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Building community in a crisis situation offers iadiuals a chance to not just
survive, but potentially thrive through a disast@ommunities offer a unique benefit in a
crisis by expanding beyond the geographic to ineidual spaces, particularly when
other media are not available for survivors. Thiggct applies theoretical frameworks
from both complexity theory and the community odigirce model to explore how
individuals form online communities after crisesyhthose communities impact crisis
recovery, and how the model can be used to understammunities’ crisis

communication.



This project used a qualitative case study metimotljding content analysis of
two communities that formed online after two crismsd interviews with nine members,
including the founder, of one of the communitiekeTirst case is the Jersey Shore
Hurricane News Facebook page, formed during Hurgcgdandy in October 2012. The
second case looks at a hashtag-based (#¥batmarslaoolti#g) community on Twitter
after the shooting at a Colorado movie theateuipn 2012.

The results show that instead of a typical one-tmyncommunication model and
organizational focus, utilizing a community of ptiee allows for both a one-to-one
model and a consequent focus on affected indivedddle community of practice model
accommodates findings which suggest that locasomportant in building community,
a need for adapting information needs to the conitywuend the acceptance of multiple
relationship types. A new, alternate final dimensad communities of practice,
continuation, is suggested and exemplified.

This project argues for developing these online maimties prior to a crisis.
There are also specific suggestions for tools witachnology that would be most useful
to crisis-based communities of practice, and bethefits and drawbacks to the platforms
studied. Practically, social media platform desrgrmeeed to spend time thinking through
how people connect during a crisis, and to makasier for them to get the information
they need quickly. In showcasing how to integratea media, crisis communication,
and a community-based model, this dissertatiorr®tfeeoretical and practical
suggestions for altering and improving current usténdings of the best way to aid

individual crisis response and recovery.
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Chapter 1—Introduction

Creating community means connecting individuals laglping them form
relationships with others to create a unified grddpmmunity also means creating trust
and understanding, and relationships with emotiboalds, and a support system among
those who call themselves part of the communitye@fpeople think of these types of
communities in geographic terms—the local watehabg, or the post office, or a
bowling league. In a crisis, communities can beaexied beyond the geographic to
include virtual spaces, particularly when other raedte not available for crisis survivors
and supporters to connect and share informatidnirti@oves recovery (Procopio &
Procopio, 2007). Even Robert Putnam’s (1995a) ademmmunity as a place where
people derive a sense of belonging has changedhéthdvent of the internet, and the
ability for people all over the world to come tdget thanks to a device they can carry in
their pockets.

In Putnam, Feldstein, and Cohen’s (2003) followtaputnam’s original work
(Bowling Alone1995a) calledBetter Togetherthey note that while they were initially
skeptical that the internet could form true comnfin terms of actual usage [by
individuals]...the more personal type of connecti®fiar more common” online (p. 226).
These personal connections online have existee sivecbeginning of the internet; The
Well, one of the first virtual communities, formed1984 in California. It was lauded as
a cultural institution that helped change the wdaydoringing people together from
across the globe to provide emotional or finansigdport to other members during
personal and interpersonal crises (Hafner, 200fjeeursor to how individuals today use

the internet to help themselves through crisesath & personal and community level.



Online communities, then, offer individuals a cbamo expand their network and
to use the interconnectivity of the internet toydde both informational and emotional
support (Wright, 2002). This network expansionefpful for all individuals during
crises, but crisis communicators are especiallperaged to go online to communicate
with individuals during a crisis (Coombs, 2012).rélea crisis is defined as a unique
moment in history, a specific, unexpected and roartine event that leaves people
feeling uncertain (Ulmer, Sellnow, & Seeger, 20H1jlefinition that will be discussed in
much greater detail in the literature review. Withomplexity theory, the knowledge
passed during a crisis is known as community kndgde “a process enacted through
social intercourse, something that exists solethiwithe context of a given relationship
and cannot be disconnected from the knower or fragiven environment” (Gilpin &
Murphy, 2008, p. 57). Online, this knowledge carsbhared and used instantaneously,
potentially improving an individual’s ability to eghe information productively. Crises
are an indisputable fact of existence, and theaecigar link between what is known
about a crisis and the communication choices kvt (Nathan, 2000; Ulmer, Sellnow,
& Seeger, 2011), so having and using this knowledgg be able to improve response to
the relentless nature of crises.

Purpose of Study

This study will examine how individuals impactegldcrisis use social media to
build and maintain online communities of practiftea crisis. An online community of
practice, a more specific form of an online comnriequires individuals to have
something in common, to share a desire to learnamil within that common item, and

to be around others who are interested in shahagdémmon item or experience



(Wenger, White, & Smith, 2009). Technology allowsdividuals to share not only
information and ideas, but also specialized or exygeriences, without being limited by
geography (Wenger et al., 2009). Compared to miatktional forms of media, the
Internet is the new decision maker (van Dijck, 2008th individuals frequently going
online to either gather or share information. Ftfiyee percent of American adults have
shared or created local news or information onloyeposting to a social networking site,
emailing a link to a news story, or commenting otagging news stories online,
according to the Pew Internet and American Lifg@tato(Miller, Rainie, Purcell,

Mitchell, & Rosenstiel, 2012). Additionally, 69% sfirveyed Americans say that if their
local newspaper no longer existed, they would @ethrouble keeping up with the news
or relationships because they could go online (Retged, Mitchell, Purcell, & Rainie,
2011).

The internet has the ability to bridge and expsoalal networks, which aid with
information exchange (Kavanaugh, Reese, CarroRo&son, 2005). Crisis situations
create informational needs that are stronger thasetin non-crisis times (Seeger,
Venette, Ulmer, & Sellnow, 2002), which means ihdtviduals will turn to both
traditional and social media outlets to satisfysthaeeds (Procopio & Procopio, 2007).
This information exchange is viewed as a cleartionaf a thriving community
(Wright, 2002). Online, the community functionssaofcial media are able to help with
these information needs, but very few studies haoked at how that might happen or
the actual help online communities provide (e.gacMs, Hilyard, & Freimuth, 2009;

Procopio & Procopio, 2007).



In 2002, Sellnow, Seeger, and Ulmer called for camication researchers to
“focus specifically on the ways in which crisis ates novel communication processes
with particular attention to the role of communioattechnologies” (p. 290). Kim &
Dutta (2009), in their discussion of crises frora fubaltern perspective, noted that
listening to multiple perspectives and voices oriais supports understanding the
discursive nature of a crisis and aids in dealiy ¥he issues and challenges inherent in
a crisis. While there are not specific mentionsmfne communities of practice in these
calls, the need to understand those communities@shnology platform for enabling or
enhancing communication is clear. Working with encaunity instead of an organization
or an individual certainly creates a novel commatdan process worthy of study.
Although some work has been done in the time dimaecall was made (e.g., Macias,
Hilyard, & Freimuth, 2009; Procopio & Procopio, Z0Q0there are still a number of gaps
in the knowledge base of how the interplay betwaesis, community, and online
interaction occurs, and how that interplay becomexol for those who are dealing with
the crisis and need a community. The purpose sfgtidy is to explore how individuals
form online communities after a crisis, how thoeenmunities aid or otherwise impact
crisis recovery, and how the model of an online mamity of practice is used to
understand communities’ crisis communication.

Specifically, this study will attempt to answer flolowing questions:

RQ1: How, if at all, do online communities of praetform after a crisis?

RQ2: How, if at all, is an online community’s cesiecovery impacted by

communication within online communities of pracfice



The next section looks to situate these researektiguns within the larger understanding
of two guiding theoretical frameworks, those of gexity theory and the community of
practice model.
Theoretical Framework

This study applied theoretical frameworks fromhbocdomplexity theory and the
community of practice model to help answer the prinresearch questions. A brief
overview of this theoretical framework will be oféel here, and a more detailed and
nuanced discussion will occur within the literatuegiew later in this paper. Complexity
theory looks at how a variety of items and indiatiuact and interact with one another to
form patterns and change a situation (Gilpin & Mwyp2008). The community of
practice model looks at how providing a place ®ate and share specialized knowledge
helps individuals prepare for future action (Wen§®hite, & Smith, 2009).

Crises force communicators to both understand acelpt a postmodern,
complex way of viewing the world, and to incorper#tte idea that individuals will seek
others to help them reduce uncertainty (Berger &kdase, 1975). This uncertainty
reduction helps researchers understand the comglibonships between online and
offline communication, crisis, and community format(Procopio & Procopio, 2007).
Complexity theory offers an understanding of théaeganization process, which are the
patterns an individual may use to seek and findrdime community. This also acts as a
learning process that allows them to make sensecatis (Seeger, Sellnow, & Ulmer,
2010). The community of practice model offers aubon how and where individuals

come together to learn about a shared experienitkinVd crisis, there is an urgent need



for learning and change (Seeger, Sellnow, & UI@64,0), which is aided by the same
focus within a community of practice.

This desire for knowledge is also seen within aglogiedia, as Gilpin & Murphy
(2010) note that “multiple strands of messagesdaldgue intertwine, disconnect, and
recombine to form patterns across platforms anthsoantexts” (p. 74). Social media
allow for the rapid dissemination of both inforneetiand rumor (Herrman, 2012), which
can have unintended consequences and potentiailit re a crisis (Gilpin & Murphy,
2010). Social media allows individuals to gatheowtedge that they may otherwise
struggle to find by tapping into the informatioridhéy other people around the world
(Gilpin & Murphy, 2008; Richardson & Cilliers, 200%enger, White, & Smith, 2009).
Methods

This dissertation used a qualitative case studyoag including a content
analysis of two communities that formed online raffiteo crises and semi-structured in-
depth interviews with key members and participantsne of those communities. A case
study method builds deep knowledge of commonly ooy but little understood
phenomena (Merriam, 2009). These cases allowekearcher to collect data within a
real-life context, providing insights into complied relationship links, interactions, and
contexts (Yin, 2009). Crises are often studiechimg work well within, a case study
context (May, 2006; Reierson, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 2)@Case studies also present an
opportunity to gain a rich understanding of howwdlials dealing with crises might use
online communities by illuminating decisions magelose individuals (Schramm,

1971). This focus on decision points was also eodaiby looking at interaction among



community members, message patterns, and contémtmes expressed during different
points in the community’s existence (Wen, McTavisheps, Wise, & Gustafson, 2011).
The cases studied here looked at how communiteetkerdecisions or helped
individuals make their own decisions by providinfprmation and support to
community members. These cases have already empedé¢he growth of an online
community of practice after a crisis. Hurricane 8grwhich landed on the East Coast in
October 2012, had a number of Facebook groupsatimestd to help people understand
more about the storm, the impact it had, and hosutwgive in the aftermath. The Jersey
Shore Hurricane News Facebook page was used aasheas it is a substantial
community with over 8,000 engaged and committed bemwho provided support to
one another during natural disasters (Jersey Sthamgcane News, 2013). The New
Jersey shore was one of the geographic commuhitibardest by Hurricane Sandy,
making it an appropriate choice for understandimggaftermath of the crisis (Daily Beast,
2012; McGhee, 2012). The second case looked d@bariational network that formed on
Twitter by following the combined use of two paudiiar hashtags (#¥batman and
#shooting) after the shooting at an Aurora, Colorambvie theater during a screening of
The Dark Knight Rises in July 2012. The suspechekaHolmes, allegedly shot and
killed 12 people and injured an additional 70 (Asated Press, 2012b). Twitter is less
structured than a platform like Facebook, but inages to gain “the broadest pickup in
the most immediate way” (Gabbatt, 2013, p. 1) wihepmes to posting and sharing
information. The methods section provides a dedaiiscussion of the research design,

the case events, and the social media platforrbe &iudied.



Implications of Study

This study offers applied and theoretical conttitms to our understanding of
how online communities of practice form and mammthiemselves after crises. By better
understanding the nature of these communities,thewwork and how the individuals
within them interact after crises, the researchabie to offer insights for crisis
communicators who find themselves interacting withilar communities. Here, the
practical knowledge of what has worked and didwatk in these case communities will
be helpful in understanding how to best engagerpthtire post-crisis communities.

From a theoretical perspective, the community atpce model does not have a
strong knowledge base in crisis communication. Migsdtnown about how these
communities work when they are full of technologyerts, or individuals who share
interests in a knowledge area, but no researchauasl that explored this specifically in
a crisis context. Therefore, this study hopes teeltg a broader understanding of the
model within that context, and to see whether arthe current theoretical constructs are
maintained and supported in that specific arenaléMiot generalizable, this study will
offer a duo of in-depth examples of how communitiet interact, and engage with each
other after a crisis.

The introduction has provided an overview of theldgt presented the research
guestions, and offered an initial look at the atere and proposed method that will guide
the study, as well as its potential implicationsehext chapter, the literature review, will
go in depth on the definitions guiding the studiyg impact and interaction of crisis

communication, complexity theory, social media, anchmunities of practice.



Chapter 2—Literature Review

This dissertation will develop an understandingp@fv and why individuals join
online communities after crises. This project ergdocrisis and crisis communication as
critical turning points (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008) fa community through the definition
and discussion of these topics. To best understandndividuals act and interact within
these communities, the literature surrounding comitias of practice is discussed with
that of both social capital and public relationaldo argue that complexity theory, with
its focus on multiple interacting elements, progi@deway to look at all of the elements
within a community, and to connect that to a moentlational understanding of
stakeholders/publics within the community. This erstanding will narrow even further
with a focus on the impact of social media on sr&tuations, relationships, and
community. Developing knowledge of how online conmities of practice are used in a
crisis aids future understanding of how they camdesd in both crisis response and
recovery for individuals. Within this literatureview, crisis communication and other
key terms are defined, and then situated withieaesh done on public relations,
complexity theory, social media, and communitiepraictice.

Definitions

Having a clear definition of both crisis and cris@emmunication is important as
the research into and practice of communicatica time of crisis has grown both in
volume and diversity significantly in the past déedSeeger, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 2010).
Since public relations scholars often researchrigtyeof areas within crisis
communication, this section provides an understandf how that variety is useful

within the broader need of this dissertation. Aiddial clarification is provided for both
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social media and public relations, to build a maeplete picture of how and where
these concepts intersect.

Crisis. A crisis is a unigue moment in the history of agasization (Ulmer,
Sellnow, & Seeger, 2011). These unique momentsallgihave three characteristics to
identify them as such: surprise (something wittkkalihood or impact that is beyond
expectations), threat (something beyond a typigatblpm for an organization), and short
response time (a quick response is necessary tadaimacontrol during a crisis)
(Hermann, 1963). Because these characteristicsdifigeent results based on the
organization or public facing adverse events, sicbecomes perceptual; that is, if those
who were impacted by the event believe it to basas; then it is (Coombs, 2012). A
crisis can take a variety of forms, including natutisasters, workplace violence, product
recalls, financial problems, or other catastro@vents. Crises tend to be seen as
spontaneous and are focused more on the presenwtte could happen in the future.

This concept of a crisis as a unique moment larigeligs at a crisis as an
organizational event, not one that focuses on anwamity or an individual. Currently,
research on crises often focuses on an organizhjp@nspective, especially guiding
crisis communicators through message creation esémination (Coombs, 2010). This
also includes a focus on how publics gather andga®the specialized information that
comes from organizations during a crisis (Averyl@0 For an organization, this means a
crisis is often a specific, unexpected, and norninelevent that produces high levels of
uncertainty, presenting an organization with bagipartunities for and threats to its high
priority goals (Ulmer et al., 2011). Crises alsterdo a critical turning point, a moment

when an organization is faced with both destrucéind opportunity (Gilpin & Murphy,
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2008). This is a period of confusion or turbuletitat leads to or allows for an
organization to transition between crisis and mistates, and individuals trust an
organization to return or renew them to a routta¢es(Gilpin & Murphy, 2008). Often,
this turning point must be perceived by the indisbor organization involved as a crisis.
While what constitutes a crisis differs among indibdals and organizations (Palenchar,
2010a), it is the acknowledgement by the orgaropatif the existence of the crisis event
that precipitates organizational change and gr@®ilpin & Murphy, 2008). Crises are
also seen as “incidental interaction between végalWwhose result...could not have
[been] anticipated” by the organization (MurphyP@0p. 452).

Additional understanding within this organizatiogrgpective comes from
Coombs (2012), who noted that the perception afreoredictable event often threatens
the expectations of publics, which would have ergaepercussions for an
organization’s performance during the crisis aradl o additional negative outcomes. A
crisis is an unpredictable but not unexpected g1t organizations must attempt to
prepare themselves properly (Coombs, 2012). Ascfigiuses on existence and action—
looking to understand what the organization or geoof publics can do to recover,
renew, and move forward. Within this project, tiedinition also moves beyond the
organizational focus to look at how unique, unexpe@cadverse events can impact other
groups of individuals, namely communities, and wthat might mean for our
understanding of crises and crisis response. Tkieseetion looks at how
communication before, during, and after a crisils @&nd eases this process.

Crisis communication and public response to crise€risis communication is a

combination of activities used to both manage mi@tion and manage meaning during a
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crisis (Coombs, 2012). Historically, crisis commzation research has focused on
creation of crisis responses by an organizatidrasac form of guiding crisis
communicators through the early stages of an emahthe necessary message creation
(Coombs, 2010). Crisis communication as a fielddnegith a desire to better understand
how organizations and organizational leaders nhgindle a crisis, including handling
threats to reputation and organizational abilityeoew itself effectively (Coombs, 2010).
The idea of crisis management, slightly broaden trésis communication, “implies a
comprehensive, strategic worldview,” and incredeesundamental understanding
necessary in a crisis (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008, p. This places communication as one
part of crisis management, and certainly one ofitlest central and important pieces
(Gilpin & Murphy, 2008).

When crisis communication focuses on managing meaamd information, it
often also focuses on organizational response assages and messaging (Coombs,
2012). Publics take those messages and understarddis information presented by
adding their daily interactions and knowledge itite mix (Avery, 2010). Publics, or
those who choose to interact with an organizatiah use channels they know and are
familiar with, even in a crisis (Avery, 2010). Adidnally, those publics who are highly
involved with the crisis tend to be more interestedctive channels for information
seeking, including newspapers, magazines, and fihas of direct communication
(Avery, 2010).

Publics have a variety of responses to crisesaardihHong (2010) conducted a
random sample survey and found that publics hawerf@jor crisis coping strategies:

rational thinking (making sense of the crisis), @#iommal venting (reduce stress through
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self-expression), instrumental support (others pi®information or bolster current
information), and action (self-support and engagaméd hey found that publics who
engage in rational thinking, with or without ingtrantal support, are more likely to also
engage in action, and follow a plan to make ittigtoa crisis (Jin & Hong, 2010). This
idea is also seen in the work of Liu, Jin, and &ug013), who conducted both
interviews and an experiment to find that publidsovihad or were seeking information
were more likely to communicate during a crisisddiionally, publics who have the
opportunity to emotionally vent through instrumermstiapport (sharing how they feel with
someone else, or seeking advice on how to hansiteaion) are also more likely to take
action (Jin & Hong, 2010). Negative emotional resges have also been found to make
publics look at information presented less closelgl to have more negative attitudes
toward the crisis overall (Kim & Cameron, 2011)n&iy, publics are more likely to
believe that organizational goals are relevant¢dsas, and that organizations assume a
higher amount of responsibility for a crisis thhey would have otherwise expected if
they had a positive attitude toward the crisis,(Biang, & Cameron, 2012).

Crises have the ability to cause significant cleafog an organization, or to
impede the health and safety of a wide varietytdrnal and external publics (Palenchar,
2010a). Communication during crises is sociallystarcted, where communicators work
hard to understand how to best handle crises anckponse, and move forward after
the crisis passes (Palenchar, 2010a).

Social media.Within this dissertation, the terms social medigitdl media, and
new media will be used interchangeably. The Peweri@t and American Life Project

(2011, p. 1) defined social media as “an umbreltentthat is used to refer to a new era of
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Web-enabled applications that are built around-gseerated or user-manipulated
content, such as wikis, blogs, podcasts, and speialorking sites.” Social media as a
set of tools share five characteristics: particgrateveryone can create and respond to
content), openness (everyone can post contentesatbéck), conversation (two way
interaction), communities (groups with similar irgsts find one another easily), and
connectedness (strong linking to other content)t(\2908).

These ideas of community and connection are akso iseKent’'s (2010)
definition of social media use during crises, whiltbcusses the importance of
interactivity, responsiveness, and dialogue betvaearganization and its publics. His
argument was that social media are not actually, benvsimply offer additional ways to
engage in the same work public relations alreaddsdbrough more traditional methods
(Kent, 2010). Instead of focusing on the media tbednes, the focus in public relations
work should be on engaging with publics and solvegj-world problems, where using
social media as tools may be helpful (Kent, 20T@ese arguments draw out a number
of important factors for understanding social mebia organizations must still be
careful and contemplative in using social mediee Tierent interactivity and increasing
variety in dialogue make engaging via social megiantirely different animal.

Community. Community is a term with multiple associated megsjnmost
centering around the idea of place, and whethepiaae is physical or virtual. Yin
(2009) notes that ‘community’ is a less than cotecterm. When the place is physical,
community refers to where people live, work, anddrect most of their day-to-day
activities (Poplin, 1972). This is still subjectjwghere community may also encompass a

person’s values, priorities, and individual bounelsirsome people believe a community
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stops at the end of the street, while others aétiteof the state, nation, or world
(McComas, 2010).

Community can also be defined “socially not spgtigWellman, 2005, p. 53).
In this viewpoint, a community is a way to connénrbugh a person-based understanding
of networked individuals instead of a geographidarstanding (Procopio & Procopio,
2007). Internet use does not isolate individualsnfa geographic community, but instead
allows for interactions that are geographically andially remote (Shah, Schmierbach,
Hawkins, Espino, & Donavan, 2002). A community,tgaarly a community of
practice, is also a place where learning is cek@nger, White, & Smith, 2009).
Communities are further formed by those who arerof§ mutual support to one another
and to share something meaningful about their oxpegence (Wenger et al., 2009).

Within this study, an online community of practisgl be defined as all of the
discussion, conversation, interaction, and postim@ website related to the specific
crisis. More generally, this study will view a comanity as a geographic or virtual space,
or some combination of both, where individualsau interact with one another in order
to share information, support, and experience with another. The term ‘online
community of practice’ will be used to refer toghvay of thinking; uses of other terms
(such as ‘online community’ or other variationsjeet terminology used within specific
literature.
Complexity Theory

Understanding crises within the framework of pulbdéations often requires a
rethinking of traditional assumptions, includingahorganizations analyze, plan, and

interact with their publics (Gilpin & Murphy, 2010rises force public relations
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research to consider change and uncertainty, &nmthta complexity approach to crises
extends the understanding of how public relation @isis communication interact and
overlap. Complexity theory offers a chance to sttrdgny individual actors who interact
locally in an effort to adapt to their immediatauation” (Murphy, 2000, p. 447). These
local adaptations, however, “accumulate to forrgdascale patterns that affect the
greater society, often in ways that could not Hasen anticipated” (Murphy, 2000, p.
450). The patterns and interactions within socatystudied to show how everything is
connected to everything else (van Uden, Richard&ddi)liers, 2001), and how people
and organizations act and interact to provide nreata a situation—particularly a crisis.

In their book detailing complexity theory, Gilpimé Murphy (2008) argue that
“successful crisis management is not guaranteestieytific planning and prescriptive
decision making” (p. 5). Instead, the focus is @ombination of factors, including the
nature of the organization, the nature of the €r@nd the nature of the environment
within which both of those things reside. In expigrthe online communities of practice
that exist after two different types of crisesyill be possible to increase understanding
of how information shared online provides a spedgnefit, or type of benefit, after a
crisis. This research aims to aid both individwald organizations in learning in the
rapidly changing situation brought on by the cr{§&dpin & Murphy, 2008), based on
insights from the studied communities.

Complexity-based thinking expresses that exact kexge and universal
absolutes do not exist, and thus individuals meatch for the limitations and boundaries
of their knowledge (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008; Richaais& Cilliers, 2001). In a crisis

situation, acknowledging this partial knowledge angironmental turbulence helps
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communicators focus on the need for multiple averaf@ction and communication
(Gilpin & Murphy, 2008). This socially constructetew of knowledge, based in truth
and individualism, echoes Lyotard’s (1994) viewttlning one concept into a
universal truth should be eschewed in favor of ‘tipid, simultaneous, competing local
narratives” (Tyler, 2005, p. 567). Venette, Sellnanwd Lang (2003) propose that
organizational crisis response is a series of coimgpearratives between the
organization and the media. If this is true, peshias time to include the public in that
understanding, and to put effort into viewing tHeal narrative as part of the response.
As Heath (2006, p. 246) noted, “crises have a wanving voice to many people,” and
understanding each of those stories and voices h&fher than hurts, organizational
response. Narratives have to sustain themselvasgdime scrutiny common in a crisis,
so finding ways to minimize communication breakdevand confusion will make
response easier (Heath, 2006; Seeger, 2006). Addily, the postmodern perspective
within complexity theory sees a crisis as a disospin the organization’s dominant
narrative, and looks to understand the naturalipligity of crisis narrative to improve
response (Tyler, 2005). This also fulfills a notexkd to utilize and incorporate more
informal communication as part of a crisis respqi@argquist, 1993).

Complex systems work with a set of seven princiglEscomplex systems are
composed of individual agents or elements; (2)alaagents/elements alter the system
over time through local, rule-based, recurrentpéalale, and nonlinear interactions; (3)
the system itself is self-organizing, (4) unsta@,dynamic and tightly connected to
history; (6) permeable with ill-defined boundariasd (7) irreducible (Gilpin & Murphy,

2008).These principles have a compounding effecreanother, allowing complexity-
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based thinking to offer a unique and eminent exatlan for a particular situation or
crisis (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008; Richardson & Cilligr2001).

These seven principles bring out a number of ingmirinderstandings within
complexity theory. For example, it is not the iaigtrons of agents/elements themselves
that create the behavior of the system, but rdtteepatterns of those interactions (Gilpin
& Murphy, 2008). Cilliers (1998) talks about howesie patterns impact the influence of
any element in the system. So, for example, onexaamity member’s online post may
not attract significant attention from others oalibbut a community that can showcase a
pattern of similar statements does. This idea r@ssnwith the idea within segmenting
publics, discussed above: The loudest or most itapbpublic gets the most attention
(Grunig & Repper, 1992). Communities also useitifisrmation to understand how to
improve the reach and impact of their messagefterstonline. Relating this to Ashby’s
(1954) law of requisite variety (where the systemtileast as complex as the
environment that surrounds it), it appears thatessful organizations and communities
are as complex and full of possibilities as theiemment in which they find themselves.
Within complexity, stability is not the desiredtgtaand the environment is seen as
integral to the system itself, putting the emphasisrelationships, seeing the
organization as an ongoing process and seriegarbstions” (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008,

p. 31).

Characteristics of complex crisis situations inelwdntinually changing and
dynamic relationships. These changing relationsbim®mpass characteristics including
seeing the organization and its environment as imgidto one another so that neither

has strong, independent influence over the othedievang that a history of crises
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changes an organization without providing direcfimnchange; and that the ultimate
outcome resides in organizational transformatian areturn to the status quo (Gilpin &
Murphy, 2008). Gilpin and Murphy (2008) discusssih@rganizations in terms of
management because of the ability within them toisea “comprehensive, strategic
worldview” (p. 7), although without the control thebome may assume would accompany
it.

From a complexity perspective, crisis managemardlues both preparation for
crises that may occur and efforts to effectivelgdia those that do occur (Miller &
Horsley, 2009). Gilpin and Murphy (2008) acknowleddhe existence and current
dominance of the strategic approach to crisis comaation, but note that based on what
is known about complex systems, strategic managewionly take an organization so
far, as only so much can be predicted or contaieggkcially in a crisis situation. A
postmodern approach to crisis communication take$dcus away from saving an
organization and turns it toward “mitigation of &rfng, attention to dissent, and a
polyvocal organizational response” (Tyler, 20055@6). Analyzing the communication
that occurs within online communities means a £mgeimmunicator engages with a
variety of voices from the community. This engagatwell help the communicator
obtain a multifaceted focus and to develop a dedaiicture of how the publics wish to
handle and move forward through the crisis. Thistifaceted focus may also help with a
postmodern understanding that while the future aaba predicted from the past, it is
possible to learn from the past and to improveasibims moving forward (Gilpin &
Murphy, 2008). Improving understanding of these ramities and the functions they

provide will also improve the ability to learn inat way.
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Learning about a community and its functions i® @iscussed as part of
sensemaking. Sensemaking is often discussed asfpaisis communication and
complexity theory, where there is “reciprocal imtetron of information seeking, meaning
ascription, and action” (Thomas, Clark, & Gioia9B9p. 240). Here, an event is
classified as a crisis based on how it is percebyednd affects individuals or publics
experiencing the event (Weick, 1995). Meaning isintinsic to an experience and
changes based on individual or group perceptiongky@995). Complexity theory’s
connection to individual and group perception cfiais event, and the situational
adaptive perspective it provides, make complexityppropriate lens for discussing how
online communities of practice share and spreammdtion in the face of a crisis.

Beyond looking at communities as a whole, compjetkieory does pay some
attention to stakeholders, or individual agentsking at how relationships are
“constantly changing as priorities, values, attgsioand players shift and give way to
others” (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008, p. 114). These atge@ngage in interactions that are
local, rule-based, recurrent, nonlinear, and preduclear adaptability to new situations
(Gilpin & Murphy, 2008). Trust is confidence in tbeganization, which emerges as a
result of everyday interaction with the organizatiand thus is both subjective and
situational (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008). Complex thimg differs from more traditional
understandings of stakeholders and publics in tkegevays: by not having clear
boundaries between the stakeholder and the ordemmzay recognizing that
relationships are never static, and by not eastipd into the quantified relationship
measurement used by other crisis scholars androbses (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008).

Complexity looks at control, measurement, and ceteplinderstanding of an event, as
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never entirely possible. Credibility and trust atid important pieces of the relationship
between stakeholders or publics and the organizabiat are seen as situational and
subjective by both sides, at the mercy of the whoinsoth the organization and the
stakeholders or publics themselves, ever changidgrderacting (Gilpin & Murphy,
2008).

These constantly changing relationships betweeanmgtions and stakeholders
or publics allow crisis communicators to explorevngays and types of interaction, and
to study the impact they have on the organizatip{(n & Murphy, 2006). This
exploration includes understanding how informai®passed between individuals, and
the communities that form to share that knowledgkexpertise (Gilpin & Murphy,
2006). Additionally, since social media now allothat passed information to be shared
both instantly and asynchronously, “communicatiometbecomes a paradox,” meaning
publics’ and stakeholders’ experiences with orgatons vary widely (Gilpin &

Murphy, 2010, p. 73). In this way, “multiple strandf messages and dialogue intertwine,
disconnect, and recombine to form patterns acrlag®pms and social contexts” (Gilpin
& Murphy, 2010, p. 73).

Looking at the communication among a whole comnyualgo fits within the
postmodern concern for storytelling and the abtlitgive voice to a moment through
localized and alternative understandings and ye@liler, 2005). Here, postmodernism
allows those involved in a crisis to be thoughasfa storytelling system (Boje, 1995),
where stories are the primary ingredient in a eal{including online community
culture), an ingredient that often works with issster agent, the gossip network”

(Bergquist, 1993, p. 146).
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As Gilpin and Murphy (2008, p. 42) note:

surprise, uncertainty, and a lack of determinaeyfandamental properties of

complex systems, including societies and orgaranatiWhen it comes to crisis

management, we may need to develop a tolerandedser causality, lighter

controls, and limited predictability.
The willingness prescribed here, to accept thetl@eother agents or elements have in
the process, particularly when dealing with a srislakes complexity a relevant theory
for seeing how publics and stakeholders make sefrserisis at least somewhat on their
own. While some scholars believe that this sensarmgak unlikely in such a complex
environment (Qvortrup, 2006), complexity theory aclates additional support for
nonlinear communication and the expansion of bouesl@and environment to improve
communication and sensemaking (Gilpin & Murphy, @0WWhen using social media to
understand how this sensemaking occurs, the vasfatijannels offer a range of
perspectives and ways to reach and interact wilthigguand stakeholders (Gilpin, 2010).
Additionally, these groups often overlap onlinethom content and cross-references,
which allow stakeholder and publics to “experienudtiple permutations of the image
expressed” (Gilpin, 2010, p. 282). Organizationking to accept those lighter controls
will find a wealth of information in places wheralgics or stakeholders are gathering to
share information and make sense of a crisis, gpetierally over social media and
through specific communities online.
Social Media

Complexity is also evident in social media, wheskationships are interactive and

ever changing. Within social media, public relatianilizes more of a socially distributed
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model, where individuals with little or no initialterest in an organization can become
interested or involved through viral interactionppc-defined legitimacy, and social
stake (Smith, 2010). Viral interaction looks at iimportance of the message to the
community, the ease of sharing the message, araatht®y and articulate discussion of
the message by others. In other words, even whémdandual may not be interested in
an organization specifically, the ease of shariegsages, and the inherent interest in
well-crafted messages, means that individuals miyact with the organization’s
message anyway. Particular social media platfosondh) as Twitter, also act as strange
attractors, bringing together networks beyond g@awoization’s permeable boundaries
(Sundstrom, Briones, & Janoske, 2013). Meetingipsalh an online space to discuss
and share reactions to a crisis allowed organiaatio build coalitions and find
additional support for post-crisis recovery effq@sindstrom et al., 2013). Additionally,
platforms like blogs allow for authenticity in awsoe that let publics engage in
community-type interaction (Gilpin, Palazzolo, &dsiy, 2010).

Understanding social mediaThis section will look at the basics of social n&di
including how these media are used to help indafslinteract and engage with one
another, share information, cultivate relationshgrsl build social networks. Having this
general knowledge of social media, and what itda@and how it can be used, will
enhance the later discussion of the particularscpegposed for this dissertation. Social
networks challenge a model of one-to-many commtimicdhat might occur via
broadcast or print media (Enli, 2009). Individuate increasingly turning to social media
to search for and/or share information about aeliEnt, causing the creation of a new

catch phrase: “if it doesn’t spread, it's dead'nias, 2009, para. 1), where spreadability
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is a more conscious choice on the part of the pub&an simply letting something go

viral. Going viral within social media means sonieghthat is highly and continuously
spread among individuals, typically over a shoriqueof time (Mckee, 2010). The item

is passed from one social media platform to the, m@rvoking discussion, or at least
acknowledgement, from around the globe (Mckee, 20ZiBal also means the number of
individual people who see the content, but thereiseal agreement on the threshold of
when content has been seen by enough people mnisalered viral (Andrews &
Murakami, 2011). Content that evokes strong pasitaxwe) or negative (anger, anxiety)
emotion is more likely to go viral than weaker eioos (sadness), and generally, positive
content is more likely to be shared (Berger & Mitkkm 2012).

People want to interact and engage, often in playfentertaining ways, and they
are looking to social media to find ways to makeaenoaditional content more engaging
(Enli, 2009). However, Carpentier (2009) stressed while new platforms may offer
additional opportunities, organizations must mamgaofessional quality and social
relevance in order to properly engage with thebligs and stakeholders. Organizations
may attempt to control what is expressed by moohgyacial media channels, but
publics often add to and adapt the posted infoonatb showcase their ideals and
thoughts (Kent, 2010).

Messages are often seen to be personally legitimattion is taken to spread the
message (i.e., retweeting or sharing) (Smith, 208idglly, the idea of social stake looks
to broaden the field’s understanding of a publibeve an individual may use his or her
social media platform to establish a particulansgaon an issue, which is a risky move

for the individual or for an organization lookingéncourage support for its stance



25

(Smith, 2010). These ideas help communicators staled who is engaged, how they are
engaged, and how social media connections are wagrand best utilized during a

crisis. Here, social media are discussed someveradrglly to provide background
information on how they can be used and seen astef, and then those principles are
applied to both crisis situations and relationghigding as a precursor to online
communities of practice.

There are three essential strategies for cultigaehationships online: disclosure,
information dissemination, and interactivity/invelment (Men & Tsai, 2012). These
strategies are the essential, daily activitiesuliflis relations professionals, used to better
understand how to nurture and maintain relatiorsshiph both publics and stakeholders
(Ki & Hon, 2008). This interaction is also cultusabased; consequently, messages need
to be customized and culturally competent (Men &iT2012).

Information sharing is easier via social media thore traditional media (Baron
& Philbin, 2009; Heverin & Zach, 2010; Wigley & Famot, 2010), based on social
media’s ability to provide and gain access to thitrmation anywhere (Procopio &
Procopio, 2007; Purcell, 2011), and for people toareasily take action based on that
shared information (Murdock, 2010). The sharinghédrmation through social media
allows social media to act as a secondary or aoirig source during crises (National
Research Council, 2011). This ease of use andnadtawever, also causes information
overload among publics and stakeholders (Buch&2)0

By showing us how we interact online, social meads® have the opportunity to
show us what our lives are like. This interactismiore helpful in a crisis situation,

where individuals may feel isolated or disconnectedhat they are the only ones
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working through the crisis. Platforms take the deg¢ainput, and then filter that data
through the tools utilized by the platform. Thigthallows us to connect to others by
letting us see who likes our image, who used oahtag, or who else is reading the same
article, providing a context, or comparison, anteptal for conversation (Rettberg,
2009). Documenting these major events, and shandgcomparing them with the major
events of others, “helps us structure our lives@ndmemories. They also help ground
us in our cultures” (Rettberg, 2009, p. 460). Rath(2009) mentioned that in seeing our
personal story in a larger, cultural context, ocamparison to those around us, our place
in the larger story or culture is confirmed, andty@cally feel more connected to one
another through doing so. In this sense, sharingpamon or information as part of a
group of people expressing similar or related imfation becomes more important than
simply sending the information out into a void asrdividual (Smith, 2010).

The dark side of social medialn social media, some individuals may be seen as
more important than others, and having a disprapuate influence over events and
trends, known as the influential hypothesis (Burstarsteller, 2010). This hypothesis
points to a darker side of social media, that agasmedia has become more available to
the general population, it has become the groumdsdme to advance issues and ideas
that may not be representative of the whole. Tlgaand other negative emotions often
generated by crises can also increase negative-efarsbuth (Coombs & Holladay,

2007), which also spreads faster and easier otiierein a more traditional format. In
this quick and easy online environment, publicsadse actively engaging in spontaneous
attributional inferences, increasing negative eatihe judgments over time (Schwarz,

2012). Crises tend to be first discussed with atieg tone and a critical perspective
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toward an organization or individual believed toabéault or in how a crisis is handled
(Valentini & Romenti, 2011). Individuals with a & following online, including
celebrities or other broadly well-known figuresngaublish information quickly and
efficiently without a gatekeeper or anyone to chiétke information is accurate or fair
(Moody, 2011). Additionally, as individuals learrone about one another online,
cyberstalking can become a dysfunctional respanségsessive relational intrusion.
There are consistent connections between cybergjadkd spatially-based stalking
(Spitzberg & Hoobler, 2002). Other negative usesaaial media include spying on
activists, recruitment of and by terrorist orgatimas, mobile tracking, and data mining
(Morozov, 2012).

Social media use during crisesSharing information with a group becomes even
more important during a crisis situation. Anderaed Spitzberg (2010) found that media
use increased during crises, which made it evere mngportant for messages to be
timely, accurate, specific, sufficient, consistemtgd understandable. Organizations that
utilize social media are more likely to understanitblic preferences and expectations
during crises (McAllister-Spooner, 2009), which moyes organizational responses to
crises (Yang, Kang, & Johnson, 2010). Pre-crisgadonedia communication
competence also improves publics’ resilience (LiB&ones, 2012). Social media-based
communication has three distinct stages: (1) péim@pvhere publics gain and share
information; (2) comprehension, where they devglogitive or negative responses; and
(3) projection, which involves reflections on whatexpect next (Preston, Binner,
Branicki, Ferrario, Galla, & Jones, 2011). Duringses, social media platforms are used

to fulfill a wide variety of needs, including: tglafor help, to confirm or gather
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unfiltered information, to check in with family adends or maintain a sense of
community, to self-mobilize, to express criticabtights toward authority, for humor and
levity, to seek emotional support, and to infornpersuade others to take appropriate
risk prevention behavior (Carr, Pratt, & Herrer@12; Fraustino, Liu, & Jin, 2012).

An information vacuum, especially in social medsdjkely to be filled with
inaccurate content (National Research Council, RCdrid while social media can be
utilized to change misperceptions or misinformatideelan, Pavri, Balakrishnan, &
Wilson, 2010; Walther, DeAndrea, Kim, & Anthony, 1), that change may take more
time and monitoring than is likely in a crisis sition. In an online experiment, effects of
the medium (Facebook, Twitter, or online newspapere found to have a larger impact
than those of crisis type (intentional or victir)tf¢, Schultz, & Glocka, 2013). Here,
communicating about the crisis via social mediaegde organization a more positive
reputation and fewer secondary crisis responses, asia boycott (Utz et al., 2013).
However, communicating via social media also m#aait publics and stakeholders were
more likely to talk about the crisis when they add the online newspaper (Utz et al.,
2013). Additionally, publics are most likely to lige social media that their friends or
connections use to spread humorous informatiomformation that will appear to give
them insider knowledge (Liu, Austin, & Jin, 201Qverall, this leads to a need for a
more complexity-based understanding of crisis comuoaition.

Complex understandings are also important in socelia, especially blogs,
which are very personal outlets, and may evensgtiaf counselors during crises
(Macias, Hilyard, & Freimuth, 2009). These emotidoactions are most likely to

appear in blogs dealing with crises shared amoadlibgs’ participants (Macias et al.,
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2009). Social media’s potential emotional benefitsy be more effective after the initial
announcement or discussion of the crisis than bedfee announcement; Liu, Austin, and
Jin’s (2011) experiment testing the social-mediatesls communication model found
that an organization using social media for theahcrisis report did not make a
difference on publics’ reported emotions. Howegeial media have also been found to
provide significant emotional support or copingttgies for the more negative emotions
surrounding a crisis, including grief and shock)(eBressers & Hume, 2012; Choi &

Lin, 2009; Jin, 2010; Macias, Hilyard, & Freimu209).

Yang, Kang, and Johnson (2010) discussed how casmsnunication is
essentially narratives, and note that blogs aet@articularly effective vehicle for putting
those narratives out to a wide public. Effectiveratives are essential for enhancing
audience engagement in crisis communication, asalt@wed for interactivity,
decreased negative emotion, and identification aftlorganization (Yang, Kang, &
Johnson, 2010). Individuals believed that the oigion was actually speaking to and
interacting with them, making them significantly raavilling to accept the account of
the crisis put forth by the organization, have muositive attitudes toward the
organization, and be willing to help spread thedyard of the organization (Yang,
Kang, & Johnson, 2010). The ability for easily gag “copy-cat” messages during
messages allows individuals to feel like part abenmunity, and is seen through specific
platform tools like retweeting or using the samslttags to draw attention to an issue on

Twitter (Smith, 2010, p. 332).
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Relationship cultivation with social media during acrisis. While general
relationship cultivation on social media has besoussed, it is important to note that
crisis situations make relationship building margortant and more complicated, thus
warranting its own discussion. A further focushistsection is on the communication
that occurs during a crisis, from both the orgatnrel-public/stakeholder perspective
and the individual level. This will also look atwahat communication aids organization-
public and individual relationship building and b&lveryone move forward. Many
benefits exist in building these relationships dgricrises; for example, a study of the
problem solving practices of individuals with chioillnesses, found that the patients
who formed and maintained relational ties builbsger social and emotional resources,
which led to enhanced individual competence andagiaig of the illness (Kim &

Vibber, 2012).

Although not a typical crisis understanding, sorrggtike a chronic illness tends
to typify the online communities that form as conmities of practice (Wenger, White, &
Smith, 2009). The internet provided not only a plax seek information about the health
issue, but also to build affective states througlme personal networks (Kim & Vibber,
2012). This exchange of information and emotioaved for improved health coping
through the density (ties and interactions) ofrtbaline relationships (Kim & Vibber,
2012). Using the example of a health crisis, Sptioig and Weaver-Lariscy (2007) found
that publics are most worried about gathering mi@tion and reducing uncertainty.
Publics want to be empowered to protect themsealuesg crises, and thus will respond

positively to organizations that send messagesléefficacy (Heath, 2006).
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A model like the social mediated crisis communmatmodel (SMCC) is helpful
in understanding how publics share and use cngmation, both on and offline, and in
figuring out who are the key influencers are or wdhwariting/contributing to an
influential external blog or social media platfofdmn & Liu, 2010). According to a
variety of tests of the model, publics and stakééxs use social media to gather insider
information and check in with family and friendssiead of education (Austin, Liu, &
Jin, 2012); those who saw social media’s primalg during crises as spreading
humorous information were less likely to use sogiabia in times of crisis (Liu, Jin, &
Austin, 2013); and publics are generally most egézd in learning from the
communication channels with which they have moreafiaccess and interaction (Jin,
Liu, & Austin, 2011).

Word-of-mouth communication also plays a role imvhpublics respond,
particularly in a crisis. Publics are more likety@gngage in negative word-of-mouth
communication when angered by a crisis (Coombs &aday, 2007). Blogs or social
media sites with crisis information provide newra® for electronic word-of- mouth
communication, and rumors spread via influentigiaanedia are even more critical as a
crisis information source than more traditional d«f-mouth communication (Jin &

Liu, 2010). Electronic word-of-mouth communicatiamplifies a crisis message
(Kozinets, de Valck, Wojnicki, & Wilner, 2010), bptblics will first determine the
value of the information to the publics’ intendegipients (Sohn, 2009). Traditional and
social media also cover crises intensely, espgaidien human interest or negative

evaluations are central to the crisis story (LR1@).
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When interacting via social media during crises itnportant to be transparent
and authentic (McCorkindale, 2012). Rawlins (20@@ntified three major
characteristics of transparency: truthful inforraatistakeholder participation in
identifying needed information, and objective repay of policies and activities.
Authenticity is seen as being real, genuine, andese with an audience (Gilmore &
Pine, 2007), and on social media also includes tx@anizations hold conversations with
stakeholders and publics, including dialogue thatat contrived or performed
(Montgomery, 2001).

This need for authoritative and transparent infdromais also seen in Kennan and
Hazleton’s (2006) blending of human and technolalgsgstems to benefit the larger
organization. This blend stems from an understandirthe impact new media has on
organizations and publics. These two groups ne&tk together in times of stress and
hardship, and note how important it is to have ¢hr@$ationships prior to those times
(Kennan & Hazleton, 2006). Those relationshipsadge important in social media, as
they are an outlet for providing important crisiaming information (Coombs, 2008).
Issue monitoring via social media extends intoi€tigesponse and recovery in order for
organizations to best understand what is happemdgow they may be connected to
crises. Engaging in social media is not an autaniatito a crisis, either for an
organization or a public, but it helps spread infation and reach a wider variety of
individuals in an expedient manner (Coombs, 2012).

Social media and community Spreading information is helpful, but it is often
more helpful to reach a community of people abbate, instead of attempting to reach

each individual, something made easier by sociaiangse. The internet generally, and
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social media specifically, is a medium with botk ttapacity for and a powerful role in
sustaining community. This role is especially helph times of community dispersion
and crisis, and with uncertainty reduction durinfprmation gathering (Procopio &
Procopio, 2007). Specifically, blogs can be useg&rsonal and individual needs, like
those that emerged after Hurricane Katrina in otdérelp people locate loved ones,
share resources, and find ways to help thosdrstiked of aid (Macias, Hilyard, &
Freimuth, 2009). Andersen and Spitzberg (2010) ti@ewhile all crises differ, they
also all are local in character, and thus requiczalized knowledge in order to be
handled effectively. Local blogs or community letith boards have been used in
significant ways to help community members gatbpdate, and maintain information
about one another after a crisis (Macias et ab92@rocopio & Procopio, 2007).
Community buildingCommunities may form through social media for aetsr
of reasons other than crisis information sharindividuals have turned to social media
in order to have fun, kill time, and relax or ese&mm daily responsibilities (Quan-
Haase & Young, 2010), or to interact with like-m&adindividuals and seek information
from them (Ancu & Kozma, 2009), which helps deceesscial loneliness (Wang, Fink,
& Cai, 2008). Interactivity online also increasesiadividual's playfulness,
connectedness, information gathering, and willirsgrt® engage in reciprocal
communication (Ha & James, 1998). Motivation toystagaged and interactive with an
online community of practice will also come frontiag as an emotional or
informational resource for others engaged in tmeessituation (Janoske, 2012). When
using social media, engagement may look like pedsparticipation (reading or

reflecting on information), and interaction indieatproduction of physical and
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conceptual artifacts (words, concepts, storiegsloacuments) (Wenger, White, & Smith,
2009). Hutchison’s (2010) essay on the Bali bomhg002 looks at how social media
allows for both photographs and narrative to regmea crisis together, increasing
feelings of community and security instead of isaindividuals.

Intragroup communicatiorComputer mediated communication (CMC) can
facilitate interactions among individuals, partexly those who may be geographically
distant from one another. Those who use CMC toaeteand build relationships, and
eventually communities, find themselves with muabrendirect communication and
better uncertainty reduction behaviors than theim-mediated counterparts (Tidwell &
Walther, 2006). These online communities tend tmfoicrostructures, or internal
connections to other individuals within the comntynivhich allows them to have
greater conversational effectiveness and confid€hickevell & Walther, 2006).

During crises, a new participatory culture can fannthese online interactions.
Not all participants within online communities &gual; some have more power,
knowledge, or experience than others (Jenkins, RG08never, it is precisely that
imbalance of knowledge and information that can enlese communities so
successful—on any given topic, more informatiorsexthan one person can know, so
there is an increased need to talk with othersattieanpt to share and build upon what
everyone knows (Jenkins, 2006). This collectivelligence is an alternative source of
power, one that communities can use to their adggnfJenkins, 2006). This power can
be adapted and give a voice to publics that migtravise be marginalized or
disconnected from more traditional sources of im@ation or media (Hoffman, 2004).

Additionally, these communities can be a sourcleapfe for individuals who find within
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them groups with similar strengths, vulnerabilitiesd needs (Stoddard, 2011). In this
way, the internet allows for and can aid socialesabn during and after crises
(Shklovski, Palen, & Sutton, 2008).

Knowledge buildingWhen these artifacts bring individuals togetheeradt crisis,
they help spread information and build knowledgem@unity construction of
knowledge via social media is both broader andeedisan via traditional media (Chess
& Clarke, 2007; Palenchar, 2010a). This increas#igital information allows for an
increase public engagement and knowledge (Murd2@kQ). Online communities are
also very aware that information needs to be vidizgand that it is difficult to sift
through all of the information to find out whattisie and what is false (Bressers &
Hume, 2012). Therefore, information will be notexdvalidated or not when posted to
the community (Bressers & Hume, 2012). For exanglentent analysis of blog posts
written in response to Alitalia’s 2008 financiaists found that crises may be framed
differently on various social media outlets thartraditional media, so communicators
may do well to alter their response strategiesdasehe expected outlet for knowledge
(Valentini & Romenti, 2011).

This knowledge building also takes the form of deaysing their personal
communities to gather, search for, select, andesindormation more frequently (Kim &
Grunig, 2011). Community engagement is essentrahfanaging risk and working well
within society (McComas, 2010). Social media alsodmes one significant way in
which human resources are utilized efficiently iorisis (Kennan & Hazleton, 2006).
One way to use those human resources is to fomsia management team that includes

individuals with specific “knowledge bases” (CoomB812, p.75), one of which
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includes social media. Increasingly, this crisi;magement team member needs to have
prior experience not only with social media platfist but also in understanding and
connecting with a wide variety of social media conmities (Stewart & Williams, 2005).

Impact of social media and community during a stiShere is very little
research that looks at social media use in buildingnaintaining a community during a
crisis. Some similar, if not entirely aligning, easch streams exist, and provide a solid
ground from which to ask the additional questioasaal in this work. Community
engagement has been discussed as an important aspemmunication; that is,
providing geographic community members with infotima necessary to preserve the
“health and welfare of society” (McComas, 2010462). However, community is often
understood from a number of different aspectsgeils an organization, or divided by
culture or perspective. Community-based organinatitave been studied in a crisis
context, mainly to see how their responses are dtegaby the existence or lack of a
relationship with publics or the media prior to thesis (Sisco, 2012). Additionally, the
concept of community can be altered to focus otucell and then discussed as an
important factor in crisis communication (Liu & Ppper, 2013). Although seeing a
particular perspective of a crisis representedomms media increases solidarity,
individuals still feel alone and without necesssupport to recover from the crisis well
(Hutchison, 2010).

This communal solidarity is also seen in whatlkarewn as online social
communities. These communities have content anarzority created entirely by and
because of the discourse that exists, exemplifyeal tontent analysis of Facebook

groups created after the April 2007 shooting agmia Tech (Tyma, Sellnow, &
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Sellnow, 2010). These communities were able to tgp@ously connect those who
participated via Facebook, which opened up a disoghis dialogue allowed survivors
to begin reestablishing order and meaning aftectisés in a way that helped both
survivors and observers (Tyma, Sellnow, & Selln@@4.0). Individuals within
communities are empowered during crises when thetycipate in crisis response
message making and dissemination, which is helpfatisis recovery (Harris, 2007).
Online social communities have also been founai¢oeiase the quality of and potential
for dialogue during crises, simply because thosemanities reach a wider variety of
individuals (Falkheimer & Heide, 2007).

Even with this knowledge of dialogue and ordee, fill impact of social media-
based communities used in a crisis still has y&ettully explored. One of the first major
research studies to explore how online platformsewsed after a crisis to build
community focused on Hurricane Katrina and therenlisage that existed in New
Orleans and surrounding areas (Procopio & Proc@fi07). The study’s authors found
that problems with other communication methods [@aaple to the internet to engage in
“the instrumental and expressive types of commuiticassential to community creation
and maintenance” (Procopio & Procopio, 2007, p. Bidividuals go online during crises
to maintain connections with their social netwoitksreduce uncertainty, to both get and
provide emotional support, and to spread infornma¢Macias et al., 2009; Procopio &
Procopio, 2007). This online sharing of informateomd resources also helps individuals
build social capital on and offline (Vergeer & R&z2009). Social media are often also
available when more traditional media are not (kg 2010). Since users are frequently

forced to leave their communities of origin in &1, social media allow them to
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establish and maintain a sense of community orflieg-On, 2012). Online communities
also provide an immediate space to construct angigning and this meaning may differ
from the more political and/or restricted discoureastructed by traditional mass media
(Bressers & Hume, 2012; Macias et al., 2009). Adddlly, crisis management overall,
and especially online, must become more commupitited, included along issues of
culture, ethnicity, and/or race (Liu & Pompper, 3D1
However, even with this existing research on pwdicd communities that form
after crises, there is still work to be done tdHhar understand how communities come
together and how they may impact crisis recovehusT the following research question
is posed:
RQ1: How, if at all, do online communities of praetform after a crisis?

The next section provides background on a spedgifie of online communities, known
here as online communities of practice.
Communities of Practice

Crisis communication, as defined earlier, provigeblics and stakeholders with
specialized knowledge to manage and act durings@igents (Palenchar, 2010b). That
knowledge is underscored by each individual's datgractions with others and pre-
crisis personal knowledge base (Avery, 2010). Tdralination of these two ideas—
providing specialized knowledge and interactingwptevious knowledge—find a point
of overlap with communities of practice: a placeshare knowledge with others, to glean
from the specialization of others, and to preparduture action.

However, even with the overlap that allows for@aclconnection between crises and

communities, little research has explored commesitif practice during crises. Research
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exists on how general communities form during sri&eg., Macias, Hilyard, &
Freimuth, 2009; Procopio & Procopio, 2007), or ewlspecific types of communities
make a difference in community building or knowledsharing in crises (e.g., Lee, 2005;
Liu & Pompper, 2013; Quinn, 2008), but do not inskee full range of knowledge from
communities of practice as a way to better undedsthe impact of technology, ways of
learning, and community during crises. Since comitraghof practice have not been fully
discussed within crisis communication, it is pokesthat the theoretical foundation that
exists (what we know about communities of practem)ld be updated or adjusted to
better fit what we know about crisis communicatiddditionally, since large portions of
crisis communication theory focuses on organizalioesponses, and not on publics’
voices, looking at communities of practice is oreywo start filling in this significant
research gap. Consequently, the next section eeglayw communities of practice
increase the focus on public response, learnindjcammunity building during crises

Defining communities of practice.The history of intertwining technology and
community begins in the early 1970s in Califormigth the software development
community that was springing up there and elsewaeyend the country. All of a
sudden, individuals who lived hours or states afk@y one another were able to
communicate in real time, and they wanted to expghadvays in which that was
possible. Two of the earliest technological invens to build this community came from
David Woolley, a student working on PLATO (a congtbased learning platform) who
created PLATO Notes, (a way to tag and track repodde by community members)
and Doug Brown, another PLATO member, who develagpeldat room to build

informal, peer-to-peer communication within PLAT@nkers (Wenger, White, & Smith,
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2009). These expansions of interaction “launchedrees of development that supported
collaboration and community” far beyond PLATO, esphy once the internet became
more widely accessible (Wenger et al., 2009, p. 14)

Moving forward, a number of advances in technolagye helpful in building
online communities. In 1972 we saw the introducttbemail software, and 1977
introduced both the Electronic Information Exchasystem (EIES), a computer-based
conferencing system for online groups, and thé électronic bulletin board. In 1979,
Usenet became the first peer-to-peer network fasneallaboration and conversation
online. In 1985, The Well started as the first msalcommunity whose sole expressed
purpose was to build community and discussion wargety of topics among members
(The Well housed, among other topics, a signifitearhe for fans of the Grateful Dead).
These advances became the archetypes for thefidediree communities of practice
(Wenger et al., 2009). As the internet grew ancetigped, the technology necessary to
help these communities grow and thrive grew anctldg@ed as well, and now countless
communities exist to discuss, debate, and defeadydapic imaginable. In this way,
“technology is fundamentally expanding the postibg of what it means to ‘be
together” (Wenger et al., 2009, p. 17). These camitres are often referred to as
communities of practice, defined and discussedetaibbelow.

Individuals continually work toward accomplishingvade variety of pursuits,
and as they work, they interact with one anothertae world itself in order to learn.
This desire to learn results in the creation otpcas and the living of a specific area of
knowledge (Wenger, 1999). These practices becomprtiperty of everyone who

helped create them—who engaged in the shared hggrrand are thus referred to as
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communities of practice (Wenger, 1999). The conoépractice indicates action, but
action within a particular social and historicahtext that provides structure to the
practice itself, and includes information both ésigly stated and implicitly implied
(Wenger, 1999). Practice acts as meaning, commuadyning, boundary, locality, and a
way to know (Wenger, 1999).

The three defining aspects of a community of pcacéire: (1) thelomain
(issues), or challenges, and passions shared bmaaity members; (2) theractice or
the activities and techniques for working with améping the community; and (3) the
community or the relationships that form as members shadesaperience the domain
and practice that brought them together (Wengeite/& Smith, 2009). Event-based
communities of practice take this one step furthérgre the domain is based on a very
specific and possibly rare event, where knowledgehared and relationships are formed
but the community may disband once the event hasrced (Wenger, McDermott, &
Snyder, 2002; Wenger et al., 2009). The event®wrlife stages that typically form
examples of event-based communities of practidedecbeing diagnosed with an illness
(Anderson, 2011); starting a rigorous academic pamog(Janson, Howard, &
Schoenberger-Orgad, 2004); learning a new lang(lge@es, 2005); supporting a
specific political candidate (Levenshus, 2010)getting married (Janoske, 2012).

Individuals do not necessarily have open acceasyaommunity of practice that
exists. Instead, practice defines the communitgl,thke community determines who has
access to the practice (Davies, 2005). A commuofifyractice requires that sharing the
practice be the most important work within the camity, and sharing in a way that

reinforces membership in the community (Davies,3300here are localized meanings
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within the community, and individuals within themamunity manage their identities
through these practice-based meanings.

In 1999, Wenger put forth the first community odgtice model, which outlined
the stages of development that exist: potentialesze, mature, stewardship,
transforming, defined below. In 2004, Janson etw@gested a pre-potential stage,
known as a critical point. This critical point ocswhen potential community members
fail to recognize the common ground they share witiher a pre-existing community of
practice or others with whom they might have forrmetbmmunity of practice (Janson et
al., 2004). Researchers see the critical poinhasbatacle that has grave consequences
for individuals if they cannot move beyond it. Tleigpanded model is still the accepted
understanding of what makes up a community of mactvith applications to a variety
of areas, including sociolinguistics (Eckert & Weng2005); educational professional
development (Wang & Lu, 2012); learning a new laaggi(Chen, 2010); interpersonal
interaction (Clarke, 2009); or online support gregtommel & Koole, 2010). It has not,
however, been explicitly studied to see how a comtgwf practice might be useful in a
crisis situation.

Wenger’s (1999) stages are defined as follgyagentialis when individuals
discover one another online and compare commoesligsues, and needs. These
commonalities are often the basis for the commimitientity, and familiarity with them
and the technology being used increases trustappbrt at this pointCoalescings the
point at which individuals find value in communiicef and learning from one another,
and build a community togethéaturing involves creating additional information or

materials that might be helpful to the communitiisTalso includes utilizing alternate
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forms of gathering; online communities of practicight find ways to meet in person, or
physical communities might develop an online spalocere people discuss and share
ideas.

This branching out between online and offline spaaids in developing
stewardshipor sustaining and developing the repository of ueses and exchanges and
materials that serve to orient new members to ¢tinencunity. Stewardship becomes
increasingly important when it brings both expliaitowledge (that which is easily
codifiable and thus available to the group at laagany point) and tacit knowledge (that
which is rooted in experience and thus availablieweer individuals and not easily
accessible) into the community, as humans need btheans to share experience in the
form of tacit knowledge to improve (Janson et2004; Kimble, Hildreth, & Wright,
2001). This form of knowledge creation and sharnigelpful in a wide variety of crisis
situations, where specific information and expereewith similar situations are equally
important. Finallytransformingoccurs when a community disbands because it has
outlived its usefulness. However, even once a coniiydisbands, community members
often leave some sort of legacy behind, eitherutinoformal practices or informal
knowledge, and often will keep in touch with on@tuer beyond the confines of the
community of practice (Janson et al., 2004; Went@99).

Furthermore, communities of practice are built bgl #or their members to suit
their own needs (Janson et al., 2004). These redgsare legitimized through the
ongoing explication, justification, and defenseld information presented by the
community, a process which also increases loyailtyaherence to the community itself

(Clarke, 2009).
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Additionally, for a community of practice to existembers must have regular
interaction with each other (Davies, 2005; Wengexl.e 2009). This interaction may
occur every day for the dedicated member, or affleguency defined by the member,
and this interaction does not need to occur fadade. Communities of practice
generally exist online, as they offer support for kegitimate peripheral participant, often
seen in the practice of lurking online (Lave & Wengl991; Wenger et al., 2009).
Lurkers generally engage less frequently than mesnlsko actively participate, but are
still gathering benefits from what they observes&ech on communities of practice may
focus on online communities, but that is not a nespent of the model.

The “shared history of learning” (Wenger, 19998) that occurs in a
community of practice also allows for changes ithltbe practice and the identities of
the community’s members. Helpful members are sheedaaneffective members are
ousted, newcomers gain experience and knowledgehase who are no longer invested
in the community lose their impact (Wenger, 1998ag & Watts, 2008).

Online communities of practic&/hen communities of practice exist solely
online, they fit within definition of social medsaet forth earlier, from the Pew Internet
and American Life Project (2011): a collection seu-generated and user-manipulated
content. From an economic perspective, online conities of practice allow for
improved information transmission, which improveg@ transparency, facilitates
learning, and advances technology adoption. Howesethe community grows larger, it
might reduce an organization’s ability to induce-gocial behavior within the
community (Mayer, 2009). For example, Zhang andt$&008) found that online

communities of practice offer substantial opportyifor knowledge sharing and
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knowledge creation, which aids organizations inrtkeowledge management processes.
Communities of practice are currently moving fromaudsing on close connections
through interpersonal interaction to including geqgdically-dispersed members (Brown
& Duguid, 1991). Due to this transition, disparlt®wledge that was once difficult to
capture now comes together to help the communist,exaintain and sustain itself
(Butler, 2001; Williams & Cothrel, 2000; Zhang & \t¥& 2008).

Simply putting people together, however, is oftehenough to fulfill Wenger’'s
(1999) definition of a full community of practicéhang and Watts (2008) were two of
the first researchers to showcase how online contraamuild communities of practice
by enacting Wenger’s (1999) dimensions of practicenain, and community through
using the example of an online travel forum hoste@hina. Specifically, Zhang and
Watts (2008) analyzed 7,853 posted messages afattariformation from the forum,
including the FAQ and instructions for newcomerstisas. Participants in the forum
showcased typical dimensions of practice, by enmgagith one another, jointly agreeing
as to what constituted appropriate discussionthf®forum, and a shared repertoire with
common language and terminology. Identity was fa'@e both a community and an
individual member, where the community had a grpugpose, but each member had
their own role and expertise within that (Zhang &g, 2008). Finally, to count as
online communities of practice, contributions weeeessary from both the moderators
and the general community, and the community nesdéaare infrastructure that could
easily facilitate knowledge sharing and manager(@mng & Watts, 2008). In sum,

Zhang and Watts (2008) concluded that online comtmesrof practice with knowledge



46

creation do exist, but that more common are ordoremunities for knowledge or
information sharing.

Online communities of practice are sustained wheriti@al mass of participants
are willing to engage in a generalized exchangafofmation and solutions, instead of
looking for equal participation from all members &g%o, Tiegland, & Faraj, 2009).
Those in the critical mass are often concerned &iitancing their reputation, and they
also tended to have more expert experience wiktarfield of the community, but often
did not have access to colleagues (Wasko et 19)20he lack of a localized, or face to
face, community of practice drove these expertstme communities for increased and
sustained knowledge exchange.

When determining if an online community is, in feecfull community of
practice, a number of characteristics have beettiftel: an online location with
potential for effective whole group computer-meeéhtommunication (CMC), with a
minimum level of interactivity, a variety of commugators, a minimum level of
membership, and a virtual common space where therityaof the interactive group
CMC occurs (Jones, 1997; Zhang & Watts, 2008) rautevity here is defined as “the
extent to which messages in a sequence relateloather, and especially the extent to
which later messages recount the relatedness lgraaessages;” a minimum level is the
ability to have interactive discussions with anottmember (Jones, 1997, p. 0). A
minimum level of membership is relative to the nembf messages sent within the
community; a community with a higher density of seges does not require the same
stability of membership to produce interactive dssions (Jones, 1997). Forming a

community of practice online also helps members wéed the convenience or



a7

availability of a technology to bridge temporalgeographical spaces, to reach large
numbers of people at the same time, or to focus message without having to worry
about interpersonal nuances (Bagozzi & Dholaki®220arkus, 1994; Zhang & Watts,
2008). Additionally, since in an online space thactice and domain is easily stored and
referenced, the history of the community is staaed becomes a learning resource, for
both current and future members (Zhang & Watts 8200

Communities of practice are also concerned th&tesbuild a strong practice
and knowledge base, they are also inherently crgatbase of otherness. This otherness
is seen in those outside of the boundaries of dinentunity, who may become
antagonistic as a result, both toward and agdmestdémmunity of practice (Clarke,
2009). One study that delved into this idea of nthss looked at a community of
educators in the United Arab Emirates who dealhaistudent group who wanted to
enact community change, but in a way that wenttyegainst what the community felt
was best. The anticipated backlash led the studeré®l a sense of otherness in their
community, which needed to be addressed beforedinayg begin the more complicated
task of working on the agenda they posed (Clar@69}

When otherness is not the concern, but insteadithdils form communities that
are “inherently unstable, small-scale, affectua aat fixed by any of the established
parameters of modern society,” this is known agastmodern tribe,” a social science
perspective on online communities of practice (C&v@ova, 2002, p. 598). In this
understanding, individuals may belong to multipbsgmnodern tribes at once, and are
able to leave a tribe at any time without significeonsequence (Cova & Cova, 2002).

This idea is utilized within a business perspectovereate brand communities where
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organizations provide a platform for tribes to famtelebration of both the brand itself
and the individual’s use and interaction with thara (Muniz & O’Quinn, 2001). These
brand communities are explicitly commercial, angl @raracterized by a consciousness
of kind, shared rituals and traditions, and moeaponsibility toward the community and
its members (Muniz & O’Quinn, 2001). Brand commigstengage online opinion
leaders and are often instrumental in spreadiniy positive and negative word of mouth
regarding the organization (Fréhlich & Scholler12)

Online and offline connectio®ometimes, people involved in an online
community of practice will also instigate offlinetavities or meetings in order to
continue to fulfill the goal of the community (Atison, Rosati, Stana, & Watkins, 2012;
Janoske, 2012; Matzat, 2010; Wenger et al., 20@a9)example, an online community of
practice called DetroitYES! was established in 1B9Detroit artist Lowell Boileau to
help people understand how the city was being brbtagruin, and how they might be
able to bring it back to a point of exploration aadvation. Members of the community
would often meet offline to play softball in an arthat had been marked for construction
viewed as counter to their goals. This externatrdmution to the mission of the
community was seen as increasing the sense of camynuide that had been first
established via online connections (Atkinson et26112). Both online and offline, the
community worked together to build knowledge arldvalnew voices to tell stories and
engage in rituals that not only increased intevégtbut allowed each individual to
construct the community in their own way (Atkinsetral., 2012). Offline interaction

increases trust among community members, whichcesdooncerns with sociability,
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which increases online knowledge sharing, leading nix of offline and online
interaction to be seen as the most beneficialHercommunity (Matzat, 2010).

Emotional supportWhether through online, offline, or the mix of bayipes of
connection described above, individuals tend t& seanection with others when faced
with times of actual or anticipated stress (Wanahers, Wandersman, & Kahn, 1980), as
might be expected in a crisis situation. Basedheronline nature of the connection
offered by online communities of practice, emotiaswgpport becomes hyperpersonal, as
individuals are more willing to be friendly, soclapand intimate than they would in
face-to-face communication (Walther & Parks, 2002)ese online communities of
practice encourage people to share their own parsxperiences and informational
support with one another (Eichhorn, 2008), whiems$tates into emotional support,
relationship maintenance, and increased self-ptasen of the members (Greenhow &
Robelia, 2009). Sharing emotions also leads teeamed participation in online
communities (Guldberg & Mackness, 2009). Onlinewoeks further allow for easier and
more expansive inclusion to those who might noentiise participate in a community
during a time of need (Notley, 2009). Bonding sbo&tworks are possible in online
communities of practice, specifically those thdatesto health concerns, because of the
reciprocity and empathic communication shared,thedesulting increase in trust among
members (Preece, 2004).

Social capital and communities of practiceOnline communities are also
improved when relationships and connections withem are identified, and social
capital is one lens for discussing that improventierdgugh traditional networking ideals.

Social networks are groups with a high domain d@r@hg interpersonal connectivity that
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may not be working toward a joint enterprise. Thgisrips are formed via online
communities of practice, yet often still establisemselves via principles found in more
traditional offline networking (Wenger, White, & $m, 2009). To best define social
capital, first two different sociological perspeets that exist within the area must be
discussed. Robert Putnam (1995a, 1995b) and MBeusrdieu (1986) both discussed the
problems of living in a civil society, but Putnaoctised on strengthening society
through solidarity and togetherness while Bourdamked at social conflicts as elements
of domination and deprivation (Siisidinen, 200Q)rtkermore, Putnam looked at trust
and voluntary association of individuals and Boewdiocused on conflict, power, and
violence perpetuated by those who are interestéaeigame (Siisiainen, 2000).

Understanding social capitaClear definitions of social capital are built ores$e
differing perspectives. Bourdieu (1986) definedialbcapital as “the aggregate of the
actual or potential resources which are linkeddssgssion of a durable network of more
or less institutionalized relationships of mutuadj@aintance or recognition” (p. 248).
Coleman (1988) looked at social capital as bothstieal structures and the facilitated
action inside those structures, where social capaeurs through changes in
relationships and their structure. In this viewpmmation supports action, making
information an important commodity that individualstain by utilizing their relationship
networks (Coleman, 1988).

Putnam’s (1995a, 1995b) vision of social capitah@e collective, as it
encourages group members to act in the best ihtardse group, instead of the best
interest of the individual, based on the normstanst established within the networks.

Hazleton and Kennan (2006) build upon reach by &ut(i1995a,b) and Nahapiet and
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Goshal (1998) by emphasizing the multi-dimensiavalre of social capital, as
organizations use it as a means of “creating, ramimg, and using relationships to
achieve desirable organizational goals” (p. 322}hls dissertation, a more Puthamian
focus on trust and the need for civic communityl idlp investigate how individuals
come together (both on and offline) during crigebuild community.

This understanding of social capital has three dsions: structural, relational,
and communication (Hazleton & Kennan, 2006), wipobvides insight into how
communities of practice build and maintain socaital to use, both generally and
during crises. Within the structural dimension,iuduals are constrained by networks,
which expand, organize, and reorient as neceseagofl attainment. The relational
dimension focuses on the nature of the networkiadioaships, including trust of and
identification with others in the network. Seibéttaimer, and Liden (2001) found that
strong relational connections increases accesgdomation and resources. The final
dimension, communication, looks at the role of ragssy in forming and maintaining
relationships and communication behaviors, inclgdirchanging information,
identifying problems and solutions, and managingfled (Hazleton & Kennan, 2006).

Much like with communities of practice, theoriste also moving away from the
belief that social capital must occur face to fddatnam’s (1995a) original beliefs about
social capital formation came from community intgi@n, including voter turnout,
public meeting and religious service attendancag group involvement, and famously,
bowling league participation. However, “new comnuaion technologies are driving
out of fashion the traditional belief that commyraan only be found locally” (Hampton

& Wellman, 1999, p. 476), and have been for some tiSocial capital has evolved to be
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more about the “social and supportive aspect efaation that defines community”
(Hampton & Wellman, 1999, p. 492), and not solelgused on a physical area or face-
to-face interaction. The internet both supplementsincreases an individual’s
organizational involvement (Wellman, Hasse, Wigtdilampton, 2001), especially when
the individual is motivated by information acquisit (Shah, Kwak, & Holbert, 2001).
Preferences for technology-based social capitatia@eging the face of civic
participation, as individuals are simply takingithexchange of civic information, ideas,
and opinions, and moving them online (Shah, Chejdnd, & Kwak, 2005).

Strong and weak tieadnother well-known theorist within social capitaldasocial
networking is Mark Granovetter. His work in the 087n strong and weak ties helped to
provide a base for what would become major stnde®cial capital theory and social
network analysis. His work in 1973, on the strengftiveak ties, talks about the strength
of a tie as a “(probably linear) combination of #raount of time, the emotional
intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding), and tleeiprocal services which characterize
the tie” (Granovetter, 1973, p. 1361). These charetics are somewhat interrelated, and
ties are characterized as strong, weak, or absghé( nonexistent or not substantially
significant; Granovetter does note that in disaséed other similar contexts, it may be
appropriate to separate negligible ties from nasterit ones). If strong ties exist between
people A and B, and people A and C, then B andeCilegly to both be similar to A, and
thus similar to one another, increasing the liledith of a strong tie between B and C
when they meet (which is likely, given their shastang tie to A). Time and similarity
will only increase the strength of the tie, whickans that weak ties between A and B,

and A and C, will lead to a weak, if not absem ltetween B and C (Granovetter, 1973;



53

Meng, 2011). Although Granovetter discusses thebfftalen triad” (1973, p. 1361),
where A has strong ties to both B and C, but tieen® tie between B and C directly, he
notes that it never occurs—Nby sheer existence ofstwong ties, there will always be a
tie between B and C, even if it never becomesangtone.

In larger networks, it is also very rare that therk be only one tie as the path
between two points; in other words, A and B arenemted, and so are A and C, but also
B and D, and D and A, and A and E, and E and Csamth (Granovetter, 1973). When
information is traveling among the network desadibere, the probability that it will
flow from A to C is directly proportional to the mber of ties, and inversely proportional
to the length of the relationship path, or the nandf people between the two sharing
information. Weak ties, then, serve as a bridge-ag to create more, and shorter, paths
for information to travel within a network (Grandtex, 1973). Additionally, depending
on the information sought, strong ties may not htieenecessary information,
knowledge or expertise to be helpful (Wright, 2Q32) online or other networks of weak
ties are more beneficial. The more an individugaksts in those weak ties, or building a
more beneficial network, the more social capital aocial support the individual obtains
(Meng, 2011; Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998).

Granovetter (1973) also links the issue of trustaeak ties, noting that an
individual is more likely to trust a leader if tlzeire intermediate personal contacts
(either strong or weak ties) that connect the iinldial to the leader, and in doing so,
vouch for the leader as trustworthy. This alsotesldo the transitive nature of ties: if A is
connected to B, and A is also connected to C, Bheannecting to C is more likely if A-

B and A-C are both strong ties; less likely if AaBd A-C are weak ties; and
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intermediately likely if one is strong and one isak (Granovetter, 1973). Trust and
reputation are derived from the network itself, #mel provided combination of personal
experience and acknowledged referrals (Jgsangil)ssrdoyd, 2007). Treating all ties
as equal fails to give consideration to the diffetgpes of resources that are transferred
and the unique linkages that exist within a netw@#&bins & Pattison, 2006). During
crises, individuals go online not necessarily todme more sociable, but because they
have a high degree of social connectivity and gigsdtion offline, and that connectivity
is transferred to online interactions as well (Ni@01). Additionally, online information
gathering pursuits are positively related to thedpction of social capital (Shah,
McLeod, & So-Hyang, 2001). In a crisis, people goeng to mobilize themselves online
(Procopio & Procopio, 2007).

Structural holes and boundary spanndfmally, the concept of structural holes is
important for this dissertation, the name givea teeak tie bridge between two dense,
strong-tie filled networks (Burt, 2005; Granoveft€®73). Community members are
known as brokers if they are one of a few who gpase networks, improving the flow
of information between the two. Members who hdeswre gain social capital by
having few structural holes, which allows for ateimse interconnectedness for the single
network of strong ties. Brokerage offers the apiitt widen connections without
overloading it with too much information; closutéoas for the “tight alignment of
ideas” (Burt, 2005; Ganley & Lampe, 2009, p. 268).

Boundary spanners are those individuals who fatdithe sharing of knowledge
by linking two or more groups that are separatetbbgtion, hierarchy, or function

(Levina & Vaast, 2005). These individuals increaseorganization’s social capital



55

significantly by using and relating the capital gmoed in other areas or fields to the
organization (Levina & Vaast, 2005; Nahapiet & Gdlp4998). This is often
accomplished because the boundary spanners occaumggerial positions, and then use
their collected information to both personal andfpssional advantage (Wisenfeld &
Hewlin, 2003). Within the bounds of complexity thgdbooundary spanners are the
interacting agents, who share their knowledge deoto produce adaptability and the
broadest possible range of acceptable crisis regsphere, crisis communication needs
autonomous decision making skills that would gselaénefit from social capital (Gilpin
& Murphy, 2008). Internet users with bridging tigisose that allow them to be boundary
spanners) have both higher degrees of social engageonline and more local civic
participation offline (Kavanaugh, Reese, CarrollR&sson, 2005).

Typically, studies of organizational communicatitworks look at uniplex
networks, or those that revolve around a singlatia@iship forming a single network. A
more fundamentally representative network, howegdhe multiplex network, where
multiple relationships create multiple networks€L& Monge, 2011), or one individual
links to another based on more than one type afiogiship (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).
These multiple networks are interdependent, asdi®@ne network have been shown to
impact the formation or dissolution of ties in athetworks (Robins & Pattison, 2006).
Multiplexity allows organizations to be connectadough a variety of resource
exchanges (Granovetter, 1985), including solutiomstaknowledge, problem
reformulation, validation, and legitimation (Cro8®rgatti, & Parker, 2001). These
communities are often based in cohesion, where tisea high density of ties among

members (Newman, 2003). Multiplex networks are ntiedy in smaller geographic and
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functional levels, as organizations engage inigglahips with those who pursue the
same resources within a particular environment &é&éonge, 2011). This suggests that
information or knowledge sharing is kept within sifie regional boundaries and
organization types (Lee & Monge, 2011).

Collective action and status in communities of praee. Regardless of the
existence of strong or weak ties, individuals acgimated in a wide variety of ways to
contribute information to a group, often revolviagpund self-interest and the ability to
gain a higher status based on the contributionl@yi2009). Individuals who make high
contributions to collective action or knowledgerehigher status, exercise more
interpersonal influence, are cooperated with mane, receive gifts of greater value
(Willer, 2009).

Benefits to collective action and statlredividuals with high status also reap
benefits to their professional reputation and bexzomore deeply embedded into the
network (Wasko & Faraj, 2005), or simply have hkgiowledge self-efficacy and
enjoyment in helping others (Kankanhalli, Tan, & W\&905). These complex
motivations are also relevant during crises, wihieeeholding of specialized knowledge
may offer individuals greater network status (Coen#912; Wasko & Faraj, 2005).
These benefits are seen as strong enough to cxé¢necheed for a high level of
commitment to the network or for information reapity from others within the network
(Wasko & Faraj, 2005). The cycle frequently begateen an individual shows concern
for the group by contributing information, gainireggpect from the group for doing so,
and being more interested in continuing to contgldue to the increase in respect

(Willer, 2009). Intentions to share knowledge withki network is also positively
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impacted by attitudes toward and subjective orgdiunal norms surrounding
information sharing, and overall organizationaf@ie (increases in a perceived climate
of fairness, innovation, and affiliation lead toianrease in knowledge sharing) (Bock,
Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005).

Knowledge sharingAlthough not discussed in a crisis situation, Cungsi
(2004) discusses the idea that structurally diveusek networks improve the work of
their members by engaging in external knowledgeistavith the other individuals in
the network. A structurally diverse network willMeamembers from a wide variety of
different organizations, roles, and positions wittiiem, and that increased knowledge
allowed for better exchange of information and ioyaed feedback with customers,
experts, and others (Cummings, 2004). Because nrerbthis network are in different
environments, they have access to an increasedsitivef task-related information,
which provides increased and improved opportunfoegknowledge sharing (Cummings,
2004; Monge, Rothman, Eisenberg, Miller, & Kirst®85). Cummings (2004) also
suggests that organizations foster a culture thaparts this sort of knowledge sharing
across diverse networks, and provide incentivesiiployees who participate.

Knowledge sharing is also a way to improve statiiksivan online community,
which tends to be assessed through publicly aVaikdicial references (Stewart, 2005).
These references impact who communicates with wiameh how information is passed
through the community, as those with high statesemigaged in conversation more often
than those with low status (Thye, 2000). The testatts,’ in this way, refers to an
individual or group with prestige or honor, instedd specific place within a social

system, which allows the individual or group to egprespect and acceptance from
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others (Blau, 1964; Weber, 1968). Additionally,iinduals in the community pass status
on to others by vouching for them to the rest ef¢cbmmunity; providing high status
vouchers also increases the status of the indil/ahiag the vouching (Stewart, 2005).
Social capital helps individuals increase theitustahrough reciprocal exchanges within
a particular network (Lin, 1999; Smith, 2005). Hayia shared vision for an online
community both directly and indirectly affects adividual’s intention to continue
building those relationships through the amourttust that is developed (Wang &
Chiang, 2009). Additionally, strong social intefantwithin the network improves
shared vision and trust, necessities for building maintaining dense social capital
(Bourdieu, 1986; Wang & Chiang, 2009). This sorindéraction and accepted respect
and status is also helpful for building relatioqpshand gathering information from those
outside of an immediate social circle or commuf@yanovetter, 1973), both of which
are skills helpful and necessary in a crisis situat

Structure of online communities of practi&ame online communities of practice
include these ideas of networks, status, and oglstips into their creation and setup.
Having a clearly structured network increases pigdtion in the community, as
newcomers have increased ease of adaptation tosrarchrules, which are clearly
spelled out on the site, and organizational managém easily accomplished through
the shape and frequency of the relationships arttenadividuals in the network
(Ganley & Lampe, 2009).

Since collaborative online communities often refyusers and visitors to provide
the content and value of the site, they are imporegembers of the organization, and yet

they do not have to abide by traditional organ@ai tools or control in order to
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maintain their position or status, as their posiitothe community network provides
those benefits (Ganley & Lampe, 2009). Often, HEgtius rankings provide increased
privileges for a user, or increased assumptioraitifority and trustworthiness from
other users (Ganley & Lampe, 2009). All of this whedge on online communities of
practice and social capital paints a clear pictirde benefit of having these resources
generally, but not as much is known about the besnigfat may exist for utilizing these
communities during a crisis. Therefore, one firaearch question is posed:

RQ2: How, if at all, is an online community’s ceEgecovery impacted by

communication within online communities of pracfice

In sum, this literature review aids our understagaf how and why individuals
would seek and form online communities of pracéfter crises. The utilization and
abilities of social networks, the need for orgati@aal relationships, the complex nature
of crises, and the role of social media all plagla in community formation and
maintenance. However, there is little researchvelstitying all of these threads together.
Overlaps and consistencies can be found, but holwéwy these communities exist, the
purpose they serve for members, and how organimatiould utilize them to improve
their crisis response and restoration processeaimneim be understood. Consequently,
this dissertation looks to take an introductoryllatmrative step at developing that
understanding by conducting interviews with key rhers of online communities of
practice created after crises, and by engagingatitqtive content analysis of those
online communities of practice, discussed in tHi®¥ang chapter. This case study
approach will allow researchers to begin lookinghatcommunity of practice model and

its applications in crisis situations.
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Chapter 3—Method

To better understand how online communities aidviddals after crisis events
this dissertation employed a qualitative case sapghroach (Yin, 2009). With this
design, the researcher looked to “systematicallgstigate an event or a set of related
events with the specific aim of describing and exphg this phenomenon” (Berg, 2009,
p. 317). Two data collection methods were employgda qualitative content analysis of
two online communities of practice that formed iafteo different crises and (2)
qualitative in-depth interviews with key membersl garticipants in each of the
communities. Content analysis allowed for estabighayers of meaning or uncovering
patterns within texts (Berg, 2009). Interviews with case study provide “perceived
causal inferences and explanations” of the toplaad (Yin, 2009, p. 102). Using these
methods together maximized the knowledge gathardgpeoduced more convincing and
accurate conclusions than using either method gNime 2009). Qualitative work
overall aids with conceptual development and stiestgs theoretical findings (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). Other benefits to qualitative wiodiude flexibility and increased
ability for discovery and exploration of a new gréee ability to reveal complexity
through thick description, and the power that comitls studying a process over a
sustained period of time (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

A multiple methods approach matches the methododdgininking associated
with the study’s theoretical framework: Complexitygory strongly encourages
“methodological pluralism,” where no one methodegn as better than another and the
partial knowledge provided by each method combioescrease understanding

(Richardson & Cilliers, 2001, p. 12). Instead, vag methods are treated individually
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and then combined to provide a richer picture efd¢bncepts and participants under
study (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008). Multiple approacheas this way, provide the best
possible explanation for phenomena under investigdRichardson & Cilliers, 2001).
There are so many variables and so much partiatlealge in the typical crisis situation
that complexity-based thinking and multiple methbd¥p provide a framework for
drawing helpful conclusions in these complex sitra (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008).
Case Study

Case studies are appropriate methods for answerssgrch questions that ask
how something happens (Yin, 2009) such as how &neocommunity of practice forms
and functions after crises. A case study methoddrasbeen used to build deep
knowledge of commonly occurring but little undemdgphenomena (Merriam, 2009).
Case studies collect data from a multitude of sesiwithin a real-life context, allowing
researchers to maintain the holistic and meanirgfatacteristics of real life events (Yin,
2009). Yin (2009) also suggested using case sttdiesplain complicated causal links,
to describe interactions and contexts, to illusttapics of evaluation, and to improve
enlightenment when there is not a clear set ofaués. Finally, case studies present an
opportunity for a rich understanding of how elentoadiscussion groups are used by
people facing life threatening situations (Wen, MeiEh, Kreps, Wise, & Gustafson,
2011). Cases studies focus on meaning in contédxthws best when description and
explanation are sought over prediction (MerrianQ20

Case studies, however, can be a complicated médhatlize. There is little basis
for scientific generalization to populations ouesif the scope of the study; nor is there a

basis for causal relationships. Case studies thpig@ld large amounts of detailed
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information, resulting in unwieldy narratives tmaay be difficult to construct and put
into future practice. With this large data yieldistwork is meant to be theory building
and expanding, instead of generalizable to a Igvgpulation (Berg, 2009). However, as
this study explores the nature and constitutioontihe communities, generalization is
not an expectation of the project. Also, while th&sertation is a detailed and complex
study with two cases, it was not unwieldy. The Wbioé comparison and themes across
case studies in exploratory work is tantamount. AasdYin noted (2009, p. 15), one can
“even do a valid and high-quality case study witheaving the telephone or Internet,”
where cases can be constructed entirely throughvietv or content data gathered
through those technologies, instead of relying upthier data collection methods, such as
participant observation (Yin, 2009).

Yin (2009) also suggests that “multiple-case desigay be preferred over
single-case designs” (p. 60). The benefits for igwvnore than one case to analyze
include the potential for more powerful analytiaictusions, the possibility of either
direct replication or contrasting situations foabsis, and a stronger base from which to
build theory (Yin, 2009). The major drawback to altiple case analysis is the need for
additional time and resources from the researchier 2009). Analyzing both cases
together allows for easier understanding of therttgcal replication, or the contrasting
results between the cases (Yin, 2009), and tortet®ver the question of “do these
findings make sense beyond this specific case?e@l Huberman, 1994, p. 173).
Miles and Huberman (1994) also discuss that “caarsot simply be idly lumped,” but
should instead protect each case’s unique configaravhile cycling back and forth

between the cases, their dynamics, and key pipc@9@).
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Crises in particular are often researched in caglydormat. “Complexities are
inherent following a crisis,” and utilizing a casteidy format allows the researcher the
ability to explore and understand complexities sagldescriptions of the crisis event,
decision making processes, patterns, and work thawnerd recovery (Reierson, Sellnow,
& Ulmer, 2009, p. 125). While some case studiesasn as self-serving or delivering
wisdom after the fact, there is a growing bodyasework that provides organizations
with transparent planning and strategy, as wedvaguation measures, for both internal
and external issues (Jaques, 2008). One of the gb#tis study is to better understand
the online community of practice model, and to ioyar understanding as to how
communities function and form after crises. Thereaarange of case studies in the crisis
literature, which focus on a variety of crises Juning natural disasters (Chen, 2009;
Smith, 2010); food recalls or other issues of pub&alth (Gaither & Curtin, 2008;
Reierson, Sellnow, & Ulmer, 2009); and violent gdAgley & Fontenot, 2010), similar
to the two cases that will be discussed in thidytCase studies also offer the
opportunity to apply theoretical knowledge to preattsituations or push for future
action (May, 2006). Applying this knowledge andrggereliant upon the case study to
provide a broad exploration of an issue makes a stagly an appropriate method for
study here (Kruckeberg & Bowen, 2004).

Using Online Sources

Online community of practice case studies takepirspective of one individual
as an exemplar member of the community, or muliipdieviduals who act in similar
ways, and use those experiences to better undérgtamnteraction among community

members, the pattern of messages and messagintfheaodntent or themes expressed
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during different points in community participatiwen et al., 2011). When looking at
how these online communities of practice share kedge, they are discussed as a
knowledge network, or a group that passes knowlé&adge one source to another. These
sources include individuals, organizations, or haman agents that are knowledge
repositories, such as websites. Individuals withia community then create, distribute,
or apply knowledge that is passed among the so@@les, 2010). Researchers need to
remember that the internet is an environment wfesteinteractions and response times
are the norm, long documents will not be read,fafidlisclosure may not be realistic or
achievable (Rosser, Gurak, Horvath, Oakes, Kongtdbanilenko, 2009).

Within this dissertation’s research process, tiseaecher took great care to
observe and appreciate the emotional responsestidipants while attempting to
bracket her own emotional responses. Principdiig,was because the researcher was
not personally affected by the crises discussed deshnot want to offend participants by
pretending to have been affected (Chua, 2009).nguhHe Facebook interviews, every
participant cried while discussing their reactibmshe crisis and/or their relief in finding
the community of practice to help them during resrgv While the researcher did avoid
acting like she had been affected by the crisesidsponse to the emotional outpouring
of participants was to be sympathetic and to ty lagtter understand the role the
community played in their handling of that emoti@his was not a neutral process;
instead, the connection formed between researciteparticipant likely allowed for a
better understanding of the data and the importahtiee topic.

Additionally, the researcher did not remain invisitb the communities; postings

were made on the case sites indicating that theeyirader observation, and interviews
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were requested with multiple members of each d#seAdl postings disclosed the
researcher’'s email address and identity.

While announcing the research intentions to themamity may have influenced
future communication patterns, or provoked membeopt out of continued research
participation (Eysenbach & Till, 2001), the datanudst interest to the researcher is that
which existed in the more immediate response tatises, which was in the significant
past for two of the case studies (July 2012 andlxt2012 for the Colorado shooting
and Hurricane Sandy, respectively). Therefore, anoimg the researcher’s intentions to
these communities did not alter the primary datiateirest. The researcher announced
observation, as transparency with participantsisthical requirement for research
(Eysenbach & Till, 2001). Additionally, informed m®ent is required when research
participants believe themselves to exist in a peiw@ntext or with a reasonable
expectation that no observation or reporting isngplace (American Sociological
Association, n.d.). Since individuals participatinