nsubscribe, U)nsub pattern, y)ank in/out

The Group Selection Screen

The top line of this screen contains the screen title (“Group Selection”) and the
name of the “help” command. The tin newsreader employs a number of single-character
user commands. In tin screen display parlance, the expression “h=help” tells the user that
pressing an “h” will display a help screen. (Software products routinely include a help
command, which provides basic information about product functions, in the upper right-
hand corner of all displays.)

The central portion of the Group Selection screen provides a listing of Usenet
newsgroups. The groups listed on this screen comprise a subset of the thousands of
newsgroups available. This set of groups has been pre-selected by the user, who has the
ability to create a customized list of newsgroups based on his or her interests. This
activity is known as subscribing to newsgroups. (Conversely, deleting a newsgroup from
one’s customized list is known as unsubscribing from the newsgroup.) The shaded
horizontal bar across Line 3 in the example indicates that this line is currently selected. In
tin parlance, the currently selected line is called the current line.
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The first column in the central portion of the screen simply numbers the
newsgroups consecutively. The second column tells the user how many articles are
available in each newsgroup. The third column shows the name of the newsgroup. And
the fourth column provides a brief description of the topics discussed on the newsgroup.

Newsgroup names (listed in the third column of the Group Selection screen) use
significant naming conventions. Usenet newsgroups are divided into hierarchical
branches based on topic area. The first three or four characters in a newsgroup name
provide a very general indication of the topic area (e.g., newsgroups whose names begin
with “comp” are dedicated to discussions of computers). Moving down from this highest
level in the hierarchy, each subsequent set of characters represents an increasingly
specific topic area. Figure A2 illustrates the branches in the “comp” hierarchy that are
included in the sample Group Selection screen on Page 126.

comp.
(Subtopics related to computers)

comp.binaries
{Subtopics related to binary versions of computer programs)

l——comp.binaries.osz

(Provides actual binary versions of computer programs that
under the IBM 0S/2 operating system)

comp.doc
(Subtopics related to computer documentation)

L—comp.doc.techreports
{Provides actual technical reports on computer-reiated topics)

comp.fonts
(Subtopics related to computerized typographical fonts)

comp.graphics
{Subtopics related to computer graphics)

comp.lang
(Subtopics related to various computer programming languages)

comp.lang.postscript
{Discussion of the PostScript page description language)

comp.lang.prolog
(Discussion of the Prolog programming language)

comp.lang.rexx
{Discussion of the Rexx programming language)

Figure A2. Sample Newsgroup Naming Hierarchy
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The bottom portion of the Group Selection screen provides a listing of one-character
commands that can be invoked when this screen is displayed. Similar command listings
appear at the bottom of most tin screens, though a different set of commands is available
on each one. A table at the end of this appendix provides a complete annotated list of
one-character tin commands.

From the Group Selection screen, the user is able to open and more closely examine
any of the newsgroups listed. To open the current newsgroup so that articles can be
displayed, read, and responded to, the user simply presses <Enter>. For the purpose of
this sample session, we have selected as the current newsgroup news.misc, which is
dedicated to the discussion of Usenet itself. Once the user selects this as the current
newsgroup and presses enter, a screen similar to the one on Page 129 is displayed:

news.misc h=help
1 + Seeking out info on Net.Contributions <user name removed>
3+ 3 Soﬁoﬁrn Diku Source - READ ‘ <user name removed>
4 + 4 BAn Extremely Useful Area Coding System <user name removed>
5 + BBS's in Springfield Missouri Area <user name removed>
6 + ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS <user name removed>
7 + Need prices on GPS receiver <user name removed>
8 + Apartment to rent near Geneva <user name removed>
3 + ** SOFTWARE PACKAGE WANTED ** <user name removed>

<n>=set current to n, TAB=next unread, /=search pattern, "K)ill/select,
1)uthor search, c)atchup, j=line down, k=line up, K=mark read, 1l)ist thread,
|=pipe, m)ail, o=print, q)uit, r=toggle all/unread, s)ave, t)ag, w=post

*** Bnd of Articles ***

The Newsgroup Screen

The top line of a newsgroup screen, like that of the Group Selection screen, lists the

screen title and the help command indicator. The central portion of the screen lists topical
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groupings of articles—or threads—that are currently available. To give the user a
complete view of the status of a newsgroup, the tin newsreader organizes articles into
threads and displays them chronologically according to the date and time they were
received by the UUCP host. (In other words, the last thread listed on the news.misc
screen above contains the article most recently received by the UUCP host.) As with the
Group Selection screen, the currently selected—or current—line is indicated by the
shaded bar.

The first column in the thread listing simply numbers the threads consecutively in
chronological order. A plus symbol (+) in the second column indicates that there are
articles in this thread that have not been read. The third column gives the number of
unread articles that are available in the thread. The fourth column lists the title of the
thread, which is taken directly from the “subject” line of the first article in the thread. (See
“The Article” on page 133.) And the fifth column lists the name of the submitter of the
earliest available article in the thread.

The bottom portion of the screen provides a list of available commands similar to
the one that appeared on the Group Selection screen. Note that a slightly different set of
commands appear on this screen. For instance, the subscribe and unsubscribe commands
are not provided because this screen does not provide access to a listing of multiple
newsgroups. Similarly, the move command is unavailable because the system requires
that threads and articles be listed chronologically in the order they were received by the
UUCP host. See the table at the end of this appendix for an annotated list of one-character
tin commands.

From the newsgroup screen, the user is able to open and more closely examine any
of the threads listed. To begin reading the articles in the current thread, the user simply
presses <Enter>, and the newsreader begins displaying the articles in chronological
order. To display a chronological list of articles, the user presses the “1” command. For the
purpose of this sample session, we have used the “1” command to list the articles in the
thread entitled “Flooding.” Once the user selects this thread and presses “l,” a screen
similar to the following is displayed:
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Thread (Flooding) h=help

Uname removeds s L e e

0 :
1 + [ 22] <user name removed>
2 + [ 16] <user name removed>

<n>=set current to n, TAB=next unread, c)atchup, d)isplay toggle,
h)elp, j=line down, k=line up, qluit, t)ag, z=mark unread

*** End of Thread ***

The Thread Screen

The top line of a thread screen, like that of the previously discussed screens, lists the
screen title and the help command indicator. The central portion of the screen lists all
unread articles in the thread in chronological order according to the date and time they
were received by the UUCP host. Again, the shaded background indicates the current
line. The first column of the article listing simply numbers the articles consecutively. A
plus symbol (+) in the second column indicates that the article has not been read. The
third column gives the number of lines of text contained in the article. The fourth column
gives both the full name and the Internet address of the author of the article. (At some
Usenet sites, users are able to create their own user names without verification. This
allows some authors to post under fictitious names or to omit a user name altogether. In
the latter case, the newsreader simply lists the author by Internet address only.)

At this point in the session, the bottom portion of the screen is quite different from
that of the previous screens. A limited number of the commands seen on previous screens
are available, and two additional commands have been added. See the table at the end of
this appendix for an annotated list of one-character tin commands.
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From the thread screen, the user is able to open and more closely examine any of the
articles listed. To begin reading the articles, the user simply presses <Enter>, and the
system displays the currently selected article. For the purpose of this sample session, we
have selected the following article:

Wed, 16 Nov 1994 15:49:29 news.misc Thread 2 of 9
Lines 31 Re: Flooding 2 Responses
<user name removed> <user name removed>

[ Followup redirected to news.admin.misc ]

In article <3advé3$snd@panix.com>, <user name removed> wrote:
>Lately I've noticed [ a lot of SPAMS ]

>

>While some sites have rules against this sort of thing and
>punish those who break them, it’'s obvious that many do not.
>The time may have come for some kind of software to block
>out transmissions of this type, as I assume they will
>persist and, probably, multiply. Any ideas?

We call it “"spamming®.

You *almost* got the right groups to discuss this. Reporting new Spams
should be done on alt.current-events.net-abuse, and possibly
alt.stop-spamming. The topic you raised - feasibility of, justifcation
of, methods for auto-detection and auto-blocking of spam are
currently/recently being discussed on a.c-e.n-a and news.admin.policy and
news.admin.misc.

If you want to talk to the rising star of Spam Cancelling - and he/she is
even at your site - send a mail to na48985@anon.penet.fi. (After reading
what's currently in the above groups, and only if you really have
something to say. Cancelmoose (tm) is pretty busy these days.)

Regards,
- <user name removed>

<user name removed>

<n>=get current to n, TAB=next unread, /=search pattern, “K)ill/select,
a)uthor search, B)ody search, c)atchup, f)ollowup, K=mark read,
|=pipe, m)ail, o=print, g)uit, r)eply mail, s)ave, t)ag, w=post

-— Next response --
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The Article

The tin newsreader was designed to display Usenet articles in a streamlined, user-
friendly manner. The first three lines of the article are called the header lines. These are
similar to the headings in an inter-office memo in that they provide basic introductory
information about the article. The first line, for instance, lists the date and time the article
was received by the UUCP host, the newsgroup it appears in, and the number of the
thread it appears in.

The second line lists the total number of text lines in the article, the subject of the
article, and the number of responses (or follow-ups) the article has received via Usenet.
The subject of an article is important in that a Usenet thread derives its name directly
from the subject line of the first article in the thread. Note that, in the example on Page
132, the subject of the article is preceded by “Re.” This indicates that the article is a
follow-up to an original article that had the subject, “Flooding.” Unless altered by the
follow-up author, all responses to the original article will carry the subject, “Re:
Flooding.” If the subject line is altered by the follow-up author, this new text constitutes a
new subject, and thus the beginning of a new thread.

The third line lists author information, including the Internet address from which
the article was sent and the author’s user name and organization. As explained
previously, user names can sometimes be altered by individual users. Ironically, the
organization name shown in Usenet articles is almost always under the control of the
user. As a result, many users either neglect to include this information or provide
organization names that are humorous or misleading.

The next several lines, which comprise the body of the article, bear some discussion.
The first body line, which reads

[ Followup redirected to news.admin.misc ]

is provided as a courtesy to the reader. This statement tells readers that, even
though the original article that prompted this follow-up was posted to the newsgroup
news.misc, this author has chosen to redirect subsequent follow-up articles to a different
group: news.admin.misc. As he explains later in the body of the post, he has done this
because he feels news.misc is an inappropriate forum for the topic at hand. Most
newsreaders allow authors to distribute an article to several newsgroups at once, to
stipulate which geographic areas articles are distributed to, and to stipulate which
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newsgroup (or newsgroups) follow-up articles will be distributed to. As a courtesy, this
author has decided to inform readers that their follow-ups will be redirected to a
newsgroup other than the one they are currently reading.

The next several lines in the article read as follows:
In article <3adv63$snd@panix.com>, <user name removed> wrote:

>Lately I've noticed [ a lot of SPAMS ]
>
>While some sites have rules against this sort of thing and
>punish those who break them, it's obvious that many do not.
>The time may have come for some kind of software to block
>out transmissions of this type, as I assume they will
>persist and, probably, multiply. Any ideas?

These lines illustrate the widely observed Usenet convention of including, in
follow-up postings, excerpts from the original article that prompted the follow-up. These
excerpt lines are usually added by the newsreader software, rather than by the author.
They are generally preceded by a user-customized citation line and are set off by
identifiers such as the right angle brackets in the example. Citation lines often include the
number of the original article and the name and Internet address of the original poster.
Also notice in these lines that the follow-up author has elected to abbreviate the excerpt
(-.. [alotof SPAMS]...) and has used square brackets to set off his interjection.
Netiquette has long dictated that authors keep their articles as brief as possible to
conserve network bandwidth.

Note the following lines that appear at the end of the article:

Regards,

- <user name removed>

<user name removed>

These lines illustrate the Usenet convention of including a standard signature,
known as a .sig (pronounced, “dot-sig”), at the end of each article. The .sig is a file that is
created by the user and automatically appended by the newsreader software to the end of
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any article posted by that user. This not only helps the user to remember to “sign” each
article, it also provides many users with an outlet for pent up creativity.

At the bottom of the article screen, yet another set of one-character commands is
listed. (See the table at the end of this appendix for an annotated list of one-character tin
commands.)

The article screen is the lowest level of user access available in Usenet. Once an
article of interest has been located, the user can save the article, respond to the author
directly via electronic mail, or broadcast a follow-up article to Usenet. For the purpose of
this sample session, we have chosen to submit a follow-up article to this post by an
inidentified user. This means we will be continuing the thread by responding with a
follow-up to this follow-up to the original article.

To do this, we have pressed the “f” key, causing the Follow-up Screen to be
displayed, as shown on the next page.

The Follow-Up Article

The follow-up article screen provides the user with a ready-to-edit file containing a
complete excerpt of the original article. Because this sample session was conducted on a
Unix workstation, the newsreader has invoked the Unix vi editor so that the user can edit
the follow-up. Newsreaders can be set to invoke any of a number of text editing and
word processing programs, depending on the type of computer being used.

The header lines in the follow-up article are similar to those seen in the original
article: the “Subject” (note the “Re:,” which indicates this is a follow-up), the
“Newsgroups” (which lists the groups to which the article will be sent), 2 “References”
line (which lists the unique ID numbers of the two articles cited in this follow-up), and a
“Distribution” line (which allows the user to limit the geographic distribution of the
article—e.g., inserting a “ca” here would allow distribution to only those sites located in
California). Though any of these lines can be edited by the user, it is standard practice to
leave them as they are.
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Subject: Re: Flooding

Newsgroups: news.admin.misc

References: <3adv63$snd@panix.com> <3ae5g9$6c2@Starbase.NeoSoft.COM>
Distribution:

<user name removed> wrote:

[ Followup redirected to news.admin.misc ]
: In article <3adv63$snd@panix.com>, <user name removed> wrote:
. >Lately I‘'ve noticed [ a lot of SPAMS ]

>
: >While some sites have rules against this sort of thing and
T >
: >punish those who break them, it’s obvious that many do not.
: >The time may have come for some kind of software to block
: >»out transmissions of this type, zs I assume they will
: >persist and, probably, multiply. Any ideas?

: We call it “spamming”.

: You *almost* got the right groups to discuss this. Reporting new Spams

- should be done on alt.current-events.net-abuse, and possibly

: alt.stop-spamming. The topic you raised - feasibility of, justifcation
of, methods for auto-detection and auto-blocking of spam are
currently/recently being discussed on a.c-e.n-a and news.admin.policy and
news.admin.misc.

If you want to talk to the rising star of Spam Cancelling - and he/she is
: even at your site - send a mail to na48985@anon.penet.fi. (After reading
: what’s currently in the above groups, and only if you really have
: something to say. Cancelmoose (tm) is pretty busy these days.)

: Regards,
: - <user name removed>

: <user name removed>

"Just give me an easy life and a peaceful death”
Bruce A. Overby
bruce@swdc.stratus.com

After the header lines, a complete excerpt of the original article appears, set off by
the insertion of a colon (:) at the beginning of each line. As noted earlier, the citation line
and identifiers can be customized by each individual user.
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Finally, note that the our .sig file has been automatically appended to the end of the
article by the newsreader. These five lines at the end of the article are recognizable as the
sig because they include the user’s Internet address and they are not set off by colons.

It is now our job to edit the excerpt down to the minimum number of lines needed
and insert our own thoughts. For the purpose of this sample session, we have elected to
delete virtually all of the original article and compose a very brief response:

Subject: Re: Flooding

Newsgroups: news.admin.misc

References: <3advé63$snd@panix.com> <3ae5q9$6c2@Starbase.NeoSoft.COM>
Distribution:

<user name removed> wrote:
[ Followup redirected to news.admin.misc ]
{ A very diplomatic response to <user name removed>’s post re: Spamming ]

A very clear and helpful response. Thank you, <user name removed>. I was
curious about <user name removed>'s “discoveries,” and now I know right
where to go to get info.

Net.courtesy is such a *refreshing* thing!

“Just give me an easy life and a peaceful death”

Bruce A. Overby
bruce@swdc.stratus.com

To avoid confusion, we have included a one-line synopsis of the original article,
setting it off with square brackets. We then add our own thoughts, thanking the poster to
whom we are responding, who was courteous enough to redirect follow-ups
appropriately and provide the original poster with pointers to groups dedicated to the
topic he is interested in. The asterisks used to set off the word “refreshing” illustrate the
use of emoticons; this particular usage signifies emphasis (in much the same way a raised
tone would be used in face-to-face communication.)

Now that the article is ready to broadcast to the Net, we simply save it as required
by the text processing software. Once this is done, the newsreader will display the
following screen:
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Responses have been directed to the following newsgroups

news .admin.misc

Continue? (y/n): ¥

This screen simply reminds us that the poster to whom we are responding Patlan
has redirected follow-ups to this newsgroup. We agree that this is appropriate, so we
have responded “y,” which brings this screen:

Check Prepared Article

Your article will be posted to the following newsgroup:
news.admin.misc

qluit, e)dit, plost: p

This screen provides the user with one last chance to either quit the follow-up
routine, make final changes to the article, or post it to the Net. We are comfortable with
the article, so we have chosen to post. This brings us back to the Thread Screen, as
displayed below, from which the user can proceed with the session.
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Thread (Flooding) h=help

G- oL 31] <user nams removeds.
1 + [ 22] <user name removed>
2 + [ 16] <user name removed>

<n>=set current to n, TAB=next unread, c)atchup, d)isplay toggle,
h)elp, j=line down, k=line up, qQ)uit, t)ag, z=mark unread

*** End of Thread ***

Note that the plus symbol (+) that previously appeared next to article 0 has
disappeared, indicating that this article has now been read. For purpose of this sample
session, we have decided to discontinue reading in this thread and to return to the
Newsgroup Screen. We therefore press “q,” which displays the newsgroup screen:

news.misc h=help

Seeking out info on Net. Contrlbutlons <user name removed>
nQﬁ;Floodlng SRR N ’
3 Sojourn leu Source - READ

f'/user nama removed>;
<user name removed>

1 +

T2k
raa
4 + 4 An Extremely Useful Area Coding System <user name removed>
5 + BBS's in Springfield Missouri Area <user name removed>
6 + ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS <user name removed>
7 0+ Need prices on GPS receiver <user name removed>
8 + Apartment to rent near Geneva <user name removed>
9 + ** SOFTWARE PACKAGE WANTED ** <user name removed>

<n>=set current to n, TAB=next unread, /=search pattern, "K)ill/select,
tyuthor search, c)atchup, j=line down, k=line up, K=mark read, 1)ist thread,
[-plpe, m)ail, o=print, gq)uit, r=toggle all/unread, s)ave, t)ag, w=post

*** End of Articles ***
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Note that now the third column in the current thread contains a 2 rather than a 3,
indicating that we have read one article. As indicated previously, there are a number of
operations the user can perform from the Newsgroup screen, one of which is so save files
and threads. We have now decided to save this thread to a series of files and have pressed
the “s,” causing the following prompt to appear at the bottom of the Newsgroup Screen:

Save a)rticle, t)hread, p)attern, T)agged articles, qgluit: t

This prompt asks the user whether he or she would like to simply save one article in
the current thread, the entire thread, articles containing a particular pattern (for which
the user would then be prompted), or the tagged articles in the thread. We have pressed
the “t,” indicating that we want to save the entire thread. This causes the following
prompt to appear:

Save filenazme > testl

This prompt asks the user what name he or she would like used for the files being
saved. We have entered the file name “testl,” and pressed <Enter>. The three articles in
the thread are then saved to a series of files named “testl.1,” “test1.2,” and “test1.3.” This
is the manner used to save the files analyzed for this study.

