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Physical Place and Cyberplace: The Rise of
Personalized Networking*

BARRY WELLMAN

A computer network is a social network

The network revolution

We find community in networks, not groups. Although people often view the world in
terms of groups (Freeman, 1992), they function in networks. In networked societies:
boundaries are permeable, interactions are with diverse others, connections switch
between multiple networks, and hierarchies can be flatter and recursive. The change from
groups to networks can be seen at many levels. Trading and political blocs have lost their
monolithic character in the world system. Organizations form complex networks of
alliance and exchange rather than cartels, and workers report to multiple peers and
superiors. Management by multiply-connected network is replacing management by
hierarchal tree and management by two-dimensional matrix (Berkowitz, 1982; Wellman,
1988; Castells, 1996). Communities are far-flung, loosely-bounded, sparsely-knit and
fragmentary. Most people operate in multiple, thinly-connected, partial communities as
they deal with networks of kin, neighbours, friends, workmates and organizational ties.
Rather than fitting into the same group as those around them, each person has his/her own
‘personal community’ (Wellman and Leighton, 1979; Wellman, 1999a).

Theorists and researchers have been arguing the networked, individuating nature of the
contemporary condition. Eric Wright (1979) has taught us that social class is a relational
phenomenon: control over one's own labour power and that of others. Manuel Castells
(1972) has taught us that class pertains to relations of production and reproduction —
including communities. Anthony Giddens (1991) has incorporated space-time decoupling
into his depiction of ‘later modernism’. Ulrich Beck (1996), like Giddens and Parsons
(1943), has argued that modern society is in a condition of individualism. More concretely,
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time geographerssuch as Torsten Hagerstrandhave documentedhow time and space
constrainpeople’slives (Carlsteinet al., 1978).

Theseargumentsand evidenceconvergein thinking about the transformationof
community from solidary groups to individualized networks. The structure and
composition of community networks affect people’s control over their lives, and
people’s structural positionsin community networks affect the kinds of resourcesto
which they have access.The proliferation of personalcommunity networkshappened
well before the developmenbf cyberspacgWellman and Wetherell, 1996; Wellman,
1999a). Yet the rapid emergenceof computer-mediatedommunicationsmeansthat
relationsin cyberplacesare joining with relationson the ground.

Complexsocialnetworkshavealwaysexisted butrecenttechnologicablevelopments
in communication have afforded their emergenceas a dominant form of social
organizationWhencomputer-medgitedcommunicatiometworkslink people jinstitutions
and knowledge, they are computersuppated sccial networks. The technologicd
developmenif computernetworksand the societalflourishing of social networksare
now in apositivefeedbacHloop. Justastheflexibility of less-boundedspatiallydispersed
social networkscreatesdemandfor the world wide web and collaborativecommunica-
tion, the breathlesslevelopmenbf computemetworksnourishesocietaltransitionsfrom
little boxesto social networks.

My principal concerndn this article are:

« How networksof communityexistin physicalplaces— suchasneighbourhoodand
cyberplaces— like the Internet;

* How the developmenbf computer-supportedommunitynetworksaffectsaccesso
resources.

I define ‘community’ as networksof interpersonaties that provide sociability, support,
information, a senseof belongingand social identity. I do not limit my thinking about
community to neighbourhoodsand villages! This is good advice for any epochand
especiallypertinentfor the twenty-first century.

Developmentsin computer-mediateccommunicationare currently exciting the
public, scholars,financiers, the media and politicians. Yet it is when technological
changedecomepervasivefamiliar andboringthatthey affectsocietieshe most. This is
anold story. Few scholarsthink aboutthe telephonenow (but seeFischer,1992),yet it
hasthoroughlyaffectedthe spatialand social structureof communities.I do not argue
technologicaldeterminism(e.g.Ogburn,1950),for peopleandinstitutionstake overand
reorient technological developments.Rather, | examine the ‘social affordances’ of
technology:the possibilitiesthat technologicalchangesafford for social relationsand
social structure?

1 GeorgeHillery showeda generationago (1955) that sociology has and needsmultiple definitions of
community. Contemporarycommunity sociologistshave two main foci (Wellman, 2000b): (1) the
ecologicaljuxtapositionof peoplein the samelocale; (2) interpersonatelations(as definedabove),no
matter where they are located. Although my own work hasfocusedon the interpersonaldefinition of
community,l havealwaysbelievedthat communitycanbe soughtin neighbourhoods— andsometimes
evenfound there (Wellman, 1979; 1999a; Wellman and Leighton, 1979). Yet it would be myopic to
confine our searchfor communityto neighbourhoodsAlthough not every networkis a community —
unlessyou think of NATO or interlocking corporatestructuresas communities — every interpersonal
communityis a network.Whethersuchcommunitiesarefoundin — or confinedto — neighbourhoodss
a secondaryquestion. Other usagesof ‘community’ are common: (3) Internet marketerslabel as a
‘community’ disconnectedggregation®f randomvisitors to websites(seealso Henshall,2000); ‘Talk
City’, a commercialsetof websitesorientedto Americanwomen,hasa ‘Vice-President,Community’,
whose job it is to encouragewomen to chat, eyeball ads and buy things (www.talkcity.com); (4)
businessetalk about‘communitiesof practice’ (Wenger, 1998): colleaguessharinglore eitherwithin or
betweenorganizations.

2 ‘Affordances’is a term widely usedin the study of human-computemteraction(Norman,1999). Erin
Bradner(2000),writing for computerscientistshascoinedthe term‘social affordancesto emphasizehe
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I focus on how affordancesin computer-supportednterpersonalcommunication
affectthewaysin which peopleconnectwith eachother:greaterbandwidthfor non-face-
to-face communication;wireless portability of computerizedcommunicationdevices;
globalized ease of connecting with others and accessing information; and the
personalizatiorof technologyand knowledgemanagemenfdiscussedn more detail in
Wellman,2000a).l assumehat thosethat havea cleartechnologicaldevelopmenpath
andlikely economicrationalewill continueto takerootandproliferate.The humanuseof
thesetechnologiess creatingandsustainingcommunityties. Theseties havetransformed
cybespaceinto cybeplaces as people connectonline with kindred spirits, engagein
supportiveand sociablerelationshipswith them, and imbue their activity online with
meaning,belongingand identity.

Whensociologistghink aboutthe future, they often focuson interpersonabbusego
beredressed@ndstructuralwrongsto berighted(seethe Utopianstatementin Rismanet
al., 2000). By contrast,| examinethe opportunitiesand transformationsafforded by
computerizedcommunicatiometworks.To be sure thesetechnologieglsohavenegative
affordancessuchasinterpersonaglienation lessenegbrivacy,increasedurveillanceand
machine-depetent vulnerability to computerizedcrime and breakdown (forecast a
centuryagoby E.M. Forster,1909).But to addresgheseotherissueswould take many
more pages.

The social affordancesof computerizedcommunicatiometworks

BroaderbandwidthThe numberof bits that can be pushedthrougha computemetwork
connectiorin a givenhourhasrisenfrom 110bits persecondn the mid-1970sto routine
homespeedgsangingfrom 30,000bpgwith dial-up telephonemodems)}o 1 million (M)

bps (for cablemodemsand ADSL phoneconnections)It will soonrise sharplyagain.
High capacitybandwidthis importantfor its speed sothat text messageandweb pages
becomereadablewithout distractingdelay. It affordsinstantmessagingandfeedback It

alsoaffordsthe exchangeof complexcommunicationsothatlargedocumentsdrawings
etc. can be attachedto email message®r read on web pages.Bandwidth affords the
transmissiorof high-quality pictures,fostering ‘telepresence{Buxton, 1992). One new
application connectsa digital picture frame to a website (www.ceiva.com)so that
grandparents can see updated pictures of ther grandchildren. Another transmits

continuousvideo from a ‘fly-on-the-wall’ camerafor parentsto keepa concernedeye
on frail elderly grandparentgwww.camrades.an).

Although the selling point of current 1Mbps home broadbandconnectionss their
speed/bandwith, our ‘Netville’ study of a leading-edgewired suburb (with 10Mbps
connections)finds that the always-availablefeatureis more valued than sheerspeed
(HamptonandWellman,2000;Hampton,2001).As high-speeatonnectiongio not block
telephonecalls from the family phoneandcostno morefor beingonline ‘24 x7’, people
get in the habit of sendingemail or web-surfingwheneverthe thought strikes them,
glancing frequently at the incoming email box, or frequently checkingto seewho is
currently availablefor instantmessagingthat is, email that happensn real time rather
thanthroughone-waysendingandreceiving(Issacs2000). The easily-availabldnternet
— no needto boot up or connect — makesthe web a convenientplaceto find quick
informationandmakesemail a handyway to sharequick thoughtslt alsomakesit easier
to work from home.Justas employerscomplainaboutworkers’ useof the Internetfor
personal matters, family memberscomplain that their loved ones are tied to their
computersduring their supposedeisurehours(Shapiro,1998; Nie and Erbring, 2000).

social as well as individual implications of the technological features of computer-supported
communicationnetworksand human-computeinterfaces(seealso Gaver,1996).
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Wireless portability We are moving to a world of both ubiquitous and portable
computing. Ubiquity means the widespreadavailability of usable computing and
computer-mediatedommunication Portability meansthat you cantakeit with you: you
donothaveto bedependentn others’equipmento connecto the Internet.By theendof
2001,therewill be morewireless mobile cellphoneghanwired phonesn useworldwide,
accordingto Kurt Hellstrom, the presidentof cellphonemakerEricsson(Ripley, 2001).
Althoughwiresstill carrythe mostbandwidth mobile phoneswill soonbeintegratedwith
the multifunctional capacity of computers. Pedestriansthose in cars and airline
passengergill havewirelessconnectivitywith the Internet,enablinginternet,voice (and
possiblyvideo) accessanywhereandweb-browsingon the go (Randall,2001).Favourite
radio and television broadcastswill be available worldwide, be they BBC chatter,
MoTown soundsor hyper-specializecharrowcasterdo small communitiesof shared
interest(Howard, 2000; Markets,2000). Projectionssuggesthat well beforethe end of
the decadetherewill be morewirelesssubscribersvith Internetaccessapabilitiesthan
wired subscribers.

The proliferationof portability will be boththe embracingof — andthe negationof
— ubiquitousglobalization.Computer-supportedommunicatiorwill be everywhere but
becauset is independenbf place,it will be situatednowhere The importanceof a
communicationsite asa meaningfulplacewill diminish evenmore. The person — not
the place, householdor workgroup — will becomeeven more of an autonomous
communicatiomode.Contextualsenseandlateralawareneswill diminish.If peoplecan
listen to favourite radio stationswhereverthey are, they becomeless aware of the
importanceof gospelmusicto southermAmericans farm newsto midwesternersandhip-
hop to northeasterrcity dwellers.

GlobalizedconnectivityThe world of computerizatiorhasoscillatedbetweerncentralized
control — computercentres — and personalcontrol — standalonecomputergKling
andlacono,1984).The currentsituation,'networkedcomputing’,meanghatinformation
(and control) flow up and down betweencentral serversand somewhatautonomous
personatomputersDespiteorganizationatontrol, mostpeoplein organizationglsouse
their computers for sacial, community-maintaining reaons (Haythornthwaite and
Wellman, 1998). Computernetworksare expandingas the worldwide web is becoming
more comprehensiveand worthy of its name. The ‘digital divide’ — the income/
locational/culturalgapbetweerthosecomfortablewith computerizatiorandthosenot —
is shrinking within the westernworld; the gendergap hasalreadydisappearedNTIA,
1999;Reddicketal., 2000;Fong,etal., 2001;HaythornthwaiteandWellman,2001).The
Napster music-sharingprogram is just a foretaste of peer-to-peernetwork among
computersandtheir mastergAlwang, 2001).

Global portability will be afforded by the standardizaon of mobile phone
specificationsthe developmenof standard¢suchasBluetooth 80211bandHomeRK
for ad hoc communicabn betweenchangingsetsof partnersthe spreadof wireless
towersto physically isolatedand impoverisied ‘fourth world’ areas(Castells 1998;
OnSat,2000)andthe availability of satellitecommunicationin remoteareasBedouin
tribespeoplen Qataralreadychaton cellphoneswhile herdingsheepandusesatellite
dishesto participatein TV talk shows(Weaver,2000).The developmenof globalized
portakility will mean the potertial availability of ‘smal world’ interpersonal
connectivity. All will be connectedo all, either directly or through short chainsof
indirectties.

3 PC Magazine(2000),summarizinga proprietarylDC report.Although slow transmissiorrates,poorweb
designandsmallscreersizeswill initially limit wirelessuse,therearecleardevelopmenpaths,economic
driversandsocial desiresto overcometheseproblems.
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Personalizatbn The Internethaschangedthe natureof the continuingtensionbetween
centralizationand personalizationThe Internet’'soriginal prime use,email, hasbeena
personalmedium, with individuals usually managingtheir own addressbooks and
sendingmessage®ne-to-one.By contrast,the web affords both personalizationand
centralization. Although choice of sites viewed is usually a personaldecision, the
responseof the sites have beenstandardizedat all but the most superficial level. Yet
personalization tools are developing. People should soon be able to tell their
communicationgleviceswhom they wish to get messagefrom, aboutwhat and when.
They shouldsoonbe ableto provide personalizedesponsesn voicemail and email to
specific individuals. Website portals such as www.excitecom are becoming more
tailorable to individual preferenes so tha individualized news compilaions are
available,at the costof reducingthe populace’scommonawarenes®f currentevents.
Personalsoftware agentscan scanonline newsgroupsand chat groups, collecting and
organizingdesiredinformation.

Personalizatioris not necessariljthe sameas portability. With portablecomputing,
you takeyour communicationglevicewith you. By contrastubiquitouscomputingcould
meanthatwheneveryoulog onto acommunicationglevice,it knowswhoyou are,where
you areandwhatyour preferencesre. Active badgesgexperimentedvith by Xerox and
others,tell a centralcomputerwherein the building you are (Harperet al., 1992).Your
messagesfollow you. This makes most networked devices smart; it also makes
surveillanceeasier(Weiser,1993; Buderi, 2001).

Thus, personalizatiomeednot meanindividual isolation. Collaborativefiltering is
developingwherepeoplecontributeto evaluationof books, restaurant§Schiesel2000),
politicians and movies (e.g. www.movielens.ummedu/). Peoplecan usetheir filters and
personahgentgo find like-mindedothersandform communitiesof sharednterest.Yenta
is anexperimentamatchmakesystemdesignedo find peoplewith similar interestsand
introducethemto eachotheronline (Foner,1997).Will they be physically availablefor
face-to-facenteractions?If you combinevirtual community,collaborativefiltering and
web-to-cellphoneyou get a scenarioin which you alwaysknow who in your physical
vicinity atthe momentsharesertainaffinities andwillingnessto be contacted’(Howard
Rheingold,personalemail, 11 January2000; seealso Rheingold,1993; 2000).

Communitiegranscendthe group and the locality
The proliferationof computer-supporteslocialnetworksis fosteringchangesn theways
that peoplecontact,interactwith and obtainresourcegrom eachother:

* One transition was the nineteenth/twentiettcentury move from door-to-doorto
place-to-placecommunityrelationshipsThis transitionwasdriven by revolutionary
developmentin bothtransportatiorandcommunicationlt wasa moveawayfrom a
solidary groupin a singlelocale to contactbetweenpeoplein different placesand
multiple social networks. Householdsbecameimportant centresfor networking;
neighbourhooddecamdessimportant.

* Another transition has already started: the shift away from place-basedinter-
householdiesto individualizedperson-to-persoimteractionsandspecializedole-to-
role interactions.

Door-to-door

First, a brief excursionto the pastto providesomegroundingbeforetravelling backto the
future. All urbanandcommunityscholarsknow’ thatsincethe Agricultural Revolution,
community has traditionally been basedin itinerant bands,agrarianvillages, trading
townsandurbanneighbourhooddn thesemilieus, peoplewalkedto visit eachother.The
communitywas spatially compactand densely-knit(Barthdemy and Contamine,1985;
Thébert,1985;Ward, 1999).If mostsettlement®r neighbourhoodsontainedessthana
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thousandpeople,then almosteverybodywould know eachother: eventoday we carry
aroundwith us a mentallist of a thousandor so soulswho we know well enoughto
conversewith (Kochen,1989).

Communitieswere bounded so that most relationshipshappenedvithin their gates
rather than acrossthem. Much intercoursestayedwithin neighbourhoodsevenin big
cities and trading towns. If wanderingbandstravelledto new fertile areas,they went
together.Such communitieshad door-to-doorconnectivity. When peoplewent to visit
eachother,they generallywalked. If they were affluentandliving in post-bridle/stirrup
times, they travelled on horses,in carriagesand on boats. Whateverthe mode of
transportationpnly heavily veiled andwilfully myopic elites could avoid being steeped
in local context — andif theywereunlucky,avoid steppingin it. Socialclasswasbased
on control over labour power and resourceslt was basedon position within the small
communityandthe accesdo externalresourceaffordedby the few links to outside.

Thisis anarticle aboutthe futureandnot the past,sol will notbelaboutthe detailsof
preindudrial connedivity. Padoralist nodalgia for quaint little villages leads to
overlooking the evidencefor preindustrialconnectivity over long distances.Hunters,
gathererssoldiers,prostitutes artisans peddlersand shepherdsravelledbetweertowns,
regionsandcontinentsElite traders scholarsaandtheidle rich journeyedo markettowns,
greatuniversitiesandresorts.As CharlesTilly haspointedout, it is easyto projectthe
near past onto the distant past and overestimatethe prevalenceof closed,immobile
communities:

Of the million-odd yearshumanbeingshave beenaround,a majority have lived in settled
villagesfor no morethanfour millennia. Most of thetime, humanshavebeenhuntersgatherers,
and/orflock-tending nomads.The yurt is a betterlogo for humanity than the stonecottage.
Although culturally homogeneousocalities have of courseexisted,suchcrucial structuresas

trade diasporasreligious solidarities, lineages,and mutual aid networkshave commonly cut

acrosdocalities. Becausestatesand holdersof capitalwere pushingin the samedirection, the

periodfrom 1750to 1950was,contraryto mythsof mobility, humanity’sgreattime of settling

into legally establishedettledcommunities Fixed capital and circumscribingstatespromoted
immobile labor forces(personalemail, 11 February2000).

Whethertravelling with yurts or huddlingin stonecottagesthe importantpoint is that
people went through villages and neighbourhood4o communicate Most peoplein a
settlemenkneweachother,werelimited by their footpowerin termsof whomtheycould
contact,and when they visited someonemost neighboursknew who was going to see
whom and what their interaction was about. The contact was essentially between
householdswith the sanction — or at leastthe awareness— of the settlement.

Such doorto-door communities contained triple inequaities. Not only did a
community’s inhabitantsvary in the amountsof resourceso which they had access,
their communitiesandsocietiesvariedaswell. The densely-knitinterconnectivityof such
communitiesmadeit easyto control materialgoodsandbehaviour.The tight boundaries
thatcontainednteractionsensuredhatfew resources— including knowledge — would
be imported or exported.The broadly-basedies of community membersensuredthat
much feasible supportcould be provided, but only when the community wanted to
provideit. As therewasonly onenetwork,the only alternativewasrunningaway — to
the military, the churchor merchanttraders(Wolf, 1966;WellmanandLeighton,1979;
Davis, 1983;Bodemann;1988).

To be sure,place-independertommunitieshave always existed,especiallyamong
the leisure class, professionaltravellers and hobos. The home-visiting elites in Jane
Austen’s novels were always galloping/carriagingto-and-fro. Yet place-independent
communitieneededechnologicahelpto becomegenerallywidespreadUntil the nearly
simultaneousproliferation of railroads and telegraphsin the mid-nineteenthcentury,
communicationspeedsvere aboutthe sameas door-to-doortransportationrspeedsThe
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telegraphgreatlyincreasedhe speedof communicatiorf: Sincethen, the effective speed
of transportationhas increasedtwofold from the 30-50mphof early railroad speed
(Paullin, 1932)to 60mphfor automobilesfivefold to 150mphfor high-speedrains,and
sixtyfold to 600mphfor airliners.

Although the telegraphwas generallyonly usedfor short, high-priority messagest
was the harbinger of communicationbecoming divorced from transportation.The
increasedspeedof routine communicationhas beenmore dramaticthan the increased
speedof transportation Communicationhas brokenloose from the needto be carried
somewherdy someoneNow it is beingconductedat the speedof light by electrons —
on wires and throughthe ‘ether’. As long-distancetelephonesystemsproliferatedand
becameroutinely affordable,the 30—50mphspeedof mail carried on early trains has
increasednorethan50,000times.A 20-pagedocumenimight take30+hoursto go 1,000
milesin 1850.It takesa few secondsnow with the limiting factor being the speedof
personakonnectiongo the Internet® This hugeincreasen speechasmadedoor-to-door
communicationgesidual,and made most communicationglace-to-placeor person-to-
person.The lengthof the messagés a moresalientlimiting factor thanthe distancethat
the messagdiasto travel.

Place-to-place

Communitygoesbeyondthe neighbourhoodVhenl wasa child living in the Bronx, New
York City, | took the subwayseveratimesaweekto midtownManhattangoingthroughthe
African-AmericanHarlemarea.l darednot think of gettingoff there.The expresdrain did

not evenstopatits stationsasit spedmiddle-classBronxitesto the work andfun of Times
SquareandGreenwichVillage. | gotonthetrainin the Bronx, got off in midtown, andsaw
nothing in-betweenexceptother passengerd-orty yearslater | do the samething when
travelling transcontinentallyl geton anaeroplanen Torontoandgetoff five hourslaterin

Los Angeleswith only the Rockiespoking throughthe cloudsto capturemy attentionto the
passingscene As on the subway passengersarely communicatevith eachother.Between
visits, | telephoneor, increasingly,| email. Friends send emails, asking me to look at
picturesof their weddingsand children on their websites.

The big changefrom door-to-doorto place-to-placecommunity is old news —
apparentto all but politicians and community scholars habituatedto thinking of
neighbourhoodss the only possiblesourcesof community.If ‘community’ is defined
socially andnot spatially, it is clearthat contemporarycommunitiesarerarely limited to
neighbourhood¢§WellmanandLeighton,1979;Wellman,1999a).This is becauseeople
usuallyobtain support,companionshipinformationanda senseof belongingfrom those
who do not live within the sameneighbourhoodr evenwithin the samemetropolitan
area. People maintain these community ties through phoning, writing, driving,
railroading, transiting and flying. Although characteristicsof neighbourhoodgsemain
important — as differential real-estatevalues betweenneighbourhoodgestify —
neighbourhoodsre not important sourcesof community. They have becomevariably
safeand salubriousmilieus from which peoplesally forth in their cars,telephonefrom
their kitchensor email from their dens.

Most North Americanshavelittle interpersonatonnectiorwith thelrnelghbourhood;
they have even less connectionto the social control of a neighbourhoodgroup®
Communityinteractionshavemovedinsidethe privatehome — wheremostentertaining,

4 In theory,telegramsravelledat the speedof light, althoughlimitations causedby humanoperatorsand
mechanicafailure inevitably madethe actualuser-to-usespeedappreciablyslower.

5 | assumeat eachend: 33 kilobits/seconceffective speedof telephonédial-up’ modemsihis will rapidly
increaseto 10 megabits/seconth this decade.

6 Nozawa(1997)andOtani(1999)showthatonly a minority of Japaneseomnunity tiesarelocal, despite
the many neighbourhoodnstitutionsto promotesolidarity, supportand social control.
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phone-callingandemailingtakesplace — andawayfrom chattingwith patronsin public
spacessuchasbars,streetcornersand coffee shops.Evenwhen peopledo go out with
others — to restaurantsr movie theatres — they usually leavetheir neighbourhoods
(Lofland, 1998). The percentagef Americansregularly socializingwith neighbourshas
beensteadilydeclining for at least25 years.In 1999, only 20% spenta social evening
with neighboursseveraltimes per week as comparedwith 30% in 1974. Similarly,
regularly socializingin barshasdeclinedfrom 11% to 8% (Smith, 1999).

Although | have concentratedn spatial effectshere — communityties spreading
beyond neighbourhoods — social structural effects are important too, especiallythe
predominancef networks(ratherthangroups)in communities’ Living in networkshas
profoundimplications for the natureof place-to-placecommunitiesas comparedwith
door-to-doorcommunities:

¢ Theability to connectwith multiple socialmilieus, with limited involvementin each
milieu.

¢ Thedecreasedontrol over inhabitants’behaviourthat eachmilieu has.

¢ The decreased@ommitmentof eachmilieu to its inhabitants’well-being.

« Peoplemustactively maintaintheir sparsely-knities and fragmentednetworks.By
contrast,it is easierfor peoplein groupsto sit back and let group dynamicsand
densely-knitstructuresdo thework. Thatis why friendshipnetworksarelessaptthan
kinship networksto persistin times of overload.

» Theability to re-establishrelationshipsquickly with friendsandrelativeswhomone
hasnot seenin monthsor evenyears.

» A lower proportionof interactionsbasedon ‘ascriptive’ characteristics— suchas
age,genderyraceandsocialclass — andanincreasegroportionbasedn ‘achieved’
characteristicadoptedthroughthe life course — suchaslifestyles, sharednorms
andvoluntaryinterests.

» Fostering‘cross-cutting’ties that link and integratesocial milieus, insteadof such

groupsbeingisolatedandtightly-bounded.

Increasecdchoicesof milieus in which to getinvolved.

Reducedsenseof palpablegroup membershipshat provide a senseof belonging.

Reduceddentity and pressure®f belongingto groups.

Increasedpportunity,contingency globalizationand uncertaintythroughparticipa-

tion in social networks.

* Increaseemphasi®n structuralpositionin differentnetworks — suchasbrokerage
ties tha connect multiple networks — and decreasad emphasis on group
membershipActive networkingis moreimportantthangoing alongwith the group.

CommunitygetsdomesticatedPlace-to-placeommunitylinks householdghatarenot in
the sameneighbourhoodWellman, 1979;1999a;WellmanandLeighton,1979).People
go from somevhere to somevhere to meetsomeneg usually inside their homes.Or
people telephonesomeavhere to talk to somene The householdis what is visited,
telephonedor emailed. The community ties of married couples often involve both
husbandsndwives. Theyseetheir friendsin common,interactwith eachother’'sfamilies
and get supportfrom in-laws as easily as they get supportfrom their own kin. It is a
privatizedrelationshipthat doesnot involve the local area.Few neighboursare known,
andthoseknown arerarely knownwell (Wellman,1985; WellmanandWellman,1992).
Physicalclosenessloesnot meansocial closeness.

Homeis nowthe basefor relationshipghataremorevoluntaryandselectivethanthe
public communitiesof the past.Only a minority of communitytiesin the westernworld

7 Formally,agroupis a specialtype of network:densely-knitimostpeoplearedirectly connected)tightly-
bounded(mostties staywithin the densely-knitcluster)and multistranded(mostties containmanyrole
relationships)In practice,it is linguistically convenientto contrastgroupsand networks.
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operatein the public contextsof neighbourhoodformal organizationsor work (Putnam,
2000). Community networksnow contain high proportionsof peoplewho enjoy each
otherandlow proportionsof peoplewho are forcedto interactwith eachotherbecause
they are juxtaposed in the sane neighbourhood, kinship group, organizaion or
workplace.Friendsand relatives get togetheras small setsof singlesor couples,but
rarelyascommunalgroups Whereonce-publiccommunitieshadbeenmen’sworlds,now
home-basedommunitynetworksbring husbandsndwives togetherMen’s community
ties are now tuckedaway in homesjust as women’sties have usually been(Wellman,
1992a;1999a).

In place-to-placecommunities,marriedwomennot only participatein community,
they dominatethe practice of it. Women have historically beenthe ‘kinkeepers’ of
westernsociety: mothersand sisterskeepingrelatives connectedfor themselvestheir
husbandsndtheir children.Womenarethe preeminensuppliersof emotionalsupportin
community networks and the major suppliers of domestic servicesin households
(Wellman, 1992b;Wellmanand Wellman, 1992). With the privatizationand domestica-
tion of community,community-keepinghas becomean extensionof kinkeeping,with
bothlinked to domesticmanagementdusbandsandwivesno longerhavemanyseparate
friendships.Men usually stay at homeduring their leisuretime, andthe informal ties of
their wives form the basisfor relations betweenmarried couples.Women define the
natureof friendshipandhelp maintainmanyof their husbandsfriendships Womenbear
more than the ‘double-load’ of domesticwork and paid work. Their ‘triple load’ now
includescommunity‘net work’.

The privatizationand domesticatiorof relationshipsare concomitantwith place-to-
place community. The domesticateccommunityties interactin small groupsin private
homesratherthanin largergroupsin public spacesThis hasmadeit moredifficult for
peopleto form new communityties with friends of their friends,andit hasfocusedthe
concernsof relationshipson dealing with household problems (Wellman, 1992a).
Women'’s ties, which have dominated place-to-placecommunity networks, provide
importantsupportfor dealingwith domesticwork. Communitymembershelp with daily
hasslesand crises; neighboursmind each other’s children; sistersand friends provide
emotionalsupportfor child, husbandand care of the elderly. Becausewomen are the
community-keeprsandarepressedor time caringfor homesanddoing paidwork, men
havebecomesvenmorecut off from malefriendshipgroups(Wellman,1992a).In place-
to-place communities,North American men have rarely usedtheir community ties to
accomplishcollective projects of work, politics or leisure. Their relationshipshave
largely becomesociableties, either as part of the relationshipbetweentwo married
couplesor asdisconnectedelationswith a few male ‘buddies’.

The abundanceof within-householdinteraction and the scarcity of neighbourly
communitymeanghat the searchfor the right neighbourhoods not necessarilya search
for the right setof community membersPeoplewantto live in safeareas,with good
public schoolsfor childrenandgoodmedicalresourcegor theelderly (Dearetal., 1996).
Paradoxically,becausehe lack of neighbourhoodcommunity doesnot preservelocal
safety, living in a low-crime areais especiallyimportantif few neighboursknow each
other. The value of living in the right place may be anothersign of individual and
householdorivatizationratherthan a sign of a premiumon neighbourhooccommunity.

Comparedwith door-to-doorcommunity, place-to-placecommunity operatesin a
contextualvacuum.The mostobviousmanifestationareautomobiletravel (especiallyon
expressways)elephonegsinceparty lines becamepassebeforethe secondworld war;
seeFischer,1992)andemail. PeopleandplacesareconnectedYet thereis little socialor
physicalintersectionwith theinterveningspacedetweerhouseholdsPeopleoftengeton
anexpresswayeartheirhomeandgetoff neartheir friend/kin’s homewith little senseof
whatis in-betweenAirplanetravelis evenmorecontext-lessgespiteoccasionafjaspsas
the Rockiesare sightedbeneaththe clouds.
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The domesticatiorof the Internet Despitethe heraldingof the Internetas the basisfor

McLuhan’s mythical ‘global village’, many characteristicsof the Internet reinforced
place-to-placeonnectivity.Although an Internetaccountis usuallyfor a personandnot
for a place, Internetcommunicationsare usually sentand receivedfrom a fixed place:
homeor office. The useof always-on,24x7 Internetconnectivityincreasesonfidence
thatpeoplewill be availableto readyour messagesr agreeto aninstantchat.Indeed,it

may createfalse expectationghat someonds alwaysaccessiblendalwaysmobilizable.
‘The scarceresourceis attention not information’, points out JamesWitte (personal
communication22 February2000).

Peopleusuallyhavea goodideaof the sociophysicaplacesin which the peoplethey
know arereadingtheir messagedf you senda messagéo your mother,you havea high
expectancythat your fatherwill alsoreadit.

The Internet both provides a ramp onto the global information highway and
strengthengocal links within neighbourhoodsind householdsFor all its global access,
the Internetreinforcesstay-at-homes.Glocalizatiori occurs,both becausehe Internet
makesit easyto contactmany neighboursandbecausdixed, wired Internetconnections
root usersat their homeandoffice deskslt is to the householdr workplacethat Internet
communicationgome;the Internetcafein the mall is only for outsidersMany emailsare
local andrefer to local arrangements.

Resident®f a wired suburbon a high-speedetworkaremoreactiveneighbourghan
othersin the suburb (Hampton and Wellman, 2000; Hampton, 2001). These wired
‘Netville’ residentsknow twenty-five neighbours;the unwired know eight. Their ties
rangefartherthroughthe neighbourhoodnsteadof just clusteringon the sameblock. Nor
is glocalizationonly a leisure-hourgpphenomenonWhile email goesto the placewherea
personlogsin — usuallyhomeor office — it is directedto the personandnot to the
household.Many businessemails are local. More than half (57%) of all the email
messagesgeceivedby computer-intesive studentsn my Berkeleygraduatecoursecame
from within Berkeley,with another15% coming from within the Bay area(Wellman,
1999b). The visiting Norwegian studentsin the coursereceived many long-distance
messagedyut almostall werefrom Norway.

The Internet itself is not fully connected:slow accesstimes, poor phonelines,
expensivetelecommunicationgharges,governmentsurveillanceand limited accessto
computershamperconnectivity. Only one-third of the sitesat the core of the web are
interconnectedand easily reachable Twenty-two percentof all websitesare so locally
isolatedthatthey cannotbereachedy or connectedo the coregroup(BloombergNews,
2000).Evenwhenthe Internetconnectglobally, it oftenfunctionslumpily: messageare
not dispersecevenly aroundthe world but are disproportionatelyexchangedwith a few
geographicalareas, certain types of people or peoplein the same social networks
(including ‘friends of friends’). Having global accessdoes not mean having global
connectivity.

Becausausingthe Internetis soimmersive,Netville residentauseit heavily at home.
Family membershelp eachotherto usecomputersshareonline discoveriesandreplace
time spentwatchingtelevisionwith net surfing. One householchasa Saturdayevening
ritual of gatheringaroundthe computerwith the family anda bowl of popcorn.Parents
rarely complainthat the time their children and spousespendonline takesaway from
family activities (Hamptonand Wellman, 1999; 2000; Wellman and Hampton, 1999;
Hampton,2001).

Thelnternetincreasesong-distancenvolvementaswell aslocal involvementWhen
Netville residentgeceivehigh-speedtonnectiongo the Internet,their socialcontactand
supportiveexchangeswith friends and relativesliving more than 50 kilometresaway
increasesubstantially A largesurveyof visitorsto the National Geographicwebsitealso
showsthat Internet use addson to — rather than detractsfrom — in-personand
telephonecontactwith friendsandrelatives,nearbyaswell asfar-away(Wellmanetal.,
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2001).Indeed,it may providea vehiclefor reversingthe post-1960sieclinein American
socialand organizationainvolvement(Putnam,2000).
Thereare multiple reasondor email involvement:

e It is almostaseasyto senda messagéo tenfriendsasit is to contactone.

« Groupaliasesallow peopleto contacta hundredor more friends by typing a single
word.

« Emalil discussiorgroupsandreal-timechatgroupsprovidespecializedaudiences—
and somerespondents— amongthe hundredsandthousands.

« Manyonlinetiesarepalpable supportiverelationshipsThe Internetis usefulbothfor
maintainingstrongties of intimacy andweakerties of acquaintancesp.

« Ratherthanbeingexclusivelyonline or in-personmanycommunityties arecomplex
dancesof face-to-faceencountersscheduledmeetings two-persontelephonecalls,
emailsto one personor severalandbroaderonline discussion@mongthosesharing
interests.

Controlling connectiongo resourcesTlhe turn awayfrom door-to-doorcontactandtowards
place-to-placeontacthasbeenatwofold turn awayfrom bothinvolvementin a singleplace
and a single group. It is conceptuallyand practically importantnot to conflate thesetwo
turnings. The shift to place-to-placecontactenablespeopleto find community while not
being bound up in either their physical neighbourhood(place) or their neighbourhood
community(group). Yet place-to-placecontactmeansthat localities may still be important
— unlesdriendsandrelativeshideinsidetheir households— butthesdocalitiesmaybefar
from wherewe live. It is the intersectionof what Manuel Castells(1996) has called the
traditional ‘spaceof places’andthe developing'spaceof flows’.

Basedon interhouseholdhetworks,place-to-placeconnectivity createsa more fluid
systemfor accessingesources— material,cognitiveandinfluential. No morearepeople
identified as membersof a single group; they can switch among multiple networks.
Switchingandmanoeuvringamongnetworks peoplecanusetiesto onenetworkto bring
resourcedo another.The very fact of their tie to anothernetwork will be a resource,
creatingthe possibility of linkage, trade and cooperation.The Italian-American‘urban
villagers’ studied by Hermert Gans (1962) could not prevent their door-to-door
community from being destroyedby a municipal-developealliance intent on building
new high-rises.Their boundedcommunityhadno links to politically powerful coalitions
outside their Boston neighbourhood. Not only do pegple living in insdubrious
neighbourhoodsuffer, thosewithout networkingresourcesre interpersonallyadrift.

As such, place-to-placeconnectivity hasdual imperativesfor controlling resources
(Tilly, 1973; 2000). On the one hand, the security of the householdbase and its
surroundingsreimportant,andneighboursare scarcelyknownandnot knit into a strong
network. This makesa household’docal politics one of securingthe propertyandarea
with guardedgates,getting people as neighbourswith the ‘right’ demographicsand
lifestyle, and encouraginga strong, responsivepolice presence.On the other hand,
residentsvant high-speedunfetteredaccesgo the Internet,expresswaysndairportsto
facilitate their links with peoplein other places(Hamptonand Wellman, 2000). Their
security concernsstart turning to anti-virus checkers,spamand obscenityfilters, disk
backupsandfirewall-like protectionagainsthackerintrusion.

Control of resourcesin such place-to-placesystemsis a mixture of control of
propertyandcontrol of networking.Knowing how to network(on andoffline) becomes
human capital resource,and having a supportive network becomesa social capital
resource(Wellman and Wortley, 1990). The costis the loss of a palpably presentand
visible local community to provide a strong identity and belonging. The gain is the
increasedliversity of opportunity,greaterscopefor individual agencyandthe freedom
from a single group’s constrictivecontrol.
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The rise of networked individualism

Person-to-person

From placeto personWhena closeNew York relative suddenlybecamehospitalizedin
February2000, Beverly Wellmanand | wantedto be always‘on call’ in casewe were
neededin-person.Yet we had just flown to visit friends in Los Angelesand were
travelling the freewaysbetweenplaces.Moving aroundwith a mobile phonemademe
almostcompletelyindependenbf place. It was I-alone that was reachablewhereverl
was: at a house,hotel, office, freeway or mall. Placedid not matter; persondid. The
personhasbecomethe portal.

The developmentof person-to-persorconnectivity has beeninfluenced more by
innovationsin communicationthanin transportationWhen someonecalls a telephone
wired into the telephonenetwork,the phonerings at the place no matterwhich personis
being called. Indeed, many place-to-placeties have connectedhouseholdsas much as
individuals. By contrast,mobile phonesafford a fundamentaliberation from place,and
theysoonwill bejoinedby wirelesscomputersandpersonalizedoftware.Their useshifts
community ties from linking people-in-placego linking people whereverthey are.
Becausethe connectionis to the personand not to the place, it shifts the dynamicsof
connectivityfrom places — typically householdor worksites — to individuals®

The shift to a personalizedwirelessworld affordstruly personalcommunitieghat
supply support, sociability, information and a senseof belonging separatelyto each
individual. It is theindividual, andnot the householdr the group,thatis the primary unit
of connectivity.Justas24x 7 Internetcomputingmeanghe high availability of peoplein
specific places,the proliferation of mobile phonesand wirelesscomputingincreasingly
meansthe evenhigheravailability of peoplewithout regardto place.From the point of
view of peopleusingmobile phonestheir supportiveconvoystravelwith themethereally
(Katz, 1999; Katz and Aakus,2001;Ling and Ytrri, 2001). They canlink whatthey are
doing at the momentto their far-flung network, just as | saw a young woman at a
Rembrandtetching exhibition in Toronto describingher experienceto her boyfriend
acrossthe continentin British Columbia(18 June2000).

Althoughthe switch from door-to-dootto place-to-placénasenabledcommunitiesof
choicethat were lessconstrainedby distance place-to-placecommunity has preserved
somesenseof social context. The shift from place-to-placeo person-to-personontact
reduceshis contextualsenseA caller contactinganotherby mobile phoneor the Internet
hasuncertainknowledgeaboutthe whereabout®f that person.Becausemobile people
frequentlyshift from onesocialnetworkto the otherathomeor in the office, they contact
eachotherin initial ignoranceabouttheir socialcontextsunless — like the Rembrandt-
watcher — they explicitly describetheir surroundings(Maenpa, 2000; Townsend,
2000). Ratherthan beingembeddedn one social network, person-to-persomteractors
are alwaysswitching betweennetworks.

From interhouseholdnetworksto interpersonal networks Even without door-to-door
neighbourhoodcommunities,the householdand not the individual has beenthe key
interactingunit in place-to-placeommunitiesIn-laws areassupportiveasown-kin, and
wives frequently arrangevisits with their husbands’friends and relatives (Wellman,
1999a).The continuingshift in the westernworld to single-adulthouseholdsneansthat
marriedcouplesare no longerthe demographicheartbeabf America.

Where high-speed place-to-place communication supports the dispersal and
fragmentatiorof community,high-speecerson-to-personommunicationgoesone step

8 Foradiscussionof how this affectshome-basedeleworkers,seeSalaff et al. (1998).
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furtherandsupportghe dispersalandrole-fragmentatiorof householdsDoesthe switch
to person-to-persononnectivitymeanthat evenstably-marriechusbandsand wives will
be in separatecommunities?There may be a return to the separatemarital lives that
ElizabethBott documentedvera generatioragoin England(1957).‘The nuclearfamily
may be on a comeback’,a RogersATT mobile phoneadvertisemensayson Toronto
radio (CFMX, 13 February2000:08.13EST)with no senseof irony. Dadis bowling with
theboys,Mom is on theroadmakingpresentationssonDick is at his computerclub, and
daughterJaneis out of town visiting her biological Dad. Yet they canall stayconnected
atlow costthroughflat-rate nationalmobile-phonecalling. Nor doesthe dispersiorhave
to be far-flung: I know a ‘dot.com’ couplewho communicateextensivelyby intercom
throughouttheir heavily-wired Toronto mansion.

Readingandrespondingo the Internetis more personallyimmersivethanwatching
television or talking on the telephone.To net surf, someonemust peerintently into a
nearbyscreenasif prayingto a shrineandfinger keysasif they were prayerbeadsThis
kinaestheticfocus on the computer,combinedwith the bulkinessof the screen,draws
computerusersaway from simultaneouslyhaving face-to-facecontactwith proximate
others.Family membershaveto competefor attention,for closer-to-the-eyeomputer
screensafford lessscopefor joint interactionthan televisionscreensTelephonesallow
muchmorebody movementandglancesat othersthandoespersonakomputing.l doubt
thatmanyspousesell their matesto leavethe roomwhenevethetelephoneings,justas
| assumehatmostspousesefrainfrom openingeachother’ssnail-mail.Yet somepeople
aremiffed whentheir spouseseadtheir email. They regardtheir emailaddressandalias
as parts of their personalidentity — not to be sharedlightly andto be protectedin
divorcesettlementgCohen,2000).Oneconcernis thatthe Internetmay be soimmersive
thatits sirencall turnspeopletowardstheir screensandawayfrom their husbandswives
andchildren(Kraut et al., 1998;Nie andErbring,2000;Bonevaet al., 2001;Nie, 2001).

Mobile-izationUntil now, mobile phoneshave gonefurther than personalcomputersn
affording person-to-personontact.At its mostfully developedmobile-izationassumes
that callersandreceiversarealwaysavailable,no matterwherethey may be. It suitsand
reinforcesmobile lifestyles and physically dispersedrelationships.It affords liberation
from both placeandgroup.

When mobile phonesremainat homeor in the office they are just anotherform of
place-to-placecommunication.When they travel in handbagspriefcasesor belt-clips
they instantly afford person-to-persortommunication.My friend Janethas a single
‘prime number’ that first tries her wired telephoneat home and then tries her mobile
phone Although| neverknow wherel amreachingherwhenl call, | alwaysknow thatl
am reachingher and not anyoneelsein herhouse.l usuallyask‘where areyou?’ at the
beginning,sothat| canadjustthe length,contentandintensity of my conversationThe
context of place does matter, even in person-to-persorcommunicationsfor it is an
importantcomponenbf who we are:our focus,activities,friendshipsjnterestsability to
speakfreely andthe availability of support.Mobile-phoneuserscan choosewherethey
call from, but they havelesscontrol over wherethey receivecalls (Maenpa, 2000).As
Rebeccaddamsnotes:‘It is pretty hardfor peopleto define someone’ddentity if they
don’t evenknow wherethey arein physicalor socialspacewhentheytalk to themon a
cell phone’(personakmail, 10 January2000).Becausenobile phonecostsarelow in the
United Statesand western Europe, they often take the place of traditional wired
telephones.

As mobile phonesproliferate,the normsof this inherently person-to-persosystem
fosterthe intrusion of intensely-involvig private behaviourinto public space(seealso
Lofland, 1998). On Toronto’s crowded Spadinastreetcarin January 2000, Beverly
Wellmanand! listenedto a youngwomancarry on an intenselyromanticmobile phone
conversatiowith herlover. Sheseemedbliviousto my sitting nextto her. Althoughwe
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followed Erving Goffman’srules(1963)for behavioutin public placesandgaveher civil
inattention,herloud andpersonatalking transgressethe traditional place-basedulesof
public behaviour.Her intenseinvolvementin her private conversation— andher loud
voiceintruding on our soft conversation— appropriategublic spacefor herown needs.
Whatif bothpartieshadbeenseatedide-by-sideonthestreetcar® still would havebeen
intrusive, but seeing both parties to the interaction would have provided a more
appropriate senseof observationalcompletenessObserving this intense, one-sided
conversatiorwasmorelike observingmasturbatiorthanlike observinga couplein love.

Suchtransgressionareincreasingandupsettingnearbyinvoluntarylisteners(Taylor,
2000:A21). It is notjust theloud noise.Listeningthroughearphoneso musicontapeand
disc playersis anotherexampleof the personalizatiorof public space.The listeneris
obliviousto passers-bypften walking into them,andunaware(andapparentlyuncaring)
aboutthe unwantedsoundsescapingrom his/herearphones.

People who withdraw inward in public space are unsettling, their behaviour
signalling that their bodies,but not personasare passingthrough. While enjoying the
beautyatop Milan Cathedral’'sroof in November1999, Beverly Wellman and | were
startled when a young woman’s mobile phone rang. ‘Buon Giorno, Giuseppe’, she
answeredvith a squealof delightandproceededo havean intimate conversatiorwhile
standingnext to us under a statueof the Madonna.Later, walking through La Scala
squarewe noticeda middle-agedvomandressedn a Guccisuittalking to herself.'Even
the mentallydisturbedweardesigneoutfitsin Milan’, | muttered Whenshecamecloser,
| sawthatshewasequippedwith thelatestin communicatiorchic. With atiny lapel mike
pinnedto her collar anda small ‘ear bud’, shewashavinga mobile conversatiorasshe
walked, the guts of her phonehiddenin the Gucci. Watching her, we realized that
wearablemobile phonescanbe a primitive versionof multimedia,affording the ability of
talking simultaneouslyon the phoneandwith both hands(seealso Guernsey2000).

Some commentatorshave argued that mobile-ized communicators'who get on
everyone'snervegare] comingfrom a sensghatno oneelsematters.They'retotally self-
absorbedand they seemto think that the impact of their actionson other peopleare
absolutelyinconsequential. This is partially untrue: mobile-phoneusersare commu-
nicating, but their communicationis often disassociatedavith the physical place which
they are in. They ignore the public aspectsof their behaviour.Their failure to relate
simultaneouslyto both cyberplaceand physical place is what bothers others. Their
awarenesandbehaviouris totally in private cyberspaceventhoughtheir bodiesarein
public space.

Werethe womenon the Toronto streetcarand atop the Milan Cathedralfinding the
communityin wirelessspacethat they would if they weretalking face-to-face™Despite
the women’s manifestmobile-pleasureit is likely that they and their lovers would be
happierin person,usingthe sense®f sight, sound,touch, smell and mutual cognition. |
doubtthattherewill be androidsor avatarsup to thetaskin this century.But love is an
extremecase.The more generalquestionis: can people emotionally and cognitively
experienceelationshipghroughcomputerizedcommunicatiorsystemsn the sameways
that they experienceace-to-facerelationships?

ComputerizationMy immigrant grandmotherin the Bronx used to shout into the
telephonefor fear that she would not be heard 45 kilometres away in Brooklyn. A
generatioriater, my Bronxite motherroutinely conversedor hourson thetelephonewith
her Brooklyn sister. My generationthinks little of emailing and phoning acrossthe
continent.Our homebroadbandcomputerconnectiorto the networkremainslive all day
sowe cansharebrightideaswith friends.(Sucharethejoys of flat-fee monthlyrates.)My

9 ThomasWhite, professoinf businessthicsat Loyola MarymountUniversity (LA), asquotedby Sharkey
(2000).
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twelve-yearold niece, Sabrina,comeshome from schooland immediately checksher
‘buddy list’ to seewhich of the friends shehasjust seenare availableonline for instant
messagingYet analystsstill privilege email as an exotic communicationmediumand
wonderif it will be a goodenoughmediumto sustaincommunity (Putnam,2000).

If computernetworkstransmitinformation at the speedof light, just as radio/TV
broadcastsand telephonenetworks have done for generations,has computerization
enhancedcommunity? First, digital computernetworks convey more information per
secondthan analoguetelephonenetworks. Second,computer networks combine the
potentially wide reachof broadcasinetworkswith the personalizedcommunicationof
telephonenetworks.l first floatedan early versionof this article on the email discussion
list of the AmericanSociologicalAssociation’sCommunityandUrbanSociologysection:
300 reasonably-informegbersonswho knew me as the section’sverbosechair. Many
respondedo the group; somerespondedo me personally.l next tried a draft of this
article on my personalemail list of ‘80 BestFriends’: peoplesocially close enoughto
give me a friendly critique. Third, the later versionyou arereadingis a further revised
versionof onethat hasbeenpublicly availableonline for a year. Thesevaried typesof
communication suggestedthat email supports: (1) within-network broadasts; (2)
personal communicationsbetween one or multiple friends; and (3) public-address
systemsgo strangers?

Becauselnternetaccountsare person-basednd not place-basedthey are already
way-stationson the move to person-to-persocommunity. As high-bandwidthwireless
computing becomesprevalent,communicatingcomputerswill break their tethersand
becomeplacelessThereare alreadyleading-edgéandicatorsof this trend. Internetcafes
in malls or main streetsallow travellersto keep connectedroad warriors use global
phone/interneticcessnetworksto connectfrom hotelsor businesseshey are visiting,
mobile phonesare developinginternetcapability, and a well-locatedfew havewireless
modemson their laptop computersl know a computerconsultantin Silicon Valley who
usesawirelessmodemto checkheremail at 8a.m.while shewatchesheryoungdaughter
play in the schoolyard As shesipsher cappuccinosheis a multitaskingharbingerof the
convergentintegrationof a mobile phone’subiquitous, portable connectivity with the
multifunctional power of a personalcomputer.As satellite links developand technical
standardsfor wireless communicationsevolve globally, the same wireless phone-
computerwill be ableto reachthe Internetaseasilyin BoraBoraasin Silicon Valley.

As community movesout of the householdand onto the mobile phone and the
modem thereis scopefor yet anothemrenegotiatiorof marital relations.Womenhaveset
therulesof the communitygamein place-to-placeelationshipsaandbornethe burdenof
communitykeepingIf person-to-persocommunitymeanghatit is everypersorfor him/
herself, then we might expectto seea genderedre-segregatiorof community (as in
Elizabeth Bott's England (1957) with the possibility that men’s communitieswill be
smaller than networking-savvywomen (Wright, 1989; Moore, 1990; Wellman, 1992a;
Brucknerand Knaup, 1993).

Is communiy viable online? As computingpoweris increasinglyusedto prioritize and
enhancenteractions,the power of such person-to-prsoncommunicabn systemsis
poisedto increase for betteror worse.Can true communiy be found online — in
wholeor in part — aswell asin homesonthe phone,in the mall or on streetcorners?

10 The processgave me more, better and varied feedbackthan | had previously experiencedvhen | had
shownpapes to a few face-to-facecolleaguesr circulateddraftsby snail (postal)mail. | did noticethat
someonline readergespondedo me privately insteadof to the group. Perhapshey were reticentabout
beingcritical in public. | alsofoundthatthe commentskepton comingandcoming,evokingrevisionsthat
stretchedhe forbearancef the |IJURR's editors.In somewaysit would be niceif onlinearticlescouldbe
left open-endedto be revisedwhennewthoughtsandfindings occur.However,scholaramight neverget
closureandliberationto move on to the next thing.
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When | circulateda draft of my argumen online, political scientistRobert Putnam
responded:

| think you're a wild-eyed optimist to think that ‘person-to-personhetworksare ‘just asgood
as, if not better than’ old-fashioneddoor-to-door (or rather faces-to-facesnetworks. But
regardles®f the differencesbetweenusin temperamentyou surely cannotthink that the two
sortsof networksare ‘essentiallyidentical’ (personalemail, 10 January2000).

Abundantquestionsarise:

1 Are communityties — and communitynetworks — viable online? Researclshows
that peopleinteract happily and fruitfully online (for the most part) and in ways
similar to face-to-facecontact(Wellmanand Gulia, 1999).

2 Istheonline-offlinedichotomyoverdone™any relationshipsio not existonly online
but use online contactto fill the gaps betweenin-person meetings. Computer-
mediated communication supplements, arranges and amplifies in-person and
telephone communicationsrather than replacing them (Anderson and Tracey,
2001;Howardet al., 2001;Katz et al., 2001; Wellmanet al., 2001).

3 Are good online relationshipsequivalentto good face-to-facerelationshipswhere
peoplecansee hear,smellandtouchsomeoneysuallyin a social context?Probably
not, but the questionmay havea utopianassumptiorthat if peoplewere not online
they would be engagedn stimulatingcommunity,householdor personalactivities.
Onlinerelationshipsnaybefilling emptyspotsin people’slives nowthattheycanno
longer wanderto the local pub or cafe to take up with their community members.
Participatingin online communityprobablysubstitutedor televisionwatchingmore
than for anything else (Nie and Erbring, 2000). As the networked individual
substitutegor thelonely crowd, onlinerelationshipgnay beincreasinghe frequency
andintensity of communityties, althoughat the potentialcostof strainedhousehold
ties. Yet the studiesthat focus on this look principally at ‘newbies’ (Kraut et al.,
1998; Nie and Erbring, 2000); by contrast,Unix users — veteraninterneters —
flourish online (Chmielewskiand Wellman, 1999).

4  Will the use of computer-mediatedcommunicationbecomemore transparentas
peoplebecomemore experiencedvith it and as suchcommunicatiordevelopamore
verisimilitude through the use of video etc? Is the comparisonwith face-to-face
relationshipsalwaysa rigged gamein which online relationshipscanneverbe quite
equal?Would we be wiser to wonder if online interactionwill developits own
strengthsand createits own normsand dynamics?There are alreadyunique email
dynamicsin community-building the folding-in of two disconnectedriendsinto the
sameconversationaskingpersonaimessagesf postergo online discussiorgroups,
developing personalrelationshipsin these groups, typographical conventionsof
embedding interleaved responsesinside original messagesand respondingto
messageat thetop of the messagexchangeatherthanon the bottom(Baron,2000).
‘Email may be richer than face-to-faceamongpeoplewho are distributed,or even
betweenthosewho are nominally co-located,but on different schedules(Caroline
Haythornthwaie, post to the SocNet discussionlist, 14 January2001). Online
communicationalso extendsthe reach of networks, allowing more ties to be
maintained and fostering specialized relationships in networks. People are
increasingly known and related to only in terms of particular aspectsof their
personarole-to-roleinsteadof person-to-persomuch lessperson-in-group.

5 Even if not perfect, can online relationsips be good emough? Can people
emotionallyand cognitively respondto online relationshipsin the sameway they
respondto face-to-facerelationships? One crucial difference between personal
relationshipsand more specializedrole relationshipsis the richnessof their history
(Banse 1999). Morever, online communication currertly provides a thinner,
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narrowerbandwidthof information as comparedwith in-personand evenphone-to-
phonecontact.Yet connectingonline doeshaveuniqueadvantagesWith respecto

history, tracingmemoryin ageingonline archivesmay be easier.l currentlyusean

online personaldirectory that primes my interactionswith the namesof people’s
spouseschildrenand mutual friends. In the future, it shouldbe ableto provide the
titles, abstract@andtext of the articlesthatpeoplehavewritten, aswell asrevealtheir

social networks(Contractoret al., 1998; Nardi and Whittaker, 2000).

6 Arerelationshipsbasedon online communicatioras authenticand reliable asthose
in which online communicationis only one form of interacting? Although many
scholarsandthe massmediahavebeenfascinatedwvith seemingly-exoti@nline-only
‘virtual communities’,it is clear that most peoplecommunicatewith their friends,
relatives,neighboursand workmatesby any meansavailableand necessarypnline
and offline. The stronger the tie, the more media used (Haythornthwaite and
Wellman, 1998;2001; Hamptonand Wellman, 1999; 2001; Haythornthwaite 2000;
Koku et al., 2001; Wellmanet al., 2001).

7 Will the Internet promote two-personinteractions at the expenseof interactions
happeningn groupor socialnetworkcontextsOnthe onehand,it is easyto include
othersin a computer-mediatedonversationjust senda messagé¢o multiple others,
or forward an already-receivedmessage.On the other hand, these are always
deliberate choices. My niece Sabrina prefers to carry on four separatelnstant
Messagingduetsthanto engagean a singlefive-way conversationShecreatesnore
work for herselfbut is able to tailor her conversation@autonomouslyBy contrast,
peopleoften interactin-personin the presencef others,by happenstancaswell as
deliberately.This allows the interactionto be observedandaffordsopportunitiesfor
othersto join in, evenif notinvited.

8 Ascommunityincreasinglybecomegperson-to-persoand not door-to-dooror even
place-to-place)will peoplecontinueto feelresponsibldor their strongrelationships
but not for the manyacquaintancesnd strangerswith whomtheyrub shouldershut
are not connected?Private contactwith familiar friends and relativesis replacing
public gregariousnesso that people pass each other unsmiling on streetsand
highways.Suchprivatizationmay be responsibldor the lack of informal help given
to strangersvho arein trouble in public spaceqLataneand Darley, 1976). It may
alsoexplainthe paradoxof well-connectegeoplefeeling lonely becausef the lack
of physically-presentommunitymembers.

9 To maintain anonymityand freedomof choice, will many peoplenot want to be
always — or often — connectedAgencyis a needaswell asananalyticcategory.
Justas computerizedools for finding othersare developing,so aretools that block
beingfound: spam-filtersfor unwantedemail, cookie cuttersto avoid beingtracked
ontheweb, multiple emailaccountdor differentpersonasandsecretariabuffers —
humanand cyber. Justas cities have experimentedwith car-lessSundayspeople
wanting‘personalspace’'mayrefuseto pluginto the Interneton nightsandweekends.
Somealreadyuseanonymizergo hidetheir useof thewebandemail (Graven,2001).
Science-fiction author William Gibson (the inventor of the term ‘cyberspace’)
believesthatin the nearfuture ‘peoplewill pay moneyfor somethinghatwill make
thembelievefor a while thatthey are not connected(quotedin Fulford, 2000:B2).

10 Does the shift to person-to-persometworkedconnectivity meanthat people can
becomemore footloose, living almostanywhereas more communicationbecomes
personaland not basedon place? For the developedworld: yes, no and no. Yes
becausenanypeoplefor shortperiodscancommunicateeffectively with the Internet,
supplementedy the telephone(for nuancedreal-time conversationsand courier
services(for the delivery of goods — documentsow travel as attachments)No,
becauseahe narrowerrangeof Internetcommunicationmakesface-to-facecontact
imperative for maintaining strong ties. No, becauseit is impossibleto duplicate

© Joint Editorsand Blackwell Publishers_td 2001



244 Barry Wellman

elsewherethe complexinterplay of urbaninformation, skills, goods,servicesand
networks.Although JaneJacobg1961)pointedthis out in antediluvianpre-Internet,
pre-FedExtimes, the joy and usefulnesf face-to-facecontactis still why Silicon

Valley hassucha high concentrationof technologyfirms. ‘We’'ve shifted from a
company-centrieconomyto a people-driverone’ (RichardFlorida, quotedin Breen,
2001). Physicalplace matters,evenfor cyberspacevorkers,with peopleswitching
firms more often thanlocalities. Travel time also matters,for until the twenty-third
century’sinvention of mattertransmissionpnly bits — andnot atoms — canflow

throughcyberspace.

11 Will less-developedcountries suffer a digital divide, and not experiencethe
proliferation of computerizedcommunicatiometworks?Low levels of communica-
tion and electrical infrastructure, marked geographicalvariations in what infra-
structure does exist and uneven distributions of wealth mean that any kind of
telephoneconnectionis currently rare in large areasof the impoverished‘fourth
world’. Fourout of five peoplein theworld do nothaveaccesdo awired phone;nine
outof tendo not haveaccesgo a wirelessdevice(Khanna,2001).Telephonalensity
is less than two lines per 1,000 personsin Africa and 48 per 1,000 in Asia as
comparedto 520 per 1,000in high-incomecountries(Marcelle, 1998; Darkwa and
Mazibuko, 2000). These ‘switched-off region[s] of the world’ are in a state of
‘technologicalapartheidat the dawnof the Information Age’ (Castells,1998:93—4).

The good news is that the cost of computingis becomingso low that in the
developedworld the digital social classdivide shouldget smallerjust asthe digital
gendergaphas.Evenin the less-developedvorld the growth of wirelesscomputing
has made affluent resdents les dependent on the national communications
infrastructure The badnewsis that schoolsdo not formally teachnetworkingskills.
Fortunately poorergroupsin societyhavealwaysnetworkedheavily for the want of
other resourcesThe problemwill be to move from local networking and migrant
networkingto cyber-networkinglLomnitz, 1977; Roberts,1978,Espinoza,1999). 1t
may be thenthat network capital may provide a partial way of copingwith a lack of
otherforms of capital.

The less-developedvorld will add elementsof person-to-persoand role-to-role
communityto existing door-to-door,place-to-placecommunities.Transportatiorof
peoplewill generallybe door-to-doorwith intermittentplace-to-placeelationships.
Communicationbeyondwalking distancewill becomeeasierand cheaperas the
lower infrastructurecosts of mobile phones(and convergentwireless computing)
facilitatescontactof rural-urbanandinternationaimigrants specializeccommunities,
andinformation aboutglobal marketsfor products.

In areaswith little wiring andlow telephonedensity communicationwill forego
wired systemsand go straightto mobile-ization.It is cheaperin suchsituationsto
erectwirelesstowers(andperhapssatellitegroundstations)}hanit is to stringawired
network.In outlying areasmobile phoneswill often connectplacesnot personsjust
asin rural Americain the early twentiethcenturythe generalstorewaswherepeople
would go to usethe phone(Fischer,1992). Over time, personalmobile phonesand
wirelessinternetdevicesshouldproliferatefor the affluentandfor travellingworkers
(seealsoMeier, 1962; Castells,1998; Jhunjhunwala2000).

Role-to-role

SpecializedelationshipsMany interpersonaties are basedonly on the specializedoles
thatpeopleplay — not the whole personsTheserelationshipsare betweenfragmentsof
selves,rather than betweenwhole selves.Suchrole-to-role relationshipshave already
becomeabundanin place-to-placecommunity.Most ties are specializedwith different
community memberssupplying emotional support, information, material aid, social
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identity anda senseof belonging(WellmanandWortley, 1990; seealso Fischer,1982).
Peoplemust maintain differentiatedportfolios of ties to obtain a variety of neededand
wantedresourcesTheycannotassumehatall communitymemberswill provideall kinds
of help becausgerson-to-persononnectivity movesresponsibilityfor well-being from
the householdand networkto the two-persondyad.

People often prefer some relationshipsto be specialized. For example, many
collaboratingscholarsprefer the autonomyof emailing othersat a distanceto the more
compelling,lessspecializedface-to-facerelationshipsThey attemptto balancea desire
to function accordingto their own independentrhythms and a desireto obtain the
intellectual,materialand socialrewardsof membershipn scholarlycommunities(Koku
et al., 2001). For example,among theoretical physicists, shifting from face-to-face
contactto disembodiedemail contactis a possible meansof obtaining autonomy:
isolationis achievedwithout effort. Thesescholarscaninteractrole-to-rolewithout being
constrainedo dealwith the whole person(Merz, 1998).

If role-to-role connectivity becomeseven more specialized who, besidesspouses,
will worry aboutthe whole person?Specializationrmeansthat the emotionalsupporters
will nothaveto worry aboutmaterialneed,andperhapswill notevenknow aboutit. This
will leadto lessenedoadsand pleasuref caring.

What if computerizedcommunicationsystemsaffordedgreaterpersonalizatiorand
specializatiorby role? Sophisticatedelephoneandcomputeresponseystemsnay have
intelligent agentsproviding different sorts of responsedo different sorts of callers:
spousesvould hear a different messagdrom that of friends, telemarketersor lovers.
Whatif eachpersonwerereadinga differentversionof this article, becausd haveused
personainformationto tailor the messagéhat! mostwantyou to receive?* Perhapshe
emphasesvould be different; perhapsthe contentwould change.l might leaveout the
jokesif high-statuspeopleloggedon; | might usean appropriatepersonalexamplefor
close friends. If | knew you well enough,l might even use an appropriatepersonal
examplefrom your life. If | did not know you, my softwaremight useheuristicrulesto
constructan appropriateversiontailored to online information aboutyour demographic
profile, Internet-surfingtastes,or the friends we have in common. This would be
computer-supprted communicationthat wasnot only person-to-persobut personalized
role-to-role.

SpecializeccommunitiedRole-to-rolecommunity networksconsistof eitherlike-minded
people — suchasBMW 2002 fanciers — or of peoplewith complementaryoles —
such as violinists and cellists, sadistsand masochists.While such communitiesare
abundannow, they areflourishing on the Internetandwill becomeevenmore abundant
as the Internet’s capabilities develop. People participatein many ways. They often
subscribeto multiple discussionlists and newsgroups,letting others organize the
membershipand courseof the communities.Discussionlists and newsgroupsprovide
permeableshifting setsof participants,with more intenserelationshipscontinuedby
private email. They can more actively sendout message$o personallists of their own
making, perhapskeepingdifferent lists for different kinds of conversationsThey can
vary in their involvementsin different communities, participating actively in some,
occasionallyin others, and being silent ‘lurkers’ in still others. The relaxation of
constraintson the sizeand proximity of one’s‘communicationaudience’on the Internet
canincreasethe diversity of peopleencounteredAt someundeterminedsize,an online
communitybecomesan unstructureccrowd.

The Internetaffordsthe developmenbf new connectionsandthe acquisitionof new
information.Using email lists andnewsgroupso askdistantacquaintanceandstrangers
for information and advice is easy. Informaion may come unsolicited through

11 www.doubleclick.comalreadydoesthis for web ads(Furger,2000).
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distributionlists, chatgroups,newsgroupspointersby friendsto interestingwebsitesand
forwarded messagedrom friends who ‘thought you might like to know about this’.
Friendsforward communicationgo third partiesand,in so doing, they provide indirect
contactbetweerpreviously-disconnectegoeoplewho canthenmakedirectcontact When
one’sstrongties areunableto provideinformation,oneis likely to find it from weakties.
Becausepeoplewith strongties are more likely to be socially similar andto know the
samepersonsthey are more likely to possesshe sameinformation. By contrast,new
informationis more aptto comethroughweakerties betterconnectedvith other,more
diversesocial circles.

The Internet’s very lack of social richnesscan foster contactwith more diverse
others.Thelack of socialandphysicalcuesonline makesit difficult to find outif another
online community member has similar social characteristicsor attractive physical
characteristicsAsynchronouscommunicationgives participantsmore control over the
timing and contentof their self-disclosureqWalther, 1995). This allows role-to-role
relationshipsto developfrom sharedinterestsrather than be stuntedat the outsetby
differencesin social status.For example,geographicallyand socially isolated Muslim
womenin North Americafind sociability, supportanda senseof belongingin anonline
discussiongroup (Bastani,2000). This focus on sharedinterestsratherthan on similar
characteristicscan be empoweringfor membersof lower-statusand disenfranchised
groups.

The proliferationof computer-supportedpecializedies provide a basisfor interest-
basedstructureghat provide support,partial solidarity and vehiclesfor aggregatingand
articulating interests.This would be an Internet-cum-Tocquéllean substitutefor the
declineof organizedgroupsthat RobertPutnam(2000)hasidentified asa key problemin
America. Evenin the pre-InternetFranceof the early 1990s,friendship and intimacy
differentially linked occupationalgroups. Salesworkers and executiveswere rarely
connectedput clerks and blue-collarworkerswere (Ferrandet al., 1999).

Such specialized communities, based on shared interests, can foster cognitive
homogeneity.Despite the Internet’s potential to connectdiverse cultures and ideas,
people are drawn to online communitiesthat link them with others sharingcommon
interestsor concerns.They may be more diversified than ‘real-life’ communityin their
gender,ethnicity and socioeconomicstatus,but they still communicateabout only a
limited setof topicsandideas.

Where person-b-per®n commuity is individualizing, roleto-role community
deconstructa holistic individual identity. A personbecomeonly the sumof herroles,
andthereis thedangerof alienation.The compartmentalizatioof personalife — within
the householdandwithin the community — may createaninsecuremilieu whereno one
fully knowsanyone(DetelinaRadoevapersonalemail, 12 January2000).

Is there a place for physical spacein cyberspace?

The continuingplace of spacein a world permeatedvith cyberspace
The 2001 movie (Kubrick, 1968)openswith primitive hominoidsgazingat a mysterious,
alien monolith. The dramaticstructureof its moon-basedectionis basedon scientists
travelling acrossthe moonto conferwith eachotherin personandto seethe monolith
first hand.The conclusionseesan astronautiescendinghroughthe cosmosgo havefirst-
handcontactwith the alienswho createdhe monolith. At all times,peopletravelthrough
spaceto experiencethe monolith first-hand. Computermediatedcommunicationis an
adjunct.

Thereare movies,and thereis reality. To be sure,Kubrick had his movie-making
needdo getpeoplein closejuxtapositionwith eachother,andthe 1960s’sciencan 2001
is oftenwrongin its predictiveaccuracy.Yet he wasexpressinga deepettruth: in-person
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contactis still — andwill continueto be — the preferredmeansof communicatiornto

the extentfeasible.Unlesswe cometo an Asimovian (Asimov, 1957) science-fiction
situationof individualsisolatedin their homes/atelierandservedonly by computersall

but hermitswill sharetangible,intimate, domesticexperiencesn a mostphysicalway.
‘Our barberandour babysittemwill continueto comefrom placesnot far away’ (Andrew
Odlyzko, personalcommunication28 February2000).‘The kind of jobs, the quality of

thewaterandair, andhow [physically] segregategopulationsare,havealmostasmuch
to do with the quality of people’slives asthe membersof their personalnetworksand
how they are connectedo oneanother’(Beck, 2000).

Atoms — things — aswell asbits — computer-mediatedommunication —
connect us. Spacescontinue to be places, where in-person meetings or passive
observationsprovide a tangible senseof personalidentity, a feeling of community,
readily-availablesupportin the form of goodsandservicesanda literally concretesense
of thepastanda future (Casey,1997;0rumandChen,2002).Physicalspacecontinueso
containand shapeinteractions providing opportunitiesand constraints.

Physicalplaceis thriving. Businessair travel for in-personmeetingscontinuesto
grow (Odlyzko,1997).Peoplecontinueto travel profuselyby carto gettogetherfor work
or pleasureEventhe mostportableandpersonalwvearablecomputerswill havepartsthat
breakor are ergonomicallyintrusive (Odlyzko, 1999).FedExand UPShavebecomethe
logistic keysto cyber-commercedelivering the thingsthat peoplehaveorderedonline;
business-to-business e-networks depend on trucks to deliver the goods. Online
communicationshas not diminished the lure of place: Canadiansdrove more than
300,000million kilometresin 2000, 280,000million of which were in carsand light
trucks (National Post 2001), an averageof 11,000kilometresper person(20,000per
household).

Cyberspacdights againstphysicalspacelessthanit complementst. Cyberspacés
the medium by which people arrangethings and fill in the gaps betweenmeetings.
Cyberspacealso presentsoptions: peoplewill vigorously communicatewith who they
wantto online in preferenceo dealingwith irrelevantneighbours.

Theimpactof cyberspaceon community
Although physicalplace continuesto be important,cyberspacénasbecomecyberplace,
affectingthe waysin which peoplefind and maintaincommunity:

* In theshortterm, it hasmadethe householdmoreimportantasa basefrom which to
operate one’s computer-supportedsocial network. This can lead to a rise in
‘neighbourirg’, as home-base people take more interest in ther immediate
surroundingsand use the Internetto contactneighbourswithout physicalintrusion
andto arrangevisits (Hamptonand Wellman, 1999).

» Jointly with the mobile phone,it is emphasizinghe ascendancyf person-to-person
community, contributing (along with other factors)to the de-emphasi®f domestic
relations.

» It hasemphasizedndividual autonomyand agency.Eachpersonis the operatorof
his/herpersonalcommunity network (seealso Wellman, 1999a).

* It has afforded greater involvement in communities of shared interest. Such
communitieshave probablybecomemore spatially dispersed.

» It hasaffordedgreaterconnectivitybetweencommunities.The easeof communica-
tion to a large numberof peoplefacilitatesties that cut acrossgroup boundaries.

* Onlinerelationshipsand online communitieshavedevelopedheir own strengthand
dynamics. Participantsin online groups have strong interpersonalfeelings of
belonging,beingwanted obtainingimportantresourcesndhavinga shareddentity.
They are truly in cyberplacesand not just cyberspacegRheingold, 1993; 2000;
Wellmanand Gulia, 1999).
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« Often, the cyberspace-physicapacecomparisonis a false dichotomy. Many ties
operate in both cyberspace and physical space, using whatever means of
communicationis convenientand appropriateat the moment.

» It hasincreasedhe importanceof networkcapitalin the fund of desirableresources,
alongwith financial capital,humancapitalandcultural capital. Suchnetworkcapital
is variegatedlt consistsof knowing how to maintaina networkedcomputer search
for information on the Internetand use the knowledgegained, createand sustain
onlinerelationshipsaandusetheserelationshipgo obtainneededesourcesincluding
indirectlinks to friends of friends.

Myopically fixating on the rapidly-developinginternet, hypesters pundits and wired
scholarshaveall wrongly proclaimedt to bea placeapart.Yet systematigesearctshows
that physicalspaceand cyberspacenterpenetrateas peopleactively surf their networks
online and offline.

This is a time for individuals andtheir networks,not for groups.The all-embracing
collectivity (Parsons,1951; Braga and Menosky, 1999) has become a fragmented,
personalizechetwork. Autonomy, opportunity and uncertaintyrule today’s community
game.'Eachpersonsupsfrom manytables,but experiencesnly a singlebanquebf life’
(Rees-Nishio2001).

Barry Wellman (wellman@chass.utorémca), Departmeniof Sociology,University of
Toronto, TorontoM5S 1A1, Canada.
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