Once a user has completed a tin session, he or she simply types “q” to quit the
newsreader application. As mentioned throughout this appendix, there are a number of
one-character commands (like the “q,” for quit) available in tin. Table Al provides a
listing of these commands, along with a brief description of what they do. Throughout
the table, the commands are shown as they appear on the tin screen displays.
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Command

<n>=set currentton

TAB=next unread

[=search pattern

clatchup

g)oto

j=line down

k=line up

h)elp

m)ove

Description

Pressing any number automatically selects the line with
that number as the current line. (This is significant
because many commands act on the current line.)

Pressing the TAB key finds the next unread article {or
newsgroup or thread containing an unread article) and
selects it as the current line. As a user reads articles during
the course of a session, the newsreader automatically
keeps a record of the articles being read. This ensures that,
when the user invokes a new session at a later time, he or
she will not be inundated with old articles.

Pressing a slash (/) invokes a search routine that asks for a
pattern, or string of characters, and searches the available
articles for this string of characters.

Pressing “c” deletes all unread articles in the current
newsgroup or thread.

.

Pressing “g” invokes a routine that asks for a newsgroup
name and automatically makes that newsgroup the
current newsgroup.

ay

Pressing “j” moves the current line down one line from its
present position.

Pressing “k” moves the current line up one line from its
present position.

Pressing “h” invokes the tin help screen.

The “m” allows the user to rearrange the order in which
newsgroups are listed on the screen. Pressing this key
invokes a routine that asks which direction the user would
like to move the current line, as well as how many lines up
or down the user would like to move it.
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Command

giuit

r=toggle all/funread

s)ubscribe

S)ub pattern

u)nsubscribe

Ulnsub pattern

ylank infout

Description

Pressing “q” from the Group Selection screen exits the
newsreader and returns the user to a biank system
prompt.

The “r” serves as a toggle switch that enables the user to
display either all articles or only those articles that remain
unread.

Pressing the lowercase “s” allows the user to subscribe to
additional newsgroups. The system displays a complete
listing of available newsgroups, from which the user is
asked to choose one that he or she would like to subscribe
to.

Pressing the uppercase “s” (Shift + “s”) serves the same
purpose as the lowercase “s,” except that the user is
prompted to enter a pattern, or text string. The system
then displays a listing of only those newsgroups whose
names contain the pattern, allowing the user to limit the
extent of the display.

Pressing the lowercase “u” unsubscribes the user from
the current newsgroup.

Pressing the uppercase “u” (Shift + “s”) allows the user to
unsubscribe from all newsgroups whose names contain
the pattern provided.

The “y” serves a purpose similar to that of the “m” (or
“move”) key, except that the “y” allows the user to cut the
current newsgroup line, then scro!l through the list of
groups to a new location and paste the new line in as
desired. This is simply a slightly different approach to
rearranging the order in which newsgroups are displayed.
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Command

AK)ill/select

a)uthor search

K=mark read

I)ist thread

[=pipe

m)ail

o=print

s)ave

Description

By pressing the Control key {indicated by the caret
character (*)) and an uppercase “k” {Shift-k), the user can
elect to "kill” {or delete) a particular article, as well as all
future articles received by the same author. This command
adds the unwanted author's Internet address to a kill file
owned by the user. If a kill file is present, the newsreader
checks it for unwanted submitters’ addresses before
including articles in the threads listed on the newsgroup
screen.

Pressing “a” invokes a routine that allows the user to
search for articles submitted by a particular author.

An uppercase “k” {Shift-k) marks the current thread as
read. (This command can be used on individual articles as
well.)
Pressing “1” takes the user from a newsgroup screen to
thread screen that lists, in chronological order, all of the
individual articles that comprise the thread.

A vertical bar (|} represents a standard Unix routine known
as a pipe. A pipe takes the output of one command and
uses it as input to another command. For example, if one
wanted to print the thread listing provided as output to the
“1” command described above, one could simply pipe this
into a Unix “Ipr” command, which would send the output
to a line printer.

Pressing “m” allows the user to send the current thread as
electronic mail to any !Internet address. (This command
can also be used on individual articles.)

Pressing “o” allows the user to print a hard copy of the
thread. (This command can also be used on individual
articles.)

Pressing “s” allows the user to save articles or threads to
files or series of files, respectively.
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Annotated Listing of One-Character tin Commands

Command

tlag

w=post

d)isplay toggle

z=mark unread

B)ody search

flollowup

rieply mail

Description

Pressing “t” tags the current article or thread for
subsequent action by the user. {For instance, if a user
wanted to print a number of articles at once before
terminating the session, these could be tagged using this
command. When the print (“0”) command is invoked later,
the system will give the user the option of printing “all
tagged articles.”)

Pressing “w" invokes a routine with which the user can
submit an original posting to the newsgroup.

The “d” acts as a toggle switch allowing the user to
display either ali articles available in this thread or only
those articles that remain unread.

Pressing “z" marks as unread an article that has already
been read.

The uppercase “b” invokes a routine that allows the user
to search the body of an article for any string of characters
desired. This can be a useful feature for very long articles.

Pressing “f” invokes a routine that creates a boilerplate
follow-up article and invokes text editing software so that
the complete follow-up can be composed by the user.

Pressing “r” invokes a routine similar to that invoked by
the “f” key, except that it sends the response directly to
the Internet address of the original author, rather than
broadcasting it across all of Usenet.



Appendix B

Newsgroup Listing

The following listing includes 3,183 Usenet newsgroups, from which the sample
used in this study was drawn. The sample was selected using a random number

generator to identify three numbers from among the consecutive identifying numbers in

this listing. Three newsgroups were selected. These are indicated in boldface type.

Note that the name of each newsgroup is followed by either an exclamation point

(") or a colon (:), as well as a range of numbers. The exclamation point and colon are used

to indicate to the newsreader software that this newsgroup is either of interest, and

should therefore be listed when a user reads Usenet, or is of no interest, and should
therefore be omitted. The range of numbers indicates to the newsreader software the
number of articles that are currently available so that these can be included in the Usenet
session. (See Appendix A for more information on Usenet, including a sample session.)
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20.

ab.politics! 1-210

alt.0d! 1-108

alt.2600! 1-3282

alt.3d! 1-234

alt.3d.studio! 1-129
alt.abortion! 1-31
alt.abortion.inequity! 1-1096
alt.abuse.recovery! 1-167
altactivism.d! 1-357
alt.activism.death-penalty! 1-815
alt.activism: 1-88577
alt.adoption! 1-16855
alt.adoption.agency! 1-1625
alt.agriculture.misc! 1-78
altagriculture: 1-1
alt.alcohol! 1-92
alt.aldus.freehand! 1-51
altaldus.pagemaker!
alt.alien.research! 1-618
alt.alien.vampire.flonk.flonk.flonk! 1-94
alt.alien.vampire: 1-18
alt.alien.visitors! 1-51338
altalien: 1-33
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24.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32
33.

35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

45.
46.

alt.alt: 1-1957
alt.alumnibronx-science! 1-32
alt.amazon-women.admirers! 1-377
alt.anagrams! 1-56

alt.angst! 1-1034

alt.animals! 1-1
alt.animals.badgers! 1-7
alt.animals.felines! 1-1527
alt.animals.felines.lions! 1-1
alt.animals felines.snowleopards! 1-115
alt.animals.foxes!

alt.answers! 1-218

altanybody! 1-116

alt.aol-sucks! 1-1536
alt.appalachian! 1-352
alt.aquaria killies! 1-64
alt.aquaria: 1-39037
alt.architecture!
alt.architecture.alternative! 1-123
alt.architecture.int-design!
alt.arts.ballet! 1-191
alt.arts.storytelling! 1-65

alt.arts: 1-16



47.

49.
50.
51
52.

57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

IRGRER

68.
69.
70.
71

73.
74.

76.

78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

FRRES

87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94,
95.
96.
97.
98.
9.

100.
101

alt.ascii-art! 1-21765
alt.asian-movies! 1-501

altastrology! 1-1266
alt.atari-jaguardiscussion! 1-113
alt.atari.2600! 1-161

alt.atari.2600vcs! 1-23

alt.atheism: 1-158855

altautos! 1-3

alt.autos.antique! 1-4796
alt.autos.camaro.firebird! 1-252
altautos.macho-trucks! 1-914
altautos.rod-n-custom!

altbackrubs! 1-2209

altbaldspot! 1-157

altbanjo! 1-191
altbarney.dinosaur.die.die.die! 1-315
altbbs.ads: 1-16726

altbbs.allsysop! 1-5293
altbbs.doors! 1-2988

altbbs first-class! 1-6213
altbbs.gigo-gateway! 1-582
altbbs.internet! 1-24602

altbbs lists! 1-4289

alt.bbs.majorbbs! 1-1931
alt.bbs.metal!

altbbs.pcboard! 1-4424
alt.bbs.pcouucp! 1-582
alt.bbs.renegade! 1-3150
altbbs.unixbbs! 1-863

altbbs.uupch: 1-214

altbbs.waffle! 1-628

alt.bbs.wildcat! 1-8568

altbbs: 1-36609

altbeer! 1-42982

altbest.of.internet!
altbible.prophecy! 1-470

altbigfoot! 1-14609

altbinaries! 1-19
alt.binarjes.pictures! 1-5
alt.binaries.pictures.celebrities! 1-225
altbinaries.pictures.d! 1-6907
alt.binaries.pictures.erotical 1-633
alt binaries.pictures.erotica.amateur! 1-56
alt.binaries.pictures.erotica.amateur.female! 1-125
alt.binaries.pictures.erotica.children! 1-53
alt.binaries.pictures.fractals: 1-1
altbinaries.pictures.girlfriends! 1-192
altbinaries.pictures.misc! 1-16927
altbinaries.sounds.d! 1-6
alt.binaries.sounds.misc! 1-5422
alt.bitterness! 1-378

altbonsai!

altbooks! 1-10

altbooks.anne-rice! 1-14664
alt.books beatgeneration! 1-53

102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
169.
110.

11

112
113
114.
115.
116.
nz.
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.
131.
132
133.
134
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141
142.
143.
144.
145.
146.
147.
148.
149.
150.
151.
152
153.
154.
155.
156.
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altbooks.cs-lewis! 1-44
altbooks.isaac-asimov! 1-2322
altbooks.kurt-vonnegut: 1-275
altbooks.m-lackey! 1-379
altbooks.reviews! 1-7427
altbooks.stephen-king! 1-8788
altbooks.tom-clancy! 1-5223
altboomerang! 1-23
altbuddha.short.fat.guy: 1-23277
altbuddha: 1-20

altbusiness! 1-1371
altbusiness.import-export! 1-1642
altbusiness.misc!
altbusiness.multi-level!

altcad! 1-2405

alt.cad.autocad! 1-5269
alt.california!

alt.callahans: 1-78236
alt.cardgame.magic! 1-505
alt.caving! 1-45

alt.cd-rom! 1-35354
alt.cd-rom.reviews!
alt.cellular-phone-tech! 1-447
alt.cellular.oki.900! 1-31
alt.censorship! 1-35104
alt.cereal!

alt.child-support! 1-11653
alt.chinchilla? 1-1295
alt.chinese.computing! 1-2622
alt.chinese.text! 1-62453
alt.chinese.text.big5!

alt.chinese: 1-16

alt.christnet! 1-19385
alt.christnet.bible! 1-983
alt.christnet.christianlife! 1-239
alt.christnet.prayer! 1-82
alt.christnet.second-coming.reai-soon-now! 1-429
alt.christnet.second-coming: 1-3
alt.christnet.theology! 1-490
alt.clothing lingerie! 1-487
alt.clothing: 1-13

alt.co-ops: 1-1941

alt.cobol: 1-4896

alt.coffee! 1-252
alt.collecting.autographs! 1-426
alt.collecting: 1-26
alt.college.college-bowl! 1-3576
alt.college.food! 1-657
alt.college.fraternities! 1-8524
alt.college.fraternities sigma-pi! 1-207
alt.college.tunnels! 1-702
alt.college.us! 1-1399
alt.college: 1-15
alt.comedy.british! 1-11586
alt.comedybritish.blackadder! 1-92



157.
158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
163.
164.
165.
166.
167.
168.
169.
170.
171.
172.
173.
174.
175.
176.
177.
178.
179.
180.
181.
182.
183.
184.
185.
186.
187.
188.
189.
190.
191.
192
193.
194.
195.
196.
197.
198.
199.
200.
201.
202
203.
204.
205.
206.
207.
208.
209.
210.
211.

alt.comedy.standup! 1-76
alt.comedy: 1-18
alt.comics.alternative! 1-64
alt.comics.batman! 1-277
alt.comics.classic! 1-29
alt.comics.peanuts! 1-33
alt.comics.superman!
alt.comp.acad-freedom.talk! 1-1594
alt.comp.compression! 1-539
alt.comp.databases.xbase.clipper! 1-2966
alt.comp.hardware homebuilt! 1-9259
alt.comp.hardware: 1-112
alt.comp.lang borland-delphi! 1-1096
alt.comp.periphs.mainboard.asus! 1-3456
alt.comp.shareware! 1-2957
alt.comp.shareware.for-kids! 1-299
alt.comp.tandem-users! 1-22
alt.comp.virus! 1-3246
alt.computer.consultants! 1-8693
alt.config: 1-64905

alt.consciousness! 1-345
alt.consciousness.near-death-exp! 1-66
alt.conspiracyjfk! 1-881
alt.conspiracy: 1-90253
alt.consumers.free-stuff!
alt.corel.graphics! 1-187

alt.cosuard: 1-6362

alt.crackers! 1-117

alt.cracks! 1-878

alt.creative-cooking! 1-73

alt.cuddle! 1-985
alt.cult-movies.rocky-horror! 1-246
alt.cult-movies: 1-75244
alt.culture.alaska! 1-3524
alt.culture.austrian! 1-26
alt.culture.cajun! 1-43
alt.culture.electric-midget! 1-1
alt.culture.hawaii! 1-14613
alt.culture.indonesia! 1-3526
alt.culture.internet! 1-7056
alt.culture karnataka! 1-4459
alt.culture.kerala? 1-2722
alt.culture.ny-upstate! 1-5166
alt.culture.oregon! 1-3416
alt.culture.tuva! 1-371
alt.culture.us.1970s! 1-1430
alt.culture.us.1980s! 1-18
alt.culture.us.asian-indian! 1-6309
alt.culture.us.southwest! 1-1413
alt.culture.usenet! 1-267
alt.current-events! 1-27
alt.current-events.bosnia! 1-584
alt.current-events.clinton.whitewater!
alt.current-events.haiti! 1-18
alt.current-events.la-quake: 1-6

212
213.
214.
215.
216.
217.
218.
219.
220.
221.

224,

B B

227.
228.
229.
230.
231,
232

236.
237.
238.
239.
240.
241.
242.
243.
244.
245,
246.
247.
248.
249.
250.
251.
252.
253.

255.
256.
257.
258.
259.
260.
261.
262.
263.
264.
265.
266.

alt.current-events.net-abuse! 1-198
alt.current-events.russia!
alt.cyb-sys: 1-100
alt.cyberpunk.chatsubo! 1-98
alt.cyberpunk.movement: 1-2401
alt.cyberpunk.tech: 1-4979
alt.cyberpunk: 1-37066
alt.cyberspace: 1-12681
altdads-rights!

alt.dcom! 1-20
alt.dcom.slip-emulators! 1-5230
alt.dcom.telecom! 1-6261
alt.dear.whitehouse! 1-5006
alt.destroy.microsoft! 1-590
alt.devnull: 1-4
alt.devilbunnies! 1-652
alt.dice-man:
alt.discrimination!

alt.disney! 1-31
alt.disney.disneyland! 1-200
alt.divination! 1-107
alt.dragons-inn! 1-387
alt.dreams! 1-246
alt.dreams.castaneda! 1-200
altdreams. lucid! 1-220
alt.drugs.caffeine! 1-2017
alt.drugs.chemistry! 1-405
altdrugs.culture! 1-369
altdrugs.pot! 1-1486
alt.drugs.psychedelics! 1-507
altdrugs: 1-109181
alt.drumcorps! 1-29
alt.drunken.bastards! 1-340
alteducation! 1-1
alteducation.alternative! 1-493
alt.education.disabled! 1-2061
alt.education.distance! 1-2654
alt.education.home-school.christian! 1-31
altelvis.king! 1-154
altelvis.sighting! 143
alt.emulators.ibmpc.apple2!
aitemusic: 1-3238
altenergy.renewable! 1-150
alt.ernie-pook: 1-307

altevil: 1-14660
alt.exotic-music: 1-5374
alt.fairs.renaissance! 1-82
alt.fan! 1-11

alt.fan.art-bell! 1-1787

alt.fan barry-manilow! 1-1869
alt.fan.bgcrisis! 1-133

alt.fan bill-gates! 1-8582
alt.fan.blues-brothers! 1-1050
alt.fan.british-accent! 1-12792
alt.fan.cecil-adams! 1-5926
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267.
268.
269.
270.
271.
272

274.
275.
276.
277.
278.
279.
280.
281.
282.
283.
284.

286.
287.
288.
289.
290.
291.
292
293.
294
295.
296.
297.
298.
299.
300.
301.
302.
303.
304.
305.
306.
307.
308.
309.
310.
311
312
313.
314.
315.
316.
317.
318.
319.
320.
321

alt.fan.chris-elliott! 1-1040
alt.fan.conan-obrien! 1-5064
alt.fan.courtney-love! 1-5911
altfan.dan-quayle! 1-15295
altfan.dave-williams! 1-5
alt.fan.dave_barry: 1-11265
alt.fan.david-bowie! 1-3272
alt.fan.debbie gibson! 1-1559
alt.fan.devo! 1-1606
alt.fan.dirty-whores! 1-1832
alt.fan.disney.afternoon! 1-1852
alt.fan.don-imus! 1-153
alt.fan.don-n-mike! 1-3101
alt.fan.donno-soul. simmons! 1-1
alt.fan.douglas-adams!
alt.fan.dragonlance! 1-4981
alt.fan.dragons! 1-13659
alt.fan.dune! 1-1461

alt fan.eddings! 1-4328

alt.fan frank-zappa! 1-10246
alt.fan.furry! 1-7856

alt.fan furry.muck! 1-74
alt.fan.g-gordon-liddy! 1-6947
alt.fan.goons! 1-1676
alt.fan.greg-kinnear! 1-20
alt.fan hawaii-five-o! 1-53
alt.fan heinlein! 1-2681

alt.fan hello-kitty! 1-813
alt.fan.hofstadter! 1-408
alt.fan holmes! 1-1543

alt.fan howard-stem! 1-11094
alt.fan jai-maharajt 1-973
alt.farjames-bond! 1-5609
alt.fan jello-biafra! 1-1146
alt.fanjen-coolest! 1-1470
alt.fan jimmy-buffett! 1-5729
alt.fan joel-furr! 1-3150

alt.fan john-palmer! 1-182
alt.fankinks! 1-797

alt.fan krog! 1-1615

alt.fan Jaurie.anderson! 1-41
alt.fan.lemurs! 1-18

alt.fan letterman! 1-17250
alt.fan lion-king! 1-2232
alt.fan.madonna! 1-6218
alt.fan.marcia-clark! 1-1622
alt.fan.mike-jittlov: 1-5641
alt.fan.monty-python: 1-36494
alt.fan.moxy fruvous! 1-205
alt.fan.mr-kfi! 1-498
alt.fan.mst3k! 1-1779

alt.fan newt-gingrich! 1-10115
alt.fan.noam-chomsky! 1-4332
alt.fan.oingo-boingo! 1-1839
alt.fan.oj-simpson! 1-26210
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alt.fan.pern! 1-3175
alt.fan.peterhammill! 1-114
alt.fan.piers-anthony! 1-1598
alt.fan.pooh! 1-74
alt.fan.power-rangers! 1-347
altfan.pratchett! 1-18814
alt.fan.q! 1-1273
alt.fan.red.green! 1-204
alt.fan.ren-and-stimpy! 1-592
alt.fan.ronald-reagan!
alt.fan.rumpole! 1-375
alt.fan rush-limbaugh! 1-177119
alt.fan.schwarzenegger!
alt.fan shostakovich! 1-1055
alt.fan.skinny! 1-812
alt.fan.spinal-tap! 1-858
alt.fan.surak! 1-719

alt.fan tank-girl! 1919
alt.fan.tarantino! 1-9447
alt.fan.teen.idols! 1-5579
alt.fan.teen.starlets! 1-1847
alt.fan.tolkien! 1-7464
alt.fan.tom-clancy! 1-713
alt.fan.tom-robbins! 1-954
alt.fan.tom-servo! 1-257

alt.fan.tonya-harding whack whack.whack: 1-96

alt.fan.u2! 1-5620
alt.fan.warlord! 1-3581
alt.fan.wedge! 1-636
alt.fan.wodehouse! 1-2819
alt.fan.woody-allen! 1-1463
alt.fandom.cons: 1-7549
alt.fandom.misc: 1-1043
alt.fantasy.conan! 1-184
alt.fashion! 1-1112

alt.fax! 1-74

alt feminism! 1-1860
alt.feminism.individualism! 1-229
alt finals.suicide:

alt.fishing: 1-17730
alt.flame.football.notre-dame! 1-30
alt.flame.psu:

alt.flame.psuvm:

alt.flame: 1-148509
alt.folklore.college! 1-2218
alt.folklore.computers: 1-78891
alt.folklore.gemstones! 1-6
alt.folklore.ghost-stories! 1-5504
alt.folklore.herbs! 1-7653
alt.folklore.military! 1-2320
alt.folklore.science! 1-7742
alt.folldore.urban: 1-164266
alt.food! 1-112
alt.food.chocolate! 1-2020
alt.food.coffee! 1-39
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alt.food fast-food! 1-404

alt.food fat-free! 1-6719
alt.food.ice-cream! 1-33

altfood low-fat! 1-76
alt.food.pancakes! 1-8
alt.food.sushi! 1-51
alt.food.taco-bell! 1-154
alt.food.wine! 1-214

alt.forgery:

alt.forsale! 1-401

alt.fractals: 1-3452

alt.freedom! 1-2

alt.freedom.of! 1-2
alt.freedom.of information! 1-2
alt.freedom.of.information.act!
alt.freemasonry! 1-467
altgambling! 1-171

alt.games! 1-499
alt.games.air-warrior! 1-179
altgames.apogee! 1-252
alt.games.descent! 1-570
alt.games.doom!
alt.games.doomi! 1-5257
alt.games.doom.newplayers! 1-813
alt.games.dune-ii.virgin-games! 1-45
alt.games final-fantasy! 1-607
alt.games.final-fantasy.rpg! 1-176
alt.games.frp.2300ad! 1-23
altgames.frp.dnd-util! 1-57
alt.games.frp.live-action! 1-12
alt.games.frp.tekumel! 1-11
alt.games.gb! 1-268
alt.games.lynx! 1-1308
alt.games.marathon! 1-456
alt.games.mk! 1-14149
alt.games.mk.mk3! 1-127
alt.games.morington.cresent! 1-1801
alt.games.quake! 1-942
alt.games.sf2! 1-7497
alt.games.tiddlywinks! 14
alt.games.torg! 1-67
alt.games.ultima.dragons! 1-12377
alt.games.vga-planets! 1-9449
alt.games.video.classic! 1-2186
alt.games.video.sony-playstation! 1-414
alt.games.video: 1-10
alt.games.whitewolf! 1-18856

alt games.whitewolf.rage! 1-183
alt.games xtrek!

alt.genealogy! 1-1092

alt.good! 1-20

alt.good. morning!

alt.gopher!

alt.gothic! 1-46284
alt.gothic.fashion! 1-118
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altgourmand: 1-19
alt.great-lakes: 1-6930
altguitar! 1-45776
alt.guitarbass!
altguitar.tab! 1-37355
althackers: 1-5276
althistory.what-if! 1-299
althome.repair! 1-565
althome: 1-1
althomosexual! 1-1041
althorology! 1-11
althorror.creative: 1-68
althorror.cthuthu! 1-191
althorror: 1-21984
althumorbest-of-usenet!
althumorbest-of-usenet.d!
althumorbluesman! 143
althumor.puns! 1-344
althumor: 1-34
althypertext: 1-8311
althypnosis! 1-301
alt.illuminati! 1-460
altimage.medical!
altindividualism: 1-23873
alt.infertility! 1-574
altinternet! 1-10
altinternet.access.wanted!
altinternet.access: 1-68
altinternet.media-coverage!
alt.internet.services! 1-19079
alt.irc!

altirc.questions! 1-140
altjournalism! 1-799
altjournalism.photo! 1-74
altkalbo! 1-28

alt kids-talk: 1-50387
altlang.asm! 1-1993
altlang.awk!
altlang.basic! 1-5804
altlang.delphit 1-115
altlang.intercal: 1-38
altlang s-lang: 1-206
altlang.teco!
altlaw-enforcement! 1-1041
alt.lefthanders!

alt lesbian.feminist.poetry! 1-189
altlife!

altlifesucks! 1-117
altJifestyle barefoot! 1-64
altlocksmithing! 1-114
alt.lucid-emacs.bug!
alt.lucid-emacs.help!
alt.mag.playboy! 1-309
alt.magick! 1-500

alt. magick.chaos! 1-110
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alt.make.money! 1-4
alt.make.money.fast! 1-196
alt.med.allergy! 1-1967
alt.med.cfs! 1-16006

alt.med ems! 1-244
altmed.equipment! 1-37
alt.med.fibromyalgia! 1-14937
alt.med.veterinary! 1-272
altmed: 1-26

alt.meditation! 1-4940

alt. meditation.transcendental! 1-6241
alt.messianic! 1-604

alt.models: 1-3849

altmotd!

alt.motherjones! 1-592
alt.mothers:

alt motorcyclesharley! 1-75
alt.motss bisexua-l! 1-12

alt. mountain-bike! 1-91
alt.movies.branagh-thmpsn! 1-77
alt.movies.kubrick! 1-2713
alt.movies.monster! 1-119
alt.movies.scorsese! 1-740
alt.movies.silent! 1-1195
alt.movies.spielberg! 1-1371
alt.movies: 1-22

alt msdos.programmer: 1-16313
altmud.tiny: 1-7

alt.mud: 1-7408

alt.music! 1-13
alt.music.4-track! 1-1304
alt.music.4ad! 1-839
altmusic.a-cappella! 1-928
alt.music.abbal 1-98
alt.music.aliceinchains! 1-45
alt.music.alternative! 1-62261
alt. music.alternative.female! 1-8822
alt. music.amy-grant! 1-2867
alt.music.banana-truffle! 1-956
alt.music.barenaked-ladies! 1-1385
alt.musicbeastie-boys! 1-4168
altmusicbela-fleck! 1-1409
altmusic.big-band! 1-578

alt. music.billy-joel! 1-4224
alt.music.bjork! 1-1254
alt.music.blues-traveler! 1-6363
alt.music.bootlegs! 1-7458
alt.music.brian-eno! 1-1175
alt.music.butholesurfers! 1-189
alt.musicbyrds! 1-1165
alt.music.canada! 1-8630
alt.music.chapel-hill! 1-6090
alt.music.cheap-trick! 1-92
alt.music.counting-crows! 1-1267
alt.music.ct-dummies! 1-63
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altmusic.dance! 1-226
altmusic.danzig! 1-923

alt music.dave-matthews! 1-261
altmusic.deep-purple! 1-4614
alt.music.def-leppard! 1-1393
altmusic.dream-theater! 1-1433
altmusicebm! 1-33
alt.musicecto! 1-24

alt music.elo! 1-1117
altmusic.enya! 1-3163
alt.music.filk! 1-4686
altmusic.fleetwood-mac! 1-1328
alt music.genesis! 1-1775
alt.music.green-day! 1-1229
alt. musichardcore! 1-14934
altmusicindependent! 1-12127
alt musicjames-taylor! 1-1056
alt.musicjethro-tull! 1-3264
altmusicjewish! 1-992
alt.musicjimi.hendrix! 1-1080
altmusic.karaoke! 1-437
alt.musickylie-minogue! 1-274
alt.music.led-zeppelin! 1-5585
alt.musicleonard-cohen! 1-746
alt.musiclor-mckennitt! 1-252
altmusiclyrics! 1-10266
alt.music.makers.dj! 1-3432

alt music.makers.woodwind! 1-558
alt.music.makers: 1-18

alt music.marillion! 1-3261

alt. music.midi! 1-3351
alt.music.misc! 1-2650
altmusic.monkees! 1-5728
altmusic.moody-bluest 1-898
alt.musicnin! 1-35015
alt.musicnirvana! 1-16290
altmusic.orb! 1-383
alt.music.paul-simon! 1-511
altmusic.pearl-jam! 1-17627
alt.music peter-gabriel! 1-3039
alt.music.pink-floyd! 1-17877
altmusic.primus! 1-2093
alt.music.prince! 1-8756
alt.music.producer! 1-1293
altmusic.progressive! 116266
alt music.queen! 14859
alt.musicreplacements! 1-162
alt.music.rockabilly! 1-578
alt.music.roger-waters! 1-1430
alt music.rush! 1-12366
alt.music.s-mclachlan! 1-1628
alt.music.seal! 1-542
alt.music.ska! 1-9445
altmusic.smash-pumpkins! 1-4703
alt.music.smiths! 1-3205
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alt. music.sondheim! 1-72
altmusicsonic-youth! 1-2290

alt music.soul! 1-593
altmusic.soundgarden! 1-906
altmusic.stone-roses! 1-114
alt.music.stone-temple! 1-725
altmusicswedish-pop! 1-1133
alt music.sylvian! 1-321

alt music.synth.roland.u20! 1-157
altmusic.synth.roland:
altmusicsynthpop! 1-7787
altmusic.techno! 1-10307

alt. music.the-doors! 1-2617
alt.music.the.police! 1-1317
alt.music.tmbg! 1-7019

alt music.todd-rundgren! 1-975
alt.music.u2! 1-5341

alt. music.ween: 1-238
alt.music.weird-al! 1-1754
alt.music.who! 1-1304
altmusic.world! 1-2896
altmusic.yes! 1-7729

alt mythology! 1-229
altmythology.mythic-animals! 1-24
altnative! 1-10368

altnewbie! 1-149

altnewbies! 1-62
altnews.macedonia! 1-172
alt.news.microsoft! 1-239
altnoise! 1-70

altnon.sequitur! 1-61
altnuke.the.USA! 1-940
alt.obituaries! 1-83
altonline-service! 1-3433
alt.online-service.america-online! 1-5600
alt.online-service.compuserve! 1-3204
alt.online-service.delphi! 1-1388
alt.online-service.freenet! 1-787
alt.online-service.genie! 1-148
alt.online-service.prodigy! 1-9593
alt.online-service.winnet! 1-18
alt.org.promisekeepers! 1-176
alt.org starfleet! 1-15

alt.os linux! 1-3552

alt.os.multics!
alt.os.windows95.crash.crash.crash! 1-1028
alt.out-of-body! 1-110

altpagan: 1-82466
alt.paranet.paranormal! 1-167
alt.paranet.ufo! 1-1180
alt.paranormal! 1-11315
alt.paranormal.channeling! 1-225
alt.parenting.solutions! 1-3454
alt.parents-teens! 1-85

altparty! 1-40
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alt.pave.the.earth! 1-200
alt.pcnews! 1-655

alt.peace-corps! 1-24

alt.peeves: 1-59196
alt.periphs.pcmcia!

alt.personals!

alt.personals.ads! 1-1435
alt.personals.bi! 1-696
alt.personals.big-folks! 1-126
alt.personals bondage! 1-975
alt.personals.fetish! 1-529
alt.personals.misc! 1-429
alt.personals.poly! 1-287
alt.personals.spanking! 1-466
alt.personals.tall! 1-69
alt.pets.ferrets! 1-121
alt.pets.hamsters! 1-1454
alt.pets.rabbits! 1-147
alt.philosophy.objectivism! 1-2366
alt.philosophy.zen! 1-116
alt.planning.urban! 1-169
alt.politics! 1-200
alt.politics.british! 1-11033
alt.politics.clinton! 1-66926
alt.politics.correct! 1-32045
alt.politics.ec! 1-4127
alt.politics.economics! 1-12982
alt.politics.elections! 1-9698
alt.politics homosexuality: 1-66422
alt.politics libertarian! 1-39289
alt.politics nationalism.white! 1-9822
alt.politics.org! 1-2
alt.politics.org.cia! 1-2889
alt.politics.org.nsa! 1-1316
alt.politics.perot! 1-10246
alt.politics.radical-left! 1-23430
alt.politics.socialism.trotsky! 1-2306
alt.politics.usa! 1-404
alt.politics.usa.constitution! 1-2301
alt.politics.usa.misc! 1-19303
altpolitics.usa.republican? 1-67206
alt.politics.vietnamese! 1-3
alt.politics.white-power! 1-1121
alt.polyamory! 1-9671
alt.postmodern: 1-16659
alt.president.clinton! 1-22028
alt.prisons! 1-299
alt.prophecies.nostradamus! 1-279
altprose.d:

alt.prose: 1-5103
alt.psychoactives! 1-70
alt.psychology! 1-31
alt.psychology.help! 1-88
alt.psychologynlp! 1-150

alt psychology.personality! 1-126
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altpub.dragons-inn! 1-14
altpunk! 1-1478

altpunk straight-edge! 1-146
alt.quotations! 1-15726
altradio.internet! 1-4
alt.radio.networks.cbc! 1-37
alt.radio.scanner! 1-317
altradio.scanner.uk! 1-55

altrap! 1-693

altrave! 1-521

altrecovery.aa! 1-884
altrecovery.addiction.sexual! 1-96
alt.recovery.catholicism! 1-138
altrecovery.codependency!
alt.recovery.compulsive-eat! 1-99
alt.recovery: 1-20808

altreligion! 1-65
altreligion.all-worlds! 1-232
alt-religion.bobby-hodad! 1-17

altreligion buddhism nichiren! 1-211

alt.religion buddhism tibetan! 1-138
alt.religion.christian! 1-24759
altreligion.computers: 1-5572
altreligion.islam! 1-6511
alt.religion kibology! 1-1226
alt.religion.monica! 1-80
alt.religion.mormon! 1-1021
altreligion scientology! 1-3640
alt.religion.vaisnava! 1-394
altreligion wicca! 1-549
altrestaurants: 1-1832
altrevenge! 1-289
alt.revisionisra! 1-1509
alt.rhode_island: 1-8050

alt.rissa: 1-45

alt.rmgroup: 1-9
alt.rock-n-roll.acdc! 1-80
alt.rock-n-roll.aerosmith!
alt.rock-n-roll.classic! 1-196
altrock-n-roll.hard! 1-172
alt.rock-n-roll.metal.deatht 1-493
alt.rock-n-roll.metal.gnr! 147
altrock-n-roll. metal. heavy! 1-366

alt.rock-n-roll.metal.ironmaiden! 1-171

alt.rock-n-roll.metal. megadeth! 1-38

alt.rock-n-roll. metal.metallica: 1-13780
alt.rock-n-roll.metal. motley-crue! 1-101

alt.rock-n-roll. metal: 1-39996
alt.rock-n-roll.oldies! 1-528
alt.rock-n-roll.stones! 1-419
alt.rock-n-roll: 1-62677
alt.romance.chat! 1-592
alt.romance.mature-adult! 1-114
alt.romance: 1-74558
alt.rush-limbaugh! 1-20506
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altsatanism! 1-388
altsatellite.tv.crypt! 1-365
altsatellite.tv.europe! 1-552
altsave.the.earth! 1-335
altsci.physics.new-theories! 1-11484
altsci.planetary!
alt.scooter! 1-100
altscottish.clans! 1-149
alt.security.pgp!
altsecurity: 1-22203
altsega.genesis! 1-198
alt.self-improve!
altsewing: 1-16519

altsex! 1-2543

altsex.anal! 1-312
altsex.bestiality! 1-400

altsex bestialityhamster.duct-tape! 1-26

alt.sex.bondagef 1-1236
altsex.boredom: 1-358
alt.sex.breast! 1-929
altsex.cthuthu! 1-59
altsex.enemas! 1-167
alt.sex.erotica! 1-2
altsex.erotica.marketplace! 1-976
alt.sex.escorts.ads! 1-255
alt.sex.escorts: 1-9
alt.sex.exhibitionism! 1-948
alt.sex.extraterrestrial: 1-40
alt.sex.fat! 1-362
alt.sex.femdom! 1-576
alt.sex.fetish! 1-10
alt.sex.fetishamputee! 1-74
altsex.fetish.diapers! 1-287
alt.sex.fetish.fa! 1-398
alt.sex.fetish feet! 1-506
alt.sex.fetish.hair! 1-238
alt.sex.fetish.orientals! 1-1122
alt.sex.fetish.smoking! 1-218
alt.sex.fetish.sportswear! 1-41
alt.sex.fetish.startrek! 1-280
alt.sex.fetish.tickling! 1-314
alt.sex.fetish.watersports! 1-285
alt.sex.homosexual! 1-473
alt.sex.incest! 1-262
alt.sex.intergen! 1-177
alt.sex.magazines! 1-390
alt.sex.masturbation! 1-1377
alt.sex.motss! 1-355
alt.sex.movies! 1-1253
alt.sex.pedophilia! 1-1111
alt.sex.services! 1-1155
alt.sex.spanking! 1-981
alt.sex.stories! 1-2107
alt.sex.stories.d! 1-349
alt.sex.strip-clubs! 1-936
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817.
818.
819.
820.
821.
822.
823.
824.
825.
826.
827.
828.
829.
830.
831.
832.
833.
834.
835.
836.
837.
838.
839.

841.

843.

845.
846.
847.
848.
849.

851.
852.
853.
854.
855.
856.
857.
858.
859.
860.
861.
862.
863.
864.
865.
866.
867.
868.
869.
870.
§71.

altsex.swingers! 1-651
alt.sex.telephone! 1-639
altsex.trans! 1-359
alt.sex.voyeurism! 1-808
altsex.wanted! 1-1619
alt.sexual.abuse.recovery! 1-548
alt.shenanigans! 1-179
altshoe.lesbians! 1-382
altshowbiz.gossip! 1-1573
altskate-board! 1-208
alt.skate: 1-3727
alt.skinheads: 1-24076
altslack: 1-32360
altsmokers! 1-587
alt.smokers.cigars! 1-713
alt.smokers.pipes! 1-159
alt.snail-mail! 1-74
alt.snowmobiles! 1-191
altsoc! 1-3
alt.soc.comets.planetary-shield!
altsociety.civil-liberty! 1-1578
alt.society.generation-x!
altsociety.revolution! 1-298
alt.society.sovereign! 1-206
alt.soft-sys.corel.draw!
alt.soft-sys.corel.misc! 1-78
alt.soulmates! 1-51
alt.sources.amiga: 1-2492
alt.sources.d: 1-4723
alt.sources.index: 1-44
alt.sources.mac!
alt:sources.patches: 1-20
alt.sources.wanted: 1-6398
altsources: 1-9715
alt.sport.bowling! 1-6440
alt.sport.darts! 1-1370
alt:sport.foosball! 1-13
alt.sport.jet-ski! 1-307
altsport.paintball! 1-3036
altsport.pool! 1-864
altsport.squash! 1-19
alt.sport.weightlifting! 1-1565
alt.sport: 1-14

altsports! 1-4

alt.sports.baseball.atlanta-braves! 1-3043
alt.sports.baseball balt-orioles! 1-3342
alt.sports.baseball.bos-redsox! 1-538
alt.sports.baseball.chicago-cubs! 1-192
alt.sports.baseball cinci-reds! 1-126
alt.sports.baseball.col-rockies! 1-171
alt.sports.baseball.detroit-tigers! 1-62
alt.sports.baseball fla-marlins! 1-43
alt.sports.baseball houston-astrost 1-115
alt.sports.baseball.la-dodgers! 1-544
alt.sports.baseball. minor-leagues! 1-95

872.
873.
874.
875.
876.
877.
878.
879.
880.
881.
882.
883.
884.
885.
886.
887.
888.
889.
890.
891.
892.
893.
894.
895.
896.
897.
898.
899.
200.
901.
902.
903.
904.
905.
906.
907.
908.
909.
910.
911
912
913.
914.
915.
916.
917.
918.
919.
920.
921.
922.
923.
924.
925.
926.

alt.sports.baseball. montreal-expos! 1-74
altsports baseball ny-mets! 1-2662
alt.sports.baseball ny-yankees! 1-3849
alt.sports.baseball.oakland-as! 1-65
alt.sports.baseball. phila-phillies! 1-2375
alt.sports.baseball.tor-bluejays! 1-225
altsports.basketball.nba.boston-celtics! 1-101
alt.sports.basketball.nba.chicago-bulls! 1-74
alt.sports.basketball.nba.gs-warriors! 1-2319
alt.sports.basketball.nba phx-suns! 1-72
alt.sports basketball.nba.wash-bullets! 1-44
altsports.basketball.pro.ny-knicks! 1-82
altsports.college.acc! 1-59
altsports.college.ivy-league! 1-20
altsports.college.ohio-state! 1-212
alt.sports.football.arena! 1-68
altsports.football. mn-vikings! 1-3718
alt.sports.football.pro.atl-falcons! 1-67
altsports.football.pro.buffalo-bills! 1-2050
altsports.football.pro.chicago-bears! 1-2326
altsports.football.pro.cinci-bengals! 1-133
altsports.football.pro.cleve-browns! 1-3767
alt.sports.football. pro.dallas-cowboys! 1-11988
alt.sports.football pro.denver-broncos! 1-1430
alt.sports.football.pro.detroit-lions! 1-131
alt.sports.football.pro.gb-packers! 1-7345
alt.sports football.pro.houston-oilers! 1-852
altsports.football projville-jaguars! 1-59
altsports.football. pro.kc-chiefs! 1-881
altsports.football.pro.la-raiders! 1-2109
alt.sports.football pro.miami-dolphins! 1-5541
alt.sports.football.pro.ne-patriots! 1-3337
altsports.football. pro.no-saints! 1-110
alt.sports.football.pro.ny-giants! 1-2886
alt.sports.football.pro.ny-jets! 1-1516
alt.sports.football pro.phila-eagles! 1-2707
alt.sports.football. pro.phoe-cardinals! 1-727
altsports.football.pro.pitt-steelers! 1-4388
alt.sports.football.pro.sea-seahawks! 1-1759
alt.sports.football.pro.sf-49ers! 1-8231
alt.sports.football. pro.tampabay-bucst 1-178
alt.sports.football.pro.wash-redskins! 1-2992
alt.sports.hockey.echl! 1-735
alt.sports.hockey.nhl.boston-bruins! 1-54
alt.sports.hockey.nhl.buffalo-sabres! 1-23
alt.sports.hockey.nhl.chi-blackhawks! 1-11
alt.sports. hockey.nhl.la-kings! 1-1779
alt.sports.hockey.nhl.mil-canadiens! 1-198
alt.sports.hockeynhl.nj-devils! 1-98
alt.sports hockey.nhl.ny-islanders! 1-61
alt.sports.hockey.nhl.ny-rangers! 1-2993
alt.sports.hockey.nhl.pit-penguins! 1-76
altstarfleet.rpg! 1-779

altstartrek! 1-28

alt.startrek.creative: 1-19045
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927.
928.
929.
930.
931.
932.
933.
934.
935.
936.
937.
938.
939.
940.
941.
942,
943.
944.
945.
946.
947.
948.
949,
950.
951.
952.
953.
954,
955.
956.
957.
958.
959.
960.
961.
962.
963.
964.
965.
966.
967.
968.
969.
970.
971.
972.
973.
974.
975.
976.
977.
978.
979.
980.
981.

alt.startrek.klingon! 1-114
alt.stupidity: 1-31995
alt.suicide.finals: 1-3
altsuicide.holiday: 1-21005
altsupermodels! 1-201
altsupport! 1-1779
altsupport.abuse-partners! 1-857
alt:support.anxiety-panic! 1-3131
alt.support.arthritis! 1-2838
alt.support.asthma! 1-3666
altsupport.attn-deficit! 1-8578
alt.supportbig-folks! 1-5929
altsupport.cancer! 1-4840
alt.support.cancer.prostate! 1-995
altsupport.cerebral-palsy! 1-301
altsupport.crohns-colitis! 1-5093
alt.support.depression! 1-25412
alt.support.dev-delays! 1-126
altsupport.diabetes.kids! 1-499
altsupport.diet! 1-8524
altsupport.dissociation! 1-3358
alt support.divorce! 1-8038

alt support.eating-disord! 1-4588
alt.support.epilepsy! 1-1424

alt support.ex-cult! 1-1479
altsupport.grief! 1-1097
alt.support.headaches.migraine! 1-3196
alt support.learning-disab! 1-12
alt.support loneliness! 1-2124
altsupport.menopause! 1-294
alt.support mult-sclerosis! 1-11586
altsupport. musc-dystrophy! 1-34
altsupport.non-smokers!
alt.support.ocd! 1-322
alt.support.ostomy! 1-229
altsupport.post-polio! 1-3029
alt.support.prostate.prostatitis! 1-1125
alt.support.short! 1-288
altsupport.shyness! 1-1822
alt.support.single-parents! 1-1493
alt.support skin-diseases.psoriasis! 1-90
altsupportsleep-disorder! 1-1315
altsupport.step-parents! 1-960
alt.support.stop-smoking! 1-7215
alt.support stuttering! 1-692
altsupport.survivors.prozac! 1-66
alt.support.tall! 1-2669
alt.support.tinnitus! 1-2523
alt.support.tourette! 1-2743
altsurfing! 1-610

altsurrealism! 1-260
alt.sys.amiga.demos!
alt.sys.amiga.uucp! 1-6108
altsys.intergraph! 1-62
alt.sys.mac.newuser-help! 1-149

982.
983.
984.
985.
986.
987.
988.
989.
990.
991.
992.
993.
994.
995.
996.
997.
998.

1000.
1001.
1002.
1003.
1004.
1005.
1006.
1007.
1008.
1009.
1010.
1011.
1012.
1013.
1014.
1015.
1016.
1017.
1018.
1019.
1020.
1021.
1022
1023.
1024.
1025.
1026.
1027.
1028.
1029.
1030.
1031.
1032.
1033.
1034.
1035.
1036.
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altsys.pc-clone.dell! 1-263
alt.sys.pc-clone.gateway2000! 1-20563
alt.sys.pc-clone.micron! 1-5251
altsys.pdp10!

alt.sys.pdp8!

altsys.sun: 1-11753
altsysadmin.recovery! 1-2589
alttalk hypothetical! 1-29
ait.talk.royalty! 1-356

alt.tarot! 1-264

alt.tasteless jokes! 1-1315
alt.tasteless: 1-58520

alt.teens! 1-1606

alttennis! 1-72

alt.test! 1-161477

alttextdwb! 1-6
alt.toolkits.xview: 1-2715
alt.toys.hi-tech!
alt.toys.transformers! 1-490
alt.tv.90210! 144
alt.tvanimaniacs! 1-16426
alt.tvbabylon-5! 1-8655
alt.tvbarney! 1-1197
alt.tvbeakmans-world! 1-780
alttvbeavis-n-butthead! 1-9695
alt.tv.bh90210! 1-8534
alt.tvbrady-bunch! 1-1932
alt.tvbrisco-county! 1-438
alt.tv.chicago-hope! 1-38
alt.tv.comedy-central! 1-1007
alt.tv.commercials! 1-2485
alt.tvdinosaurs! 1-5
alt.tv.dinosaurs.bamney! 1-2
alt.tv.dinosaurs.bamey.die! 1-2
alttvdinosaurs.bameydie.die! 1-2
alt.tvdinosaurs.barney.die.die.die! 1-434
alt.tv.duckman! 1-582

alttver! 1-166

alttvfifteen! 1-164
alt.tvforever-knight! 1-1919
alttvfrasier! 1-1789
alt.tv.friends! 1-631
alt.tv.game-shows! 1-3550
alt.tvhermans-head! 1-148
alt.tvhighlander! 1-7984
alt.tvhome-imprvment! 1-44
alt.tvinfomercials! 1-1051
alt.tv.kids-in-hall! 1-4982
alt.tvknight-rider! 1-33
alttvia-law: 1-245
alt.tvliquid-tv! 1-685
alt.tvlois-n-clark! 1-6888
alt.tv.mad-about-you! 1-3610
alt.tv.mash! 1-2064
alt.tv.max-headroom! 1-480



1037.
1038.
1039.
1040.
1041.
1042.
1043.
1044.
1045.
1046.
1047.
1048.
1049.
1050.
1051.
1052.
1053.

1055.
1056.
1057.
1058.
1059.
1060.
1061.
1062.
1063.
1064.
1065.
1066.
1067.
1068.
1069.
1070.
1071.
1072.
1073.
1074.
1075.
1076.
1077.
1078.
1079.

1080.

1081.
1082.
1083.
1084.
1085.
1086.
1087.
1088.
1089.
1090.
1091

alt.tv.melrose-place! 1-11826
alt.tv.models-inc! 1-18
alt.tv.mst3k! 1-5316
alttv.mtv! 1-1115
alt.tv.muppets: 1-12187
alt.tvmwec! 1-2407
alt.tv.my-s-c-life! 1-103
alt.tvnickelodeon! 1-1287
alt.tvnorthern-exp! 1-7508
alt.tvnypd-blue! 1-2636
alt.tv.picket-fences! 1-1564
alt.tv.prisoner: 1-9434
alt.tv.public-access! 1-342
alt.tv.real-world! 14845
alt.tv.red-dwarf! 1-13601
alt.tv.ren-n-stimpy! 1-1000
alt.tv.robotech! 1-3279
alt.tv.rockford-files! 1-818
alt.tvroseanne! 1-847
alt.tv.saved-bell! 1-1229
alt.tv.sctv! 1-574
alt.tvseaquest! 1-1962
alt.tvseinfeld! 1-7101
alt.tvsentai! 1-1132
alt.tvsimpsons.itchy-scratchy! 1-653
alt.tv.simpsons: 1-52197
alt.tvsliders! 1-119

alt.tv.snl! 1-3651
alt.tv.star-trek.voyager! 1-8407
alt.tv.talkshows late! 1-741
alt.tv.time-traxx! 1-116
alt.tv.tiny-toon.fandom! 1-1815
alt.tv.tiny-toon: 1-1259
alt.tv.tv-nation! 1-1236
alt.tv.twin-peaks! 1-5943
alt.tv.wiseguy! 1-129
alt.tv.x-files! 1-43765
alt.tv.x-files.creative! 1-4687
alt.tv.xuxa! 1-318
alt.ufo.reports! 1-136
altunix.wizards! 1-62
altusage.english!
alt.usage.german!
alt.usenet.offline-reader! 1-10983
alt.uu.comp.os.linux.questions! 1-201
alt.vacation.Jas-vegas! 1-162
alt.vampyres! 1-465
alt.video.laserdisc! 1-23796
alt.video.tape-trading! 1-168%
alt.visa.us! 1-282

alt.war! 1-501
alt.war.civil.usa! 1-13840
altwar.vietnam! 1-590
alt.wedding! 1-16505
ajt.weemba:

1092
1093.

1094.

1095.
1096.

1097.

1098.
1099.
1100.
1101.
1102
1103.
1104
1105.
1106.
1107.
1108.
1109.
1110.
1111
2.
1113.
1114.
1115.
1116.
1117.
1118.
1119.
1120.
1121.
1122.
1123.
1124
1125.
1126.
1127.
1128.
1129.
1130.
1131.
1132,
1133.
1134.
1135.
1136.
1137.
1138.
1139.
1140.
1141.
1142.
1143.
1144.
1145.
1146.

altwinsock! 1-46981
altwinsock.programming! 1-877
alt.winsock.trumpet! 1-4633
alt.wolves! 1-2676

altzen! 1-625

alt.zines! 1-403

atjobs! 1-17

ba.announce: 1-10
ba.bicycles! 1-2167
ba.broadcast! 1-1963
ba.dance!

ba.food: 1-18887

ba forsale! 1-3639
ba.general: 1-25562
ba.internet! 1-2812
ba.israelis: 1-22

bajobs! 1-37

ba jobs.contract! 1-25318

ba jobs.misc! 1-3096
ba.jobs.offered! 1-42025
ba.market! 1-4
ba.market.computers: 1-25612
ba.market.housing: 1-13009
ba.market.misc: 1-36428
ba.market.vehicles: 1-14219
ba.motorcycles! 1-7442
ba.motss: 1-9798
ba.mountain-folk:
ba.music: 1-8907
ba.news.config:
ba.news.group: 1-561
ba.news.stats:

banews:

ba politics: 1-28322
ba.seminars:

basingles: 1-21542
ba.sports:

ba.test! 1-6505
ba.transportation: 1-11545
ba.wanted! 1-411
ba.windows.x:

ba: 1-23

balt.forsale! 1-53
bionet.agroforestry: 1-3
bionet.general: 1-20
bionetjobs: 141
bionet.molbio.bio-matrix: 1-1
bionet.molbio.hiv! 1-14
bionet.molbio.methds-reagnts:
bionet.molbio.proteins: 1-3
bionet.neuroscience! 1-28
bionet.plants! 1-11
bicnet.software: 1-10
bionet.virology: 1-15

biz! 1-14
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1147.
1148.
1149.
1150.
1151.
1152,
153.
1154
1155.
1156.
1157.
1158.
1159.
1160.
1161.
1162.
1163.
1164.
1165.
1166.
1167.
1168.
1169.
1170.
171
172,
1173.
1174.
1175.
1176.
177.
1178.
1179.
1180.
1181.
1182.
1183.
1184.
1185.
1186.
1187.
1188.
1189.
1190.
1191
1192.
1193.
1194.
1195.
1196.
1197.
1198.
1199.
1200.
1201.

biz.americast! 1-3182
biz.books.technical! 1-1522
biz.clarinet.sample: 1-8482
biz.clarinet: 1-13
biz.comp.accounting! 1-866
biz.comp.hardware: 1-12663
biz.comp.services: 1-6272
biz.compsoftware.demos! 1-6
biz.comp.software: 1-5246
biz.comp.telebit.netblazer!
biz.comp.telebit: 1-48

biz.comp: 1-31

biz.config: 1-564

biz.control: 1-2

biz.dec.ip: 1-52
biz.dec.workstations: 1-6

biz.dec: 1-699

biz.digital.announce! 1-135
biz.general! 1-1201

bizjobs! 1-46

biz jobs.offered! 1-40968
biz.marketplace! 1-149
biz.marketplace.computers.mac! 1-204
biz.marketplace.computers.other! 1-193
biz. marketplace.computers.pc-clone! 1-238
biz.marketplace.international! 1-891
biz.marketplace.non-computer! 1-481
biz marketplace services.non-computer! 1-390
biz.marketplace services: 1-105
biz.misc: 1-21429

biznewgroup! 1-421
biznextnewprod! 1-2570
biz.oreillyannounce! 1-10
biz.pagesat! 1-1286

biz.sco.general!
biz.sco.opendesktop!

biz.stolen: 1-112
biz.tadpole.sparcbook! 1-15

biz.test! 1-2092

biz.univel!

biz.univel.misc! 1-50

biz.zeos! 1-31

biz.zeos.announce: 1-2
biz.zeos.general! 1-1689

ca.driving! 1-11068

ca.earthquakes! 1-6968
ca.environment! 1-7012

ca.forsale!

ca.general! 1-10393

ca.news! 1-80

canews.group! 1-3

ca.politics: 1-56861

ca.test!

ca.unix! 1-274

ca.wanted! 1-5639

1202.
1203.
1204.
1205.
1206.
1207.
1208.
1209.
1210.
1211.
1212
1213.
1214
1215.
1216.
1217.
1218.
1219.
1220.
1221
1222.
1223.
1224.
1225.
1226.
1227.
1228.
1229.
1230.
1231.
1232
1233.
1234,
1235.
1236.
1237.
1238.
1239.
1240.
1241
1242.
1243.
1244,
1245.
1246.
1247.
1248.
1249.
1250.
1251.
1252.
1253.
1254.
1255.
1256.

comp! 1-26
comp.admin.policy! 1-5327
comp.ai! 1-26303

comp.ai.alife! 1-2032
comp.ai.doc-analysis.misc! 1-17
comp.ai.doc-analysis.ocr! 1-77
comp.ai.edu! 1-2044
comp.ai.fuzzy! 1-4259
comp.ai.games! 1-1391
comp.ai.genetic! 1-5131
comp.ainat-lang! 1-1075
comp.aineural-nets! 1-21456
comp-ai.nlang-know-rep!
comp.ai.philosophy! 1-25577
comp.ai.shells! 1-2160
comp.ai.vision! 1-1
comp.answers! 1-10682
comp.apps.spreadsheets! 1-8708
comp.arch! 1-49392
comp.arch.arithmetic! 1-555
comp.arch.bus.vmebus! 1-1285
comp.arch.embedded! 1-1569
comp.arch.fpgat 1-1003
comp.arch.storage! 1-5831
comp.archives!
comp.archives.admin!
comp.archives.msdos.announce! 1-9907
comp.archives.msdos.d! 1-9693
comp.bbs.majorbbs! 1-10473
comp.bbs.misc! 1-6561
comp.bbs.tbbs! 1-6495
comp.bbs.waffle! 1-21788
comp.benchmarks! 1-7697
comp.binaries! 1-8
comp.binaries.amiga! 1-1383
comp.binaries.apple2! 1-7512
comp.binaries.atari.st!
comp.binaries.ibm.pc! 1-5581
comp.binaries.ibm.pc.d! 1-25260
comp binaries.ibm.pc.wanted! 1-21724
comp.binaries.mac!
comp.binaries.os2!
comp.binaries.psion! 1-16
comp.bugs.2bsd!
comp.bugs.4bsd!
comp.bugs.4bsd.ucb-fixes! 1-29
comp.bugs.misc! 1-550
comp.bugs.sys5!
comp.cad.autocad! 1-9761
comp.cad.cadence! 1-3072
comp.cad.compass! 1-174
comp.cad .i-deas! 1-14]
comp.cad.microstation! 1-1735
comp.cad.pro-engineer! 1-4018
comp.cad synthesis! 1-988
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1257.
1258.
1259.
1260.
1261.
1262.
1263.
1264
1265.
1266.
1267.
1268.
1269.
1270.
1271.
1272.
1273.
1274.
1275.
1276.
1277.
1278.
1279.
1280.
1281
1282,
1283.
1284.
1285.
1286.
1287.
1288.
1289.
1290.
1291.
1292
1293.
1294
1295.
1296.
1297.
1298.
1299.
1300.
1301.
1302.
1303.
1304.
1305.
1306.
1307.
1308.
1309.
1310.
1311

comp.client-server! 1-9843
comp.cog-eng! 1-2596
comp.compilers! 1-7641
comp.compilers.tools.pccts! 1-787
comp.compression! 1-18746
comp.compression.research! 1-243
comp.constraints! 1-347
comp.databases! 1-40967
comp.databases.gupta! 1-524
comp.databases.ibm-db2! 1-206
comp.databases.informix! 1-18292
comp.databases.ingres! 1-12069
comp.databases.ms-access! 1-20815
comp.databases.object! 1-5193
comp.databases.olap! 1-1439
comp.databases.oracle! 1-34095
comp.databases.paradox! 1-11558
comp.databases.pick! 1-3844
comp.databases.progress! 1-1178
comp.databases.rdb! 1-1140
comp.databases.sybase! 1-18411
comp.databases.theory! 1-4142
comp.databases.xbase.fox! 1-19379
comp.databases.xbase.misc! 1-3680
comp.dcom!

comp.dcom.cabling! 1-1484
comp.dcom.cell-relay! 1-8257
comp.dcom.fax! 1-11317
comp.dcom.frame-relay! 1-2127
comp.dcom.isdn! 1-16124
comp.dcom.lans.ethernet! 1-15984
comp.dcom.lans.fddi! 1-3917
comp.dcom.lans.hyperchannel! 1-6
comp.dcom.lans.misc! 1-5630
comp.dcom.lans.token-ring! 1-978
comp.dcom.modems! 1-89747
comp.dcom.net-management! 1-1043
comp.dcomservers! 1-2201
comp.dcom.sys.cisco! 1-19547
comp.dcom sys.wellfleet! 1-1772
comp.dcom.telecom? 1-48016
comp.dcom.telecom.tech! 1-14740
comp.dcom.videoconf! 1-235
comp.doc!

comp.doc.techreports!

comp.dsp! 1-18056

comp.editors! 1-12745

comp.edu! 1-10686
comp.edu.composition! 1-19
comp.edu.languages.natural! 1-289
comp.emacs! 1-21952
comp.emacs.xemacs! 1-3573
comp.emulators.announce: 1-1
comp.emulators.apple2!
comp.emulators.com! 1-3121
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comp.emulators.misc! 1-1785
comp.emulators.ms-windows.wine! 1-1255
comp.fonts! 1-25135

comp.graphics! 1-66861
comp.graphics.algorithms! 1-15538
comp.graphics.animation! 1-18333
comp.graphics.api.inventor! 1-52
comp.graphics.api.opengl! 1-188
comp.graphics.api.pexlib! 1-1
comp.graphics.apps.alias! 1-54
comp.graphics.apps.avs! 1-44
comp.graphics.apps.data-explorer! 1-17
comp.graphics.apps.gnuplot! 1-377
comp.graphics.apps.iris-explorer: 1-52
comp.graphics.apps lightwave! 1-1570
comp.graphics.apps.pagemaker: 1-166
comp.graphics.apps.photoshop! 1-141
comp.graphics.apps.softimage! 1-13
comp.graphics.apps.wavefront! 1-28
comp.graphics.avs! )
comp.graphics.data-expiorer!
comp.graphics.explorer!
comp.graphics.gnuplot! 1-6639
comp.graphics.misc! 1-775
comp.graphics.opengl! 1-4226
comp.graphics.packages.3dstudio! 1-3075
comp.graphics.packages.lightwave! 1-1
comp.graphics.raytracing! 1-7520
comp.graphics.rendering.raytracing! 1-722
comp.graphics.rendering.renderman! 1-596
comp.graphics.visualization! 1-6751
comp.groupware! 1-5406
comp.groupware.lotus-notes.misc! 1-7044
comp.home.automation! 1-5657
comp.home.misc!

comp.human-factors! 1-11935
comp.infosystems! 1-5071
comp.infosystems.announce!
comp.infosystems.gis! 1-30148
comp.infosystems.gopher! 1-14416
comp.infosystems harvest! 1-40
comp.infosystems.interpedial 1-5
comp.infosystems.kiosks!
comp.infosystems.wais! 1-4565
comp.infosystems.www! 1-21988
comp.infosystems.www.advocacy! 1-654
comp.infosystems.www.announce: 1-6178
comp.infosystems.www.authoring.cgi! 1-4825
comp.infosystems.www.authoring html! 1-11188
comp.infosystems.www.authoring images! 1-2489
comp.infosystems.www.authoring.misc! 1-2002
comp.infosystems.www.authoring: 1-2
comp.infosystems.www.browsers.mac! 1-1465
comp.infosystems.www.browsers.misc! 1-1178
comp.infosystems.www.browsers.ms-windows! 1-4817
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comp.infosystems. www.browsers.x! 1-943
comp.infosystems.www.misc! 1-22856
comp.infosystems.www.providers! 1-20545
comp.infosystems.www.servers.mac! 1-1027
comp.infosystems.www.servers.misc! 1-693
comp.infosystems. www.servers.ms-windows! 1-1525
comp.infosystems.www.servers.unix! 1-2536
comp.infosystems.www.users! 1-18545
comp.internet.library! 1-1282
comp.internet-net-happenings! 1-3142
comp.ivideodisc! 1-1269

comp.lang.ada! 1-26874

comp.lang.apl! 1-5986

comp.lang.asm.x86! 1-7518
comp.Jang.asm370! 1-1286
comp.lang.awk: 1-313

comp lang basic.misc! 1-4327

comp.lang basic.visual!

comp.lang basic.visual 3rdparty! 1-4561
comp.lang basic.visual.announce! 1-174
comp.lang basic.visual.database! 1-5794
comp.lang basic.visual.misc! 1-21079
comp.lang beta! 1-6

comp.lang.c! 1-118766

comp.lang.c++! 1-117469
comp.lang.c++.Jeda! 1-238
comp.lang.c.moderated! 1-825
comp.lang.clipper! 1-2478

comp.lang.clos! 1-2643

comp.lang.clu! 1-73

comp.lang.cobol! 1-3262

comp.lang.dylan! 1-3921

comp.lang.eiffel! 1-8381

comp.lang.forthf 1-20003
comp.lang.forth.mac: 1-274

comp.lang fortran! 1-25394

comp.lang functional! 1-4986

comp.lang hermes!

comp.lang.icon! 1-103

comp.lang.idl! 1-494
comp.lang.idi-pvwave! 1-4114

comp.lang java: 1-150

comp.lang lisp! 1-15706

comp.lang lisp.franz! 1-44

comp.lang lisp.mcl! 1-6242

comp.lang lisp.x! 1-1073

comp.lang.logo!

comp.lang.misc! 1-18615

comp.lang.ml!

comp.lang.modula2! 1-9942

comp.lang. modula3! 1-3643
cmp.lang.mumps! 1-1132
comp.lang.oberon! 1-4234
comp.lang.objective-c! 1-3641
comp.lang.pascal.ansi-iso: 1-143
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comp.lang.pascal.borland! 1-1428
comp.lang pascal.delphi.components! 1-431
comp.lang.pascal. delphi databases! 1-544
comp.lang.pascal.delphi.misc! 1-1366
comp.lang.pascal. mac! 1-694
comp.lang.pascal.misc! 1-1241
comp.lang perl.announce! 1-73
comp.lang.perl.misc! 1-2703
comp.lang.pop!

comp lang postscript! 1-29451
comp.lang.prograph! 1-1745
comp.lang.prolog! 1-10903
comp.lang.python! 1-2516
comp.lang.rexx! 1-8501

comp.lang sather! 1-1222
comp.lang.scheme! 1-11378
comp.lang scheme.c! 1-91
comp.lang sigplan! 1-49

comp lang smailtalk! 1-22323
comp.lang.tclf 1-27164
comp.lang.verilog! 1-2875
comp.lang.vhdl! 1-5408

comp lang.visual! 1-78
comp.laser-printers!

comp.lsi! 1-4356

comp.Isi.cad! 1-5107
comp.Isi.testing! 1-1726
comp.mail!

comp.mail.elm! 1-16313
comp.mail. headers! 1-2285
comp.mail list-admin policy! 1-176
comp.mail list-admin.software! 1-429
comp.mail.maps!

comp.mail.mh! 1-6258

comp.mail. mime! 1-5569
comp.mail misc! 1-21318
comp.mail. multi-media! 1-1358
comp.mail.mush!

comp.mail.pine! 1-5412

comp.rmail sendmail! 1-19100
comp.mail.smail! 1-940
comp.mail.uucp! 1-13270
comp.mail.zmail! 1-269
comp.misc! 1-25832
comp.multimedia! 1-32773
comp.music! 1-30658
comp.networks.noctools.bugs! 1-8
comp .networks.noctools.wanted! 1-169
comp.newprod!

comp.object! 1-29693
comp.object.logic! 1-397
comp.org.acm! 1-3072
comp.org.cpsr.announce! 1-51
comp.org.cpsr.talk! 1-2765
comp.org.decus! 1-6046
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comp.org.eff.talk! 1-48256
comp.org.fidonet!

comp.org.ieee! 1-3154
comp.org.isoc.interest: 1-8
comp.org.issnnet: 1-7

comp.org lisp-users! 1-1

comp.org.sug! 1-1115

comp.org.uniforum!

comp.org.usenix! 1-5165
comp.org.usenix.roomshare! 1-146
comp.os.386bsd.announce!
comp.0s.386bsd.apps!
comp.0s.386bsd . bugs! 1-2021
comp.0s.386bsd.development! 1-2346
comp.0s.386bsd.misc! 1-5026
comp.os.386bsd.questions!

comp.os.aos! 1-580

comp.os.chorus!

comp.os.coherent! 1-17919

comp.os.cpm! 1-10796
comp.os.cpmarmnethyst! 1-16

comp.os.geos! 1-8370

comp.os.linux! 1-101

comp.os.Jinux.admin! 1-25445
comp.os.linux.advocacy! 1-15835
comp.os.Jinux.announce! 1-3542

comp.os linux.answers: 1-185
comp.os.linux.development! 1-24316
comp.os.linux.development.apps! 1-5136
comp.os.linux.development.system! 1-7906
comp.os.linuxhardware! 1-12842
comp.os.linux help! 1-83626
comp.os.linux.misc! 1-54405

comp.os.linux networking! 1-11164
comp.os.linux setup! 1-16031
comp.os.linux.x! 1-10454

comp.os.lynx! 1-612

comp.os.mach!

comp.os.magic-cap! 1-281

comp.os.minix! 1-23044

comp.os.misc? 1-4742
comp.os.ms-windows! 1-6
comp.os.ms-windows.advocacy! 1-78133
comp.o0s.ms-windows.announce!
comp.os.ms-windows.apps! 1-38933
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.comm! 1-4859
comp.0s.ms-windows.apps.financial! 1-2849
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.misc! 1-6686
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.utilities! 1-7540
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.winsock.mail!
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.winsock.inisc!
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.winsock.news! 1-1
comp.os.ms-windows.apps.word-proc! 1-8242
comp.os.ms-windows.misc! 1-63146
comp.0s.ms-windows.networking.misc! 1-3845
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comp.os.ms-windows.networking.ras!
comp.os.ms-windows.networking.tcp-ip! 1-9280
comp.os.ms-windows.networking.windows! 1-5025
comp.os.ms-windowsnt! 1-10
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.admin.misc!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.admin.networking!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.advocacy!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.misc! 1-57851
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.pre-release: 1-302
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.setup! 1-23115
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.setup.hardware!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.setup.misc!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.software.backoffice!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.software.compatibility!
comp.os.ms-windows.nt.software.services!
comp.os.ms-windows.pre-release: 1-105
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer! 1-51
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.controls! 1-4889
comp.os.ms-windows programmer.drivers! 1-2898
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.graphics! 1-4059
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.memory! 1-1467
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.misc! 1-60549
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.multimedia! 1-3875
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.networks! 1-1658
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.nt kernel-mode: 1-190
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.ole! 1-1872
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.tools! 1-21077
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.tools.mfc!
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.tools.misc: 1-348
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.tools.owl!
comp.os.ms-windows. programmer.tools.winsock: 1-267
comp.os.ms-windews. programmer.vxd: 1-290
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.win32! 1-22675
comp.os.ms-windows.programmer.winhelp! 1-3429
comp.os.ms-windows.setup! 1-27041
comp.os.ms-windows.video! 1-3642
comp.os.ms-windows.win95.misc! 1-710
comp.os.ms-windows.win95.setup! 1-244
comp.os.msdos.4dos! 1-5725

comp.os.msdos.apps! 1-20645
comp.os.msdos.desqview! 1-11320
comp.os.msdos.djgpp! 1-636
comp.0s.msdos.mail-news! 1-2879
comp.os.msdos.misc! 1-35984
comp.os.msdos.pcgeos: 1-5407
comp.os.msdos.programmer! 1-50807
comp.os.msdos.programmer.turbovision! 1-3291
comp.os.netware.announce! 1-7
comp.os.netware.connectivity! 1-2385
comp.os.netware.misc! 1-5797
comp.os.netware.security! 1-857

comp.0s.0s2! 1-47

comp.0s.0s2.advocacy! 1-116439
comp.0s.052.announce!

comp.0s.0s2.apps! 1-73907
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comp.0s.0s2.beta! 1-16603
comp.os.os2.bugs! 1-19903
comp.0s.0s2.comm! 1-1219
comp.0s.0s2.games! 1-11076
comp.o0s.os2.mail-news! 1-1325
comp.os.os2.marketplace! 1-583
comp.0s.0s2.misc! 1-143551
comp.0s.0s2.multimedia! 1-13172
comp.os.os2.networking! 1-12591
comp.0s.0s2-networking.misc! 1-5366
comp.os.os2.networking.tcp-ip! 1-24981
comp.os.os2.networking.www! 1-1328
comp.0s.0s2.programumer.misc! 1-22464
comp.0s.0s2.programmer.oop! 1-1112
comp.0s.0s2.programmer.porting! 1-1786
comp.0s.0s2.programmer.tools! 1-3440
comp.0s.0s2.programumer: 1-96
comp.os.os2.setup.misc! 1-1224
comp.0s.0s2.setup.storage! 1-810
comp.0s.0s2.setup.video! 1-1162
comp.os.os2.utilities! 1-2090
comp.0s.0s9! 1-6269

comp.os.plan9!

comp.os.qnx! 1-2131
comp.os.research!

comp.os.rsts! 1-543

comp.os.vms! 1-105512
comp.os.vxworks! 1-5438
comp.os.xinu!

comp.os: 1-16

comp.parallel!

comp.parallel. mpi! 1-452
comp.parallel pvm! 1-3248
comp.periphs! 1-9926
comp.periphs.printers! 1-23360
comp.periphs.scsi! 1-35757
comp.programining! 1-14902
comp.programming.contests! 1-238
comp.programming literate! 1-717
comp.protocols.appletalk! 1-18649
comp.protocols.dicom! 1-382
comp.protocols.ibm! 1-4660
comp.protocols.iso! 1-5939
comp.protocols.iso.dev-environ! 1-80
comp.protocols.iso.x400! 1-2629
comp.protocols.iso.x400.gateway! 1-26
comp.protacols.kerberos! 1-4342
comp.protocols kermit! 1-36
comp.protocols.kermit.misc! 1-2455
comp.protocols.misc! 1-4664
comp.protocols.nfs! 1-11933
comp.protocols.pcnet! 1-39
comp.protocols.ppp! 1-9719
comp.protocols.smb! 1-1436
comp.protocols.snmp! 1-3437
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comp.protocols.tcp-ip! 1-35296
comp.protocols.tcp-ip.domains! 1-5649
comp.protocols.tcp-ip.ibmpc! 1-32608
comp.protocols.time.ntp! 1-3303
comp-publish.cdrom hardware! 1-2819
comp.publish.cdrom.multimedia! 1-3599
comp.publish.cdrom.software! 1-2164
comp.publish.electronic.developer! 1-32
comp.publish.electronic.end-user! 1-2
comp.publish.electronic.misc! 1-2
comp.publish prepress! 1-4423
comp.realtime! 1-9180
comp.research.japan: 146

comp.risks! 1-853

comp.robotics.misc! 1-263
comp.robotics.research! 1-90
comp.security! 1-9
comp.security.firewalls!
comp.security.misct 1-15252
comp.security.unix! 1-14187
comp.simulation! 1-1990
comp.society!

comp-society.cu-digest!

comp society.futures! 1-3969
comp.society.privacy!
comp.soft-sys.andrew! 1-4564

comp soft-sys.app-builderappware! 1-18
comp.soft-sys.app-builder.uniface! 1-4
comp soft-sys.dce! 1-1121

comp soft-sys.khoros! 1-8651

comp soft-sys.math.mathematica! 1-37
comp soft-sys.matlab! 1-12004

comp soft-sysnextstep! 1-434

comp .soft-sys.powerbuilder! 1-15276
comp.soft-sys.ptolemy! 1-493
comp-soft-sys.sas! 1-14061
comp.soft-sys.spss! 1-3980
comp.soft-sys.wavefront! 1-1532
comp.software! 1-7

comp software-eng! 1-29748

comp software.config-mgmt! 1-1369
comp software.international! 1-1394
comp software.licensing!

comp software.testing! 1-3997
comp.sources.amiga!
comp.sources.apple2! 1-46
comp.sources.atari.st!
comp-sources.bugs!

comp.sources.d!

comp.sources.games!
comp.sources.games.bugs!
comp.sources.mac! 1-45
comp.sources.misc!

comp.sources.sun!
comp.sources.testers!
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comp.sources.unix!
comp.sources.wanted! 1-28082
comp.sources.x!

compsources: 1-1
comp.specification! 1-2705

comp specification.larch! 1-2

comp specification.misc! 14

comp specification.z! 1-1745
comp.speech! 1-5142

comp.std.c! 1-16298

comp.std.c++ 1-14494
comp.std.internat! 1-3713
comp.std.misc! 1-1233
comp.std.mumps! 1-4
comp.std.unix!

comp.std.wireless! 1-1036
comp.sw.components! 1-1086
comp.sys.3b1! 1-10692
comp.sys.acorn! 1-43279
comp.sys.acorn.advocacy! 1-4259
comp.sys.acom.announce! 1-506
comp.sys.acom.apps! 1-2183
comp.sys.acom.games! 1-3151
comp.sys.acom.hardware! 1-2521
comp.sys.acom.misc! 1-3478
comp.sys.acom.networking! 1-1241
comp.sys.acom.programmer! 1-2021
comp.sys.acom.tech!
comp.sys.alliant!
comp.sys.amiga.advocacy! 1-115806
comp.sys.amiga.applications! 1-33647
comp.sys.amiga.audio! 1-14567
comp.sys.amiga.cd32! 1-2481
comp.sys.amiga.datacomm! 1-30437
comp.sys.amiga.emulations! 1-30566
comp.sys.amiga.games! 1-70102
comp.sys.amiga.graphics! 1-34241
comp.sys.amiga.hardware! 1-87039
comp.sys.amiga.intrcduction! 1-6359
comp.sys.amiga.marketplace! 1-46552
comp.sys.amiga.misc! 1-77565
comp.sys.amiga.multimedia! 1-5541
comp.sys.amiga.networking! 1-7297
comp.sys.amiga.programmer! 1-63211
comp.sys.amiga.reviews: 1-10
comp.sys.amiga.tech!
comp.sys.amiga.uucp! 1-440
comp.sys.amiga: 1-190
comp.sys.amstrad.8bit! 1-863
comp.sys.apollo! 1-17768
comp.sys.apple2! 1-78457
comp.sys.apple2.comm! 1-2230
comp.sys.apple2.gno! 1-4310
comp.sys.apple2.marketplace! 1-5714
comp.sys.apple2.programmer! 1-3376
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1761.
1762.
1763.
1764
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1766.
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1768.
1769.
1770.
1771
1772.
1773.
1774.
1775.
1776.
1777.
1778.
1779.
1780.
1781
1782.
1783.
1784.
1785.
1786.
1787.
1788.
1789.
1790.
1791.
1792.
1793.
1794.
1795.
1796.
1797.
1798.
1799.
1800.
1801.
1802.
1803.
1804.
1805.
1806.

comp.sys.apple2.usergroups! 1-542
comp.sys.arm! 1-614

comp.sys.atari! 1-2

comp.sys.atari.8bit! 1-25184
comp.sys.atari.advocacy! 1-9423
comp.sys.atari.programmer! 1-1008
comp.sys.atari.st! 1-93878
comp.sys.atari.st.tech! 1-23261
comp.sys.att! 1-15956

comp.sys.cbm! 1-34049

comp.sys.cdc!

comp.sys.concurrent! 1-77
comp.sys.convex! 1-1017

comp.sys.dec! 1-28672

comp.sys.dec.micro! 1-4517
comp.sys.encore! 1-1244
comp.sys.handhelds! 1-15413
comp.sys.harris! 1-95

comp.sys.hp! 1-4

comp.sys.hp.apps! 1-1528

comp.sys.hp hardware! 1-4490
comp.sys.hp.hpux! 1-11312
comp.syshp.misc! 1-5727
comp.sys.hp.mpe! 1-11746

comp.sys.hp48! 1-30559
cormp.sys.ibm.as400.misc: 1-90
comp.sys.ibm.pc! 1-3
comp.sys.ibm.pc.demos! 1-17606
comp.sys.ibmpc.digest!
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games! 1-33
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.action! 1-86368
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.adventure! 1-63297
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.announce!
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.flight-sim! 1-47751
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.marketplace! 1-11171
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.misc! 1-37038
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.rpg! 1-50439
comp.sys.ibm.pc.games.strategic! 1-71265
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware! 1-69
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware.cd-rom! 1-16114
comp.sys.ibm.pchardware.chips! 1-29787
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware.comm! 1-9849
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware.misc! 1-17438
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware.networking! 1-6757
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware.storage! 1-31084
comp.sys.ibm.pchardware.systems! 1-18570
comp.sys.ibm.pc.hardware.video! 1-31227
comp.sys.ibm.pc.misc! 1-58138
comp.sys.ibm.pc.net! 1-208
comp.sys.ibm.pc.rt! 1-4874

comp.sys.ibm pc.soundcard! 1-37933
comp.sys.ibm.pc.soundcard.advocacy! 1-4669
comp.sys.ibm.pc.soundcard.games! 1-5088
comp.sys.ibm.pc.soundcard.misc! 1-6676
comp.sys.ibm.pc.soundcard.music! 1-4939
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1811.
1812.
1813.
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1816.
1817.
1818.
1819.
1820.
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1823.
1824.
1825.
1826.
1827.
1828.
1829.
1830.
1831.
1832.
1833.
1834.
1835.
1836.
1837.
1838.
1839.
1840.
1841.
1842.
1843.
1844.
1845.
1846.
1847.
1848.
1849.
1850.
1851.
1852
1853.
1854.
1855.
1856.
1857.
1858.
1859.
1860.
1861.

comp.sys.ibm.pc.soundcard.tech! 1-9567
comp.sys.ibm.ps2!
comp.sys.ibm.ps2.hardware! 1-11909
comp.sys.ibm.sys3x.misc: 1-36
comp.sys.intel! 1-45755
comp.sys.intel.ipse310! 1-11
comp.sys.isist 1-1601

comp.sys.laptops! 1-41120
comp.sys.m6809! 1-2284
comp.sys.m68k! 1-7246
comp.sys.m68k.pc!

comp.sys.m88k!

comp.sys.mac! 1-47
comp.sys.mac.advocacy! 1-54499
comp.sys.macannounce! 1-62
comp.sys.mac.apps! 1-106250
comp.sys.mac.comm! 1-96224
comp.sys.mac.databases! 1-11978
comp.sys.mac.digest!
comp.sys.mac.games.action! 1-2504
comp.sys.mac.games.adventure! 1-1580
comp.sys.mac.games.announce! 1-54
comp.sys.mac.games.flight-sim! 1-2272
comp.sys.mac.games.marketplace! 1-528
comp.sys.mac.games.misc! 1-755
comp.sys.mac.games.strategic! 1-1437
comp.sys.mac.graphics! 1-11108
comp.sys.mac.hardware.misc! 1-3892
comp.sys.mac.hardware.storage! 1-2396
comp.sys.mac.hardware.video! 1-1404
comp.sys.mac.hypercard! 1-25698
comp.sys.mac.misc! 1-92858
comp.sys.mac.oop.macapp3! 1-7289
comp.sys.mac.oop.misc! 1-1345
comp.sys.mac.oop.tcl!
comp.sys.mac.portables! 1-30391
comp.sys.mac.printing! 1-1834
comp.sys.mac.programmer! 1-113540

comp.sys.mac.programmer.codewarrior! 1-15812

comp.sys.mac.programmer.help! 1-11447
comp.sys.mac.programmer.info: 1-27
comp.sys.mac.programmer.misc! 1-6183
comp.sys.mac.programmer.tools! 1-3352
comp.sys.mac.scitech! 1-4125
comp.sys.mac.system! 1-92478
comp.sys.mac.wanted! 1-65031
comp.sys.mentor! 1-2686
comp.sys.mips! 1-4507

comp.sys.misc! 1-5049

comp.sys.msx! 1-276

comp.sys.ncr! 1-4052
comp.sys.newton.announce! 1-341
comp.sys.newton.misc! 1-29327
comp.sys.newton.programmer! 1-7025
comp.sys.next!
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1872.
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1875.
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1878.
1879.
1880.
1881.
1882.
1883.
1884.
1885.
1886.
1887.
1888.
1889.
1890.
1891.
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1893.
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1895.
1896.
1897.
1898.
1899.
1900.
1901.
1902.
1903.
1904.
1905.
1906.
1907.
1908.
1909.
1910.
1911.
1912.
1913.
1914.
1915.
1916.

comp.sys.nextadvocacy! 1-27710
comp sys.nextannounce! 1-2774
comp.sys.nextbugs! 1-2506
comp .sys.nexthardware! 1-17063
comp.sys.next.marketplace! 1-10145
comp.sys.next.misc! 1-37906
comp.sys.next.programmer! 1-20555
comp.sys.next.software! 1-17667
comp.sys.next.sysadmin! 1-2041C
comp.sys.northstar! 1-22
comp.sys.novell! 1-77201
comp.sys.nsc.32k!
comp.sys.palmtops! 1-23936
comp.sys.pen! 1-7948
comp.sys.powerpc! 1-45537
comp.sys.prime! 1-3692
comp.sys.proteon!
comp.sys.psion! 1-8356
comp.sys.pyramid! 1-1771
comp.sys.ridge! 1-42
comp.sys.sequent!
comp.sys.sgi.admin! 1-18020
comp.sys.sgi.announce! 1-300
comp.sys.sgi.apps! 1-7558
comp.sys.sgi.audio! 1-622
comp.sys.sgi.bugs! 1-5427
comp.sys.sgi.graphics! 1-9301
comp.sys.sgi-hardware! 1-11519
comp.sys.sgi.misc! 1-16620
comp.sys.sgi: 1-19
comp.sys.sinclair!
comp.sys.stratus! 1-1083
comp.sys.sun! 1-7
comp.sys.sun.admin! 1-51305
comp.sys.sun.announce!
comp.sys.sun.apps! 1-11139
comp.sys.sun.hardware! 1-27474
comp.sys.sun.misc! 1-19645
comp.sys.sun.wanted! 1-9169
comp.sys.super! 1-3863
comp.sys.tahoe!
comp.sys.tandy! 1-10843
comp.sys.ti! 1-5020
comp.sys.ti.explorer! 1-74
comp.sys.transputer! 1-6197
comp.sys.unisyst 1-3230
comp.sys.xerox! 1-1219
comp.sys.zenith! 1-2833
comp.sys.zenith.z100! 1-1210
comp.terminals! 1-7277
comp.terminals.bitgraph! 1-6
comp.terminals.tty5620! 1-623
comp.text! 1-12105
comp.text.desktop! 1-6696
comp.text.frame! 1-13447
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1917.
1918.
1919.
1920.
1921.
1922.
1923.
1924.
1925.
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1927.
1928.
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1936.
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1947.
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1951
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1954,
1955.
1956.
1957.
1958.
1959.
1960.
1961.
1962.
1963.
1964.
1965.
1966.
1967.
1968.
1969.
1970.
1971

comp.text.interleaf! 1-4126
comp.text.pdf! 1-1036
comp.text.sgml! 1-8738
comp.text.tex! 1-65566
comp.theory! 1-9792
comp.theory.cell-automata!
comp.theory.dynamic-sys! 1-1311
comp.theory.info-retrieval! 1-15
comp.theoryself-org-sys! 1-57
comp.unix! 1-13
comp.unix.admin! 1-31483
comp.unix.advocacy! 1-5566
comp.unix.aix! 1-59580
comp.unix.amiga! 1-10872
comp.unix.aux! 1-19306
comp.unix.bsd! 1-15117
comp.unix.bsd.386bsd.misc! 1-109
comp.unix.bsd.bsdi.misc! 1-607
comp.unix.bsd.freebsd.annource! 1-7
comp.unix.bsd.freebsd.misc! 1-4377
comp.unix.bsd.misc! 1-164
comp.unix.bsd.netbsd.announce! 1-2
comp.unix.bsd.netbsd.misc! 1-794
comp.unix.cray! 1-1640
comp.unix.dos-under-unix! 1-1548
comp.unix.internals! 1-8552
comp.unix.large! 1-1847
comp.unix.machten! 1-363
comp.unix.misc! 1-17866
comp.unix.osf.misc! 1-2351
comp.unix.osf.osf1! 1-9113
comp.unix.pc-clone.16bit: 1-393
comp.unix.pc-clone.32bit! 1-8927
comp.unix.programmer! 1-27831
comp.unix.questions! 1-78635
comp.unix.sco.announce! 1-2
comp.unix.sco.misc! 1-3632
comp.unix.sco.programmer! 1-565
comp.unix.shellf 1-24283
comp.unix.solaris! 1-19357
comp.unix.sys3: 1-6
comp.unix.sys5.misc! 1-721
comp.unix.sys5.r3!
comp.unix.sys5.r4! 1-9897
comp.unix.ultrix! 1-25684
comp.unix.unixware.announce: 1-7
comp.unix.unixware.misc! 1-2832
comp.unix.user-friendly!
comp.unix.wizards! 1-28293
comp.unix.xenix.misc! 1-23
comp.unix.xenix.sco! 1-11505
comp.virus! 1-16620
comp.windows.garnet!
comp.windows.interviews! 1-7957
comp.windows.misc! 1-11580
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2026.
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comp.windows.ms! 1-33090
comp.windows.news! 1-4000
comp.windows.open-look! 1-10433
comp.windows.suit! 1-541
comp.windows.ui-builders.teleuse! 1-12
comp.windows.ui-builders.uimx! 1-538
comp.windows.x! 1-85515
comp.windows.x.announce! 1-54
comp.windows.x.apps! 1-9168
comp.windows.x.i386unix! 1-16352
comp.windows.x.intrinsics!
comp.windows.x.motif! 1-32543
comp.windows.x.pex! 1-1824
control!

general!

gnu.announce: 1-474
gnu.bash.bug: 1-3913

gnu.chess: 1-1817
gnu.emacs.bug: 1-13212
gnu.emacs.gnews: 1-33
gnu.emacs.gnus: 1-5503
gnu.emacs.help! 1-24573
gnu.emacs.sources! 1-3554
gnu.emacs.vm.bug! 1-3532
gnu.emacs.vm.info! 1-2589
gnu.emacs.vms: 1-463
gnu.epoch.misc: 1-6
gnu.g++bug: 1-10723
gnu.g++.help! 1-8220
gnu.g++lib.bug: 1-2303
gnu.gccannounce! 1-94
gnu.gec.bug: 1-7314
gnu.gcchelp! 1-10872

gnu.gec: 1-24

gnu.gdb.bug: 1-3305
gnu.ghostscriptbug: 1-4175
gnu.gnusenet.test! 1-1401
gnu.groff.bug!
gnu.misc.discuss: 1-17711
gnu.smalltalk bug! 1-13
gnu.utils.bug: 1-8530

info.bind! 1-1054
info.bsdi.users! 1-9012
info.firearms!
info.firearms.politics! 1-3540
info.gated! 1-335
info.grass.programme!
info.grass.user!

info.ietf! 1-3785

info.ietf.smtp!

info.isode! 1-1

info.jethro-tull: 1-11
info.labmgr!

info.nets!

info.nsf.grantst 1-6
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2033.
2034.
2035.
2036.
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2038.
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2043.
2044.
2045.
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2047.
2048.
2049.
2050.
2051.
2052
2053.
2054.
2055.
2056.
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2068.
2069.
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2076.
2077.
2078.
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info.pem-dev? 1-752

info.slug!

info.snmp! 1-3891

info.sun-managers! 1-8279

info.theorynt! 1-330

info.wisenet! 1-4022

junk!

k12.chat.senior! 1-82

misct 1-13

misc.activism!

miscactivism.militia! 1-4058
misc.activism.progressive! 1-30205

misc.answers! 1-1933

misc.books.technical! 1-7027

misc.books: 1-10

misc.business.consulting! 1-1378
misc.business.facilitators! 1-1108
misc.business.records-mgmt! 1-176
misc.business: 1-50

misc.consumers.house: 1-50102

misc.consumers: 1-104430

misc.creativity!

misc.education.adult! 1-1008
misc.education.home-school.christian! 1-3872
misc.education.home-school.misc! 1-3039
misceducation.home-school: 1-2
misc.education.language.english! 1-2058
misceducation.medical! 1-4565
misc.education.multimedia! 1-749
misc.education science! 1-2252

misceducation: 1-26023

misc.emerg-services: 1-27966

misc.entrepreneurs! 1-47264
misc.entrepreneurs.moderated! 1-3062
misc.fitness.aerobic! 1-1726

misc fitness.misc! 1-1062

misc fitness.weights! 1-3939
misc.forsale.computers! 1-74
misc.forsale.computers.d! 1-8779
misc.forsale.computers.discussion! 1-2070
misc.forsale.computers.mac! 1-49590
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific! 1-3
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific.cards.misc! 1-1689
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific.cards.video! 1-1297
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific.misc! 1-7393
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific.portables! 1-3623
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific.software! 1-5039
misc.forsale.computers.mac-specific.systems! 1-6629
misc.forsale.computers.memory! 1-10450
misc.forsale.computers.modems! 1-5287
misc.forsale.computers.monitors! 1-3437
misc.forsale.computers.net-hardware! 1-2692
misc.forsale.computers.other! 1-45727
misc.forsale.computers.other.misc! 1-6408
misc.forsale.computers.othersoftware! 1-3074
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2084.
2085.
2086.
2087.
2088.
2089.
2090.
2091.
2092
2093.
2094.
2095.
2096.
2097.
2098.
2099.
2100.
2101.
2102.
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2107.
2108.
2109.
2110.
2111.
2112,
2113.
2114.
2115.
2116.
2117.
2118.
2119.
2120.
2121.
2122.
2123.
2124
2125.
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2127.
2128.
2129.
2130.
2131.
2132.
2133.
2134.
2135.
2136.
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misc.forsale.computers.other.systems! 1-2660
misc.forsale.computers.pc-clone! 1-94100
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.audio! 1-1794
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.cards.misc! 1-3002
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.cards.video! 1-3372
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.misc! 1-8592
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.motherboards! 1-6878
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific portables! 1-5100
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.software! 1-8755
misc.forsale.computers.pc-specific.systems! 1-4823
misc.forsale.computers.printers! 1-4882
misc.forsale.computers.storage! 1-8787
misc.forsale.computers.workstation! 1-19350
misc.forsale.computers.workstations! 1-7
misc.forsale.non-computer! 1-9642

misc.forsale: 1-155869

misc.handicap: 1-30956

misc.headlines: 1-45753

misc health.aids! 1-2907

misc.health.alternative! 1-31632
misc.health.arthritis! 1-1572

misc.health.diabetes! 1-17059
misc.health.therapy.occupational:

mischealth: 1-27

misc.immigration.canada! 1-5209
miscimmigration.misc! 1-996
miscimmigration.usa! 1-7251
miscindustry.pulp-and-paper! 1-281
miscindustry.utilities.electric! 1-849
misc.int-property! 1-9527

misc.invest.canada! 1-11358

misc.invest.funds! 1-11351

misc.invest.futures! 1-5675

misc.invest.real-estate! 1-15080

misc.invest.stocks! 1-37789

misc.invest.technical! 1-13305

misc.invest: 1-88657

miscjobs! 1-86

miscjobs.contract: 1-120375

miscjobs.misc: 1-47212

misc jobs.offered.entry! 1-9092

miscjobs.offered: 1-273843

misc.jobs.resumes: 1-68755

misc.kids.computer! 1-6205

misc.kids.consumers! 1-1345

misc.kids.health! 1-4401

misc.kids.info! 1-280

misc.kids.pregnancy! 1-23322

misc.kids.vacation! 1-1443

misc.kids: 1-171257

misc.legal.computing! 1-12958

misc.legal. mederated! 1-4126

misc.legal: 1-119399

misc.misc: 1-26927

misc.news.bosniat 1-1500



2137.
2138.
2139.
2140.
2141,
2142.
2143.
2144,
2145.
2146.
2147.
2148.
2149.
2150.
2151.
2152.
2153.
2154
2155.
2156.
2157.
2158.
2159.
2160.
2161.
2162.
2163.
2164.
2165.
2166.
2167.
2168.
2169.
2170.
2171.
2172.
2173.
2174,
2175.
2176.
2177.
2178.
2179.
2180.
2181.
2182.
2183.
2184.
2185.
2186.
2187.
2188.
2189.
2190.
2191

misc.news.east-europe.rferl!
misc.news.southasia! 1-3108
misc.rural: 1-17755
misc.survivalism! 1-9160
misc.taxes: 1-26270

misc.test! 1-85643
misc.test.moderated! 1-93
misc.transport.air-industry! 1-1198
misc.transport.rail.americas! 1-2953
misc.transport.rail. australia-nz! 1-409
misc.transport.rail.europe! 1-1294
misc.transport.rail. misc! 1-664
misc.transport.trucking! 1-64
misc.transport.urban-transit! 1-15086
misc.wanted: 1-44520
misc.writing! 1-53339
misc.writing.screenplays! 1-1160
ne.food: 1-8140

ne forsale: 1-37716

ne.general: 1-21871

ne.housing: 1-9956

nejobs: 1-37215

ne.motorcycles!

ne.motss!

ne.nearnet.general: 1-12
ne.nearnet.tech: 1-67

nenews:

ne.org.bcs: 1-32

ne.org.decus: 1-88
ne.orgneci.general!

ne.politics: 1-16594

ne.seminars: 1-1380

re.singles!

ne.wanted: 1-8593

ne.weather! 1-313
news.admin.hierarchies: 1-378
news.admin.misc! 1-36178
news.admin.net-abuse! 1-100
news.admin.net-abuse.announce! 1-421
news.admin.net-abuse.misc! 1-6974
news.admin.policy! 1-28554
news.admin.technical!
news.announce.conferences!
news.announce.important! 1-22
news.announce.newgroups! 1-6109
news.announce.newusers!
news.answers! 1-39296
news.config!

news.future!
news.groups.questions! 1-11017
news.groups: 1-138716

news lists!

news lists.ps-maps!

news.misc: 1-14515

news.newsites: 1-21

2192
2193.
2194.
2195.
2196.
2197.
2198.
2199.
2200.
2201.
2202.
2203.
2204
2205.
2206.
2207.
2208.
2209.
210.
2211.
2212,
2213.
2214

rews.newusers.questions! 1-65115
news.software.anu-news! 1-7166
news.software.b! 1-15933
newssoftware.nn! 1-7294
news.software.nntp! 1-13601
news.software.notes!
news.software.readers! 1-18144
news.test! 1-729

pubnet.sysops:

pubnet.test! 1-15

rec! 1-18

rec.animals.wildlife! 1-3321
rec.answers! 1-10832

rec.antiques! 1-21252
rec.antiques.marketplace! 1-2819
rec.antiques.radio+phono! 1-7361
rec.aquaria: 1-58380

rec.arts! 1-1

rec.arts.animation: 1-31988
rec.arts.anime.info! 1-993
rec.arts.anime.marketplace! 1-12631
rec.arts.anime.stories!
rec.arts.anime: 1-160882
rec.arts.ascii! 1-3309
rec.arts.bodyart! 1-30122
rec.arts.bonsai! 1-10309
rec.arts.books.childrens! 1-6935
rec.arts.books hist-fiction! 1-465
rec.arts books.marketplace! 1-10206
rec.arts.books.reviews! 1-621
rec.arts.books.tolkien! 1-16416
rec.arts.books: 1-123368
rec.arts.cinema: 1-35
rec.arts.comics! 1-5
rec.arts.comics.alternative! 1-5173
rec.arts.comics.creative! 1-1966
rec.arts.comics.dc.ish! 1-312
rec.arts.comics.dc.universe! 1-8477
rec.arts.comics.dc.vertigo! 1-290
rec.arts.comics.elfquest! 1-1377
rec.arts.comics.info! 1-2139
rec.arts.comics.marketplace! 1-52776
rec.arts.comics.marvel.universe! 1-4203
rec.arts.comics.marvel. xbooks! 1-1368
rec.arts.comics.marvel: 1-4
rec.arts.comics.misc! 1-129658
rec.arts.comics.other-media! 1-961
rec.arts.comics.strips! 1-12410
rec.arts.comics.xbooks! 1-56565
rec.arts.dance: 1-15372
rec.arts.disney.animation! 1-193
rec.arts.disney.misc! 1-157
rec.arts.disney.pafks! 1-520
rec.arts.disney: 1-84994
rec.arts.drwho: 1-84832
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rec.arts.erotica:

rec.arts.fine! 1-13785
rec.arts.int-fiction: 1-7410
rec.arts.manga! 1-12314
rec.arts.marching.band.college! 1-2559
rec.arts.marching band.high-schcol! 1-1984
rec.arts.marching.colorguard! 1-815
rec.arts.marching.drumcorps! 1-29483
rec.arts.marching misc! 1-4467
rec.arts.misc: 1-3578
rec.arts.movies.announce! 1-10
rec.arts.movies.current-films! 1-8057
rec.arts.movies.lists+surveys! 1-1806
rec.arts.movies.local.indian: 1-292
rec.arts.movies.misc! 1-2035
rec.arts.movies.movie-going! 1-664
rec.arts.movies.past-films! 1-5236
rec.arts.movies.people! 1-2427
rec.arts.movies.production! 1-5939
rec.arts.movies.reviews: 1-3035
rec.arts.movies.tech! 1-923
rec.arts.movies: 1-238627
rec.arts.mystery! 1-6863
rec.arts.poems: 1-81853
rec.arts.prose! 1-1921
rec.arts.puppetry! 1-203
rec.arts.sf.announce! 1-14
rec.arts.sf.fandom! 1-14796
rec.arts.sf.marketplace! 1-10178
rec.arts.sf.misc! 1-10303
rec.arts.sf.movies! 1-36683
rec.arts.sf.reviews! 1-1

rec.arts.sf science! 1-16227
rec.arts.sf starwars! 1-94911
rec.arts.sf.starwars.collecting! 1-1547
rec.arts.sf.starwars.games! 1-1001
rec.arts.sf starwars.info: 1-93
rec.arts.sf starwars.misc! 1-2701
rec.arts.sf.tv! 1-44175
rec.arts.sf.tvbabylon5! 1-58026
rec.arts.sf.tv.quantum-leap! 1-9240
rec.arts.sf.written! 1-98310
rec.arts.sf.written.robert-jordan! 1-25978
rec.arts.sf: 1-11

rec.arts.startrek! 1-21

rec.arts.startrek current! 1-138094
rec.arts.startrek fandom! 1-17142
rec.arts.startrek.info:
rec.arts.startrek.misc! 1-59777
rec.arts.startrek.reviews!
rec.arts.startrek.tech! 1-34848
rec.asts.theatre.misc! 1-3730
rec.arts.theatre.musicals! 1-26012
rec.arts.theatre.plays! 1-4665
rec.arts.theatre.stagecraft! 1-4230
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rec.arts.theatre:
rec.arts.tvinteractive! 1-112
rec.arts.tv.mst3k! 1-22838
rec.arts.tv.mst3k.announce: 1-46
rec.arts.tv.mst3k.misc! 1-2855
rec.arts.tv.soaps.abc! 1-27643
rec.arts.tvsoaps.cbs! 1-11623
rec.arts.tv.soaps.misc! 1-12938
rec.arts.tv.soaps:
rec.arts.tvuk.comedy! 1-724
rec.arts.tv.uk.coronation-st! 1-987
rec.arts.tv.uk.eastenders! 1-926
rec.arts.tv.uk.misc! 1-326
rec.arts.tv.uk: 1-44631
recarts.tv: 1-136661
rec.arts.wobegon: 1-3992
rec.audio.car! 1-48996

rec.audio high-end: 1-28485
rec.audio.marketplace! 1-12262
rec.audio.misc! 1-6625
rec.audio.opinion! 1-10749
rec.audio.pro! 1-40061
rec.audio.tech! 1-11037
rec.audio.tubes! 1-160
rec.audio: 1-78475

rec.autos! 1-83

rec.autos.4x4! 1-8936
rec.autos.antique! 1-16575
rec.autos.driving: 1-64109
rec.autos.makers.chrysler! 1-8341
rec.autos.makers.ford. mustang! 1-1849
rec.autos.makers.saturn! 1-5508
rec.autos.makers.vw.aircooled!
rec.autos.makers.vw.watercooled!
rec.autos.marketplace! 1-11065
rec.autos.misc! 1-46043
rec.autos.rod-n-custorn! 1-10783
rec.autos.simulators! 1-7469
rec.autos.sport.f1! 1-22390
rec.autos.sport.indy! 1-10490
rec.autos.sport.info! 1-1523
rec.autos.sport.misc! 1-2425
rec.autos.sport.nascar! 1-20449
rec.autos.sport.tech! 1-2317
rec.autos.sport:

rec.autos.tech: 1-113038
rec.autos.vw! 1-55436
rec.aviation.announce!
rec.aviation.answers!
rec.aviation.hang-gliding! 1-591
rec.aviation.homebuilt! 1-13725
rec.aviation.ifr! 1-8738
rec.aviation.marketplace! 1-588
rec.aviation.military! 1-42024
rec.aviation.misc! 1-28027
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rec.aviation.owning! 1-7959
rec.aviation.piloting! 1-14801
rec.aviation.products! 14880
rec.aviation.rotorcraft! 1-499
rec.aviation.simulators! 1-11045
rec.aviation.soaring! 1-9622
rec.aviation.student! 1-10462
rec.aviation.ultralight! 1-1766
rec.backcountry: 1-82982
rec.bicycles! 1-2
rec.bicycles.marketplace! 1-34453
rec.bicycles.misc! 1-33854
rec.bicycles.off-road! 1-14864
rec.bicycles.racing! 1-32678
rec.bicycles.rides! 1-13336
rec.bicycles.soct 1-19177
rec.bicycles.tech! 1-46126
recbirds: 1-21144
rec.boats.building! 1-4835
rec.boats.cruising! 1-1407
rec.boats.marketplace: 1-595
rec.boats.paddle: 1-21505
rec.boats.racing! 1-8221
rec.boats.racing. power: 1-29
rec.boats: 1-72739

rec.climbing! 1-46596
rec.collecting! 1-39977
rec.collecting.cards! 1-74910
rec.collecting.cards.discuss! 1-4059
rec.collecting.cards.non-sports! 1-8926
rec.collecting.coins! 1-6231
rec.collecting dolls! 1-1128
rec.collecting.phonecards! 1-406
rec.collecting.sport.baseball! 1-17233
rec.collecting.sport.basketball! 1-13698
rec.collecting.sport.football! 1-14373
rec.collecting.sport.hockey! 1-8142
rec.collecting sport.misc! 1-1297
rec.collecting stamps! 1-7044
rec.crafts.beads! 1-2736
rec.crafts.brewing! 1-51297
rec.crafts.glass! 1-44

rec.crafts jewelry! 1-2688
rec.crafts.marketplace! 1-2109
rec.crafts.metalworking! 1-12430
rec.crafts.misc! 1-10440
rec.crafts.polymer-clay! 1-749
rec.crafts.pottery: 1-276
rec.crafts.quilting!
rec.crafts.textiles! 1-11848
rec.crafts.textiles.misc! 1-1357
rec.crafts.textiles.needlework! 1-16090
rec.crafts.textiles.quilting! 1-4793
rec.crafts.textiles.sewing! 1-467
rec.crafts.textiles.yarn! 1-3630
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rec.crafts.winemaking! 1-4543
rec.drugs! 1-1

rec.drugs.cannabis! 1-1076
rec.drugs.misc! 1-308
rec.drugs.psychedelic! 1-740
rec.equestrian: 1-67538
rec.folk-dancing: 1-13329
rec.food.chocolate! 1-1016
rec.food.cooking: 1-150772
rec.food.drink.beer! 1-7332
rec.food.drink.coffee! 1-5288
rec.food.drink tea! 1-2164
rec.food.drink: 1-27021

rec.food historic! 1-4555
rec.food.preserving! 1-1295

rec.food recipes: 1-14063

rec.food restaurants: 1-15183

rec.food sourdought 1-4387
rec.food.veg.cooking! 1-4312
rec.food.veg: 1-56342

rec.food: 1-20

rec.gambling blackjack! 1-464
rec.gambling.craps! 1-521
rec.gambling.lottery! 1-112
rec.gambling.misc! 1-138
rec.gambling.other-games! 1-162
rec.gambling.poker! 1-338
rec.gambling.racing! 1-54
rec.gambling.sports! 1-144
rec.games.abstract! 1-2777
rec.games.backgammon! 1-6891
rec.games.board.ce! 1-4218
rec.games.board.marketplace!
rec.games board: 1-55541

rec.games bolo! 1-14733
rec.games.bridge: 1-33352
rec.games.chess.computer! 1-636
rec.games.chess.misc! 1-1016
rec.games.chess.play-by-email! 1-376
rec.games.chess politics! 1-213
rec.games.chinese-chess! 1-684
rec.games.computerdoom.announce! 1-757
rec.games.computer.doom.editing! 1-6662
rec.games.computer.doom.help! 1-6981
rec.games.computer.doom.misc! 1-4544
rec.games.computer.doom.playing! 1-6989
rec.games.computer.puzzle! 1-315
rec.games.computer.xpilot: 1-207
rec.games.corewar! 1-3366
rec.games.deckmaster!
rec.games.deckmaster.marketplace! 1-54453
rec.games.design! 1-9865
rec.games.diplomacy! 1-12925
rec.games.empire: 1-12691
rec.games.frp! 1-6
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rec.games.frp.advocacy! 1-20074
rec.games.frp.announce: 1-119
rec.games.frp.archives!
rec.games.frp.cyber! 1-16561
rec.games.frp.dnd! 1-72408
rec.games.frp.gurps! 1-2415
rec.games.frp.live-action! 1-3836
rec.games.frp.marketplace! 1-11991
rec.games.frp.misc! 1-65727
rec.games.frp storyteller: 1-1630
rec.games.go: 1-16644

rec.games.hack:

rec.games.int-fiction! 1-7295
rec.games.mecha! 1-28724
rec.games.miniatures.historical! 1-598
rec.games.miniatures.misc! 1-183
rec.games.miniatures.warhammer! 1-1440
rec.games.misc: 1-43454

rec.games.moria:

rec.games.mud.admin! 1-6386
rec.games.mud.announce!
rec.games.mud.diku! 1-25591
rec.games.mud Ip! 1-14346
rec.games.mud.misc! 1-12469
rec.games.mud.tiny! 1-3570
rec.games.mud: 1-10

rec.games.netrek! 1-36731
rec.games.pbm: 1-15580
rec.games.pinball! 1-39906
rec.games.playing-cards! 1-947
rec.games.programmer: 1-52127
Tec.games.rogue:
rec.games.roguelike.angband! 1-12330
rec.games.roguelike.announce! 1-1
rec.games.roguelike.misc! 1-873
rec.games.roguelike.moria! 1-1291
rec.games.roguelike.nethack! 1-6987
rec.games.roguelike.rogue! 1-107
rec.games.trading-cards.announce! 1-107
rec.games.trading-cards.jyhad! 1-7639
rec.games.trading-cards.magic.misc! 1-26188
rec.games.trading-cards. magic.rules! 1-24246
rec.games.trading-cards.magic.strategy! 1-19951
rec.games.trading-cards.marketplace! 1-106862
rec.games.trading-cards.misc! 1-14721
rec.games.trivia: 1-20536
rec.games.vectrex: 1-2724
rec.games.video.3do! 1-26942
rec.games.video.advocacy! 1-9294
rec.games.video.arcade! 1-64253
rec.games.video.arcade.collecting! 1-6504
rec.games.video.atari! 1-24778
rec.games.video.cd-i! 1-1111
rec.games.video.cd32! 1-713
rec.games.video.classic! 1-11639
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rec.games.video.marketplace! 1-22242
rec.games.video.misc! 1-16335
rec.games.video.nintendo! 1-60430
rec.games.video.sega! 1-56979
rec.games.video.sony! 1-5472
rec.games.video: 1-71
rec.games.xtank.play: 1-570
rec.games xtank.programmer! 1-1073
rec.gardens.orchids! 1-2297
rec.gardens.roses! 1-5497
rec.gardens: 1-73524

rec.guns: 1-133712

recheraldry! 1-4767

rechumor.d: 1-9938
rec.humor.funny: 1-4853
rec.humor.oracle!
rec.humor.oracle.d! 1-2914
rec.humor: 1-168088

rechunting! 1-20054
rechunting.dogs: 1-240
recjuggling! 1-17889

rec.kites! 1-15657

rec.knives: 1-180

rec.mag.dargon: 1-276

rec.mag: 1-2998

rec.martial-arts: 1-107017

rec.misc: 1-3036
rec.models.railroad! 1-26126
rec.models.rc.air!
rec.models.rc.tand!
rec.models.rc.misc: 1-166
rec.models.rc.water: 1-373
rec.models.rc: 1-48602
rec.models.rockets: 1-31600
rec.models.scale! 1-20566
rec.motorcycles.dirt! 1-16743
rec.motorcycles.harley! 1-29471
rec.motorcycles.racing! 1-13385
rec.motorcycles: 1-214950
rec.music! 1-20
rec.music.a-cappella! 1-9341
rec.music.afro-latin! 1-6478
rec.music.ambient! 1-2572
rec.music.artists.beach-boys! 1-1327
rec.music.artists.bruce-homsby! 1-1019
rec.music.artists.queensryche! 1-268
rec.music.artists.springsteen! 1-74
rec.rnusic.beatles: 1-67769
rec.music.bluenote blues! 1-5041
rec.music.bluenote: 1-74745
rec.music.cd: 1-49045
rec.music.celtic! 1-9518
rec.music.christian! 1-72570
rec.music.classical.guitar! 1-4612
rec.music.classical.performing! 1-8463
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rec.music.classical.recordings! 1-11487
rec.music.classical: 1-130436
rec.music.collecting.cd! 1-74
rec.music.collecting.misc! 1-29
rec.music.collecting.vinyl! 1-73
rec.music.compose! 1-18860
rec.music.country! 1-1
rec.music.country.old-time! 1-2091
rec.music.country.western: 1-37683
rec.music.dementia: 1-12041
rec.music.dylan: 1-32295
rec.music.early! 1-20182

rec.music filipino! 1-150
rec.music.folk: 1-56940
rec.music.funky! 1-14783
rec.music.gaffa: 1-23597
rec.music.gdead: 1-185358
rec.musichip-hop! 1-6778
rec.music.indian.classical! 1-10959
rec.music.indian.misc! 1-24651
rec.music.industrial! 1-69792
rec.music.info! 1-5154
rec.music.makers.bagpipe! 1-2450
rec.music.makers.bands! 1-2846
rec.music.makers bass! 1-21006
rec.music.makers builders! 1-2925
rec.music.makers.dulcimer! 1-96
rec.music.makers.french-horn! 1-330
rec.music.makers.guitar! 1-48311
rec.music.makers.guitar.acoustic! 1-15172
rec.music.makers.guitar.tablature! 1-34521
rec.music.makers.marketplace! 1-22654
rec.music.makers.percussion! 1-14722
rec.music.makers.piano! 1-6444
rec.music.makers.songwriting! 1-4160
rec.music.makers.synth! 1-52449
rec.music.makers.trumpet! 1-631
rec.music.makers: 1-45001
rec.music.marketplace! 1-33773
rec.music.marketplace.cd! 1-111
rec.music.marketplace.misc! 1-38
rec.music.marketplace.vinyl! 1-78
rec.music.misc: 1-152496
rec.music.movies! 1-9299
rec.music.newage: 1-21592
rec.music.opera! 1-3123
rec.music.phish! 1-77406
rec.music.progressive! 1-4254
rec.music.reggae! 1-15127
rec.music.rem! 1-15038
rec.music.reviews! 1-1565
rec.music.tori-amos! 1-12970
rec.music.video! 1-5963

rec.nude: 1-48110

rec.org.mensa! 1-56975
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rec.org.sca: 1-102010
rec.outdoors.camping: 1-49
rec.outdoors.fishing! 1-15785
rec.outdoors fishing fly! 1-11244
rec.outdoors.fishing.saltwater! 1-3505
rec.outdoors.national-parks! 1-1206
rec.outdoors.rv-travel! 1-1028
rec.parks.theme! 1-1341
rec.pets.birds! 1-32598
rec.pets.cats! 1-88575
rec.pets.dogs! 1-96578
rec.pets.dogs.activities! 1-2294
rec.pets.dogs.behavior! 1-7551
rec.pets.dogs breeds! 1-12424
rec.pets.dogs.health! 1-6273
rec.pets.dogs.info! 1499
rec.pets.dogs.misc! 1-11125
rec.pets.dogs.rescue! 1-2629
rec.pets.herp! 1-34177

rec.pets: 141510
rec.photo.advanced! 1-17333
rec.photo.darkroom! 1-5472
rec.photo.help! 1-12217
rec.photo.marketplace! 1-10220
rec.photo.misc! 1-14934
rec.photo.moderated: 1-205
rec.photo: 1-97524

rec.ponds! 1-2750
rec.puzzles.crosswords! 1-3211
rec.puzzles: 1-39750
rec.pyrotechnics: 1-27861
rec.radio! 1-2
rec.radio.amateur.antenna! 1-5805
rec.radio.amateurdigital. misct 1-8447
rec.radio.amateurequipment! 1-7528
rec.radio.amateurhomebrew! 1-3722
rec.radio.amateur.misc! 1-73010
rec.radio.amateur.packet!
rec.radio.amateur.policy! 1-14387
rec.radio.amateurspace! 1-1710
rec.radio.broadcasting!
rec.radio.cb! 1-8573
rec.radjo.info! 1-7554
rec.radio.noncomm: 1-3922
rec.radio.scanner! 1-25809
rec.radio.shortwave: 1-50347
rec.radio.swap! 1-25753
rec.railroad: 1-65767
rec.roller-coaster! 1-15968
rec.running: 1-30660

rec.scouting! 1-26598

rec.scuba: 1-54829
rec.skiing.alpine! 1-17261
rec.skiing.announce! 1-374
rec.skiing backcountry! 1-195
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rec.skiing.marketplace! 1-192
rec.skiing.nordic! 1-4539
rec.skiing.resorts.europe! 1-101
rec.skiing.resorts.misc! 1-63
rec.skiing.resorts.north-america! 1-172
rec.skiing.snowboard! 1-7875
rec.skiing: 1-30819

rec.skydiving: 1-26891
rec.sportarchery! 1-198
rec.sport.baseball. analysis! 1-579
rec.sport.baseball.college! 1-7487
rec.sport.baseball.data! 1-517
rec.sport.baseball.fantasy! 1-18325
rec.sport.baseball: 1-176159
rec.sportbasketball.college! 1-112892
rec.sport.basketball europe! 1-573
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Appendix C
Complete Results

This appendix presents the complete results of the content analysis and external
reliability testing phases of the study.

The first nine pages present the results of the external reliability test. The first six
pages present an article-by-article summary of the results obtained in the original test
with the second researcher. The next three pages present an article-by-article summary of
the results obtained in the follow-up test with the third researcher.

The next eighteen pages present the results of the content analysis phase. The first
two pages present the histograms and frequency distributions for the analysis with the
revised, seven-aspect model, and the next seven pages present the detailed, article-by-
article results of this analysis. The next two pages present the histograms and frequency
distributions for the analysis with the original, ten-aspect model, and the last seven pages
present the detailed, article-by-article results of this analysis. Throughout these
spreadsheets, the societal aspects are numbered 1-10, as listed on the Content Analysis
Form (see Figure ). The numbers correspond with societal aspects as follows:

1. Netiquette

2. Emoticons

Persona

Ability to execute a verbal attack

Impressions made with words

AL A

Ability to write a rebuttal
7. Non-monetary generosity
8. Prudence
9. Nobility (through expertise)
10. Eloquence
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Frequency Distributions and Histograms: Seven-Aspect Model (1 of 2)

Frequency Distribution and Histogram: Overall
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0 18 0.09 045 ! i lgelatlve
! Tequen
1 71 034 0407 I
2 63 0.30 030 + -~ -
3 30 0.14 025 ¢ i P
4 23 0.11 0.20 1
015 1
5 3 0.01 010} -
6 2 0.01 oos{ B H & W B
7 0 0.00 0.00 - A —
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MacKinnon Factor
Sample Size, n : 210 -
Mean MacKinnon Factor: 1.93
Mean MacKinnon Factor (Prop.): 2.76

Frequency Distribution and Histogram: rec.aviation.piloting

MacKinnon Relative Histogram: rec.aviation.piloting
Factor  Frequency Frequency
T) "; {;/1110 | BRelative
i Frequency
1 30 0.43 ~f/n
2 15 0.21
3 9 0.13
4 6 0.09
5 1 0.01
6 2 0.03
7 0 0.00 .
6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MacKinnon Factor
Sample Size, n : 70
Mean MacKinnon Factor: 1.83

Mean MacKinnon Factor (Prop.): 2.61



Frequency Distributions and Histograms: Seven-Aspect Model (2 of 2)

Frequency Distribution and Histogram: talk.rape

MacKinnon

Relative

Factor  Frequency Frequency

Histogram: talk.rape

x f fin gig 1 | mRelative
0 3 0.04 0' 40 ! ?/requency o
- i n P
1 11 0.16 035 1 e
2 23 0.33 030
3 16 0.23 0.25 +
4 15 021 g%g i
5 2 0.03 010 }
6 0 0.00 005 1
7 0 0.00 0.00 o O -
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MacKinnon Factor
Sampie Size, n : 70
Mean MacKinnon Factor: 2.50
Mean MacKinnon Factor (Prop.): 3.57
Frequency Distribution and Histogram: alt.med.cfs
MacKinnon Relative Histogram: alt.med.cfs
Factor  Frequency Frequency
x f fin 0.50 " Relaﬁv_e_j
0 8 0.11 045 1 ¢ Frequency,
040 | L f/m
1 30 043 035 |
2 25 0.36 030 |
3 5 0.07 025 |
4 2 0.03 020
5 0 0.00 8'1(5) [
6 0 0.00 005 | &
7 0 000 | ooplid Wd 4 98 R
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MacKinnon Factor
Sample Size, 1 : v/ S -
Mean MacKinnon Factor: 147
Mean MacKinnon Factor (Prop.): 2.10



Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (1 of 7)
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Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (2 of 7)
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Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (3 of 7)

10. |MacKinnon Factor

9.

6.

Societal Aspect

Article Number:

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

24

26

27
28

29

30
31

32

33

37

38

39

40

41

Newsgroup
talk.rape




Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (4 of 7)
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Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (5 of 7)

Societal Aspect

10. |[MacKinnon Factor|

9.

Article Number:

10
11

12
13
14

16
17
18
19
20
21

24

26
27
28

29
30
31

32
33

35
36

37
38
39
40

41

Newsgroup

alt.med.cfs




Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (6 of 7)

103
0.90
147,

10. [MacKinnon Factor

9.

Societal Aspect

6.

28

57,

0.391 0.49] 0.00] 0.28; 0.23} 0.20} 0.26
0.81} 0.40] 0.00] 0.09] 0.06j 0.04] 0.07

Article Number:

43

47

49

50
51

52

53

55

56

57

58

59

61

62
63

66

67
68
69

70

Subtotals: alt.med.cfs

Standard deviation

Mean

Newsgroup
alt.med.cfs

(continued)




Content Analysis Totals: Seven-Aspect Model (7 of 7)

Societal Aspect
Newsgroup Article Number: 1. 2.} 3. | 4 | £ | 9 | 10. |MacKinnon Factor
ALL TOTALS 1714 76 1] 52; 62{ 15 29 406
Standard deviation 0.39| 0.48| 0.07| 0.43| 0.46| 0.26] 035 1.24
Mean 0.81} 0.36| 0.00| 0.25| 0.30] 0.07} 0.14 1.93
! l
Proportional Conversions:
P
Mean: rec.aviation.piloting 183 (2.61)!
|Mean: talk.rape 2.50 (3.57)
Mean: altmed.cfs 147 (2.10)
| Mean: Overall 1.93 (2.76)




Frequency Distributions and Histegrams: Original Ten-Aspect Model (1 of 2)

Frequency Distribution and Histogram: Overall

i Relative
MacKinnon elativ Histogram: Overall
Factor Frequency Frequency
0.300 P
x f fin { BRelative ||
0 7 0.033 0.250 + - | Frequency
1 16 0.076 0200 - (L fm
2 29 0.138 = ;
3 52 0.248 0.150 | :
4 47 0.224 0100 +
5 32 0.152 !
6 13 0062 | 00507 |
7 11 0.052 0000 | 3. . 38 BN .00 B0 BN BN O e |
8 0.010 01 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10
9 1 0.005 MacKinnon Factor
10 0.000
Sample Size, n : 210
Mean MacKinnon Factor: 3.61
Frequency Distribution and Histogram: rec.aviation.piloting
MacKinnon Relative . . .
Histogram: rec.aviation.piloting
Factor Freq. Frequency
x In 0.300 -
0 f3 ({043 |ERelative |
: 0.250 + | Frequency
1 10 0.143 0200 ; f/m ‘ i
2 9 0.129 T ‘ |
3 12 0171 0.150 |
4 12 0.171 0100 |
5 12 0.171 4 B
6 6 00s6 | 00507
7 3 0.043 0000 1B o .53 38 5% EN B0 N B
8 2 0.029 01 2 3 45 6 7 8 910
9 1 0.014 MacKinnon Factor
10 0 0.000 ) ~
Sample Size, n : 70

Mean MacKinnon Factor: 3.63



Frequency Distributions and Histograms: Original Ten-Aspect Model (2 of 2)

Frequency Distribution and Histogram: talk.rape

MacKinnon Relative
Factor Freq. Frequency
x f fin
0 2 0.029
1 4 0.057
2 5 0.071
3 20 0.286
4 13 0.186
5 13 0.186
6 7 0.100
7 6 0.086
8 0 0.000
9 0 0.000
10 0 0.000
Sample Size, n : 70
Mean MacKinnon Factor: 393

0.300

0.250 +
0.200 ¢
0.150 +
0.100 1

0.050 +

Histogram: talk.rape

l ‘ ilRelah've ;
| Frequency: !
. f/n 5

oooo .M H.B W8

0 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10
MacKinnon Factor

Frequency Distribution and Histogram: alt.med.cfs

MacKinnon
Factor Freq.

®

Relative
Frequency

fin

O O N U W E O
coomvmoNRNBG NN

oy
(=]

Sample Size, n :
Mean MacKinnon Factor:

0.029
0.029
0.214
0.286
0.314
0.100
0.000
0.029
0.000
0.000
0.000

70
3.27

0.350

0.300 |
0250 |
0200 |
0.150 |
0.100 |
0.050 |
0.000 14

Histogram: altmed.cfs

| | MRelative |
i i Frequency: '
L fmo

|

01 23 45 67 8 910

MacKinnon Factor




Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Model (1 of 7)

o

=T

Societal Aspect

9. | 10, |MacKinnon Factor|

L=21

8.

Article Number:

10
n
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21

24

27
28
29

3¢
31

32

33

35

37
38
39

40

41

Newsgroup

rec.aviation.piloting




Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Model (2 of 7)

3.63} (36.3%)
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Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Model (3 of 7)
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Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Model (4 of 7)

3.93| (39.3%)
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Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Model (5 of 7)

Societal Aspect

10. |MacKinnon Factor

9. |

8.

Article Number:

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

24

26

27
28

29

31

32
33

36

37
38
39

40
41

Newsgroup
alt.med.cfs




10. |MacKinnon Factor|

9.

=

Societal Aspect

=

43
45
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
56
57
58

Article Number:

59
60
61

62

Newsgroup
alt.med.cfs

(continued)

Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Medel (6 of 7)

3

3.27| (32.7%)

Ly

0.81] 0.40] 0.00} 0.09] 0.91} 0.06} 0.59{ 0.30] 0.04{ 0.07,

0.39} 049 0.00; 0.28; 0.28} 0.23} 0.50} 0.46 0.20{ 0.26

66
67
68
69
70

Subtotals: alt.med.cfs

63
Standard deviation

Mean




Content Analysis Totals: Original Ten-Aspect Model (7 of 7)

Societal Aspect
Newsgroup Article Number: 1. 2 ! 3. | 41 5 ]6 [ 7| 8 | 9. |10 [MacKinnon Factor
ALL TOTALS 171} 76 1| 52| 166] 62| 95| 91| 15{ 29 758
Standard deviation 039 0.48| 0.07] 0.43] 0.41) 0.46] 0.50{ 0.50} 0.26| 0.35 1.74
Mean 0.81} 036 0.00| 0.25] 0.75| 030} 0.45| 0.43| 0.07} 0.14 3.61| (36.1%)
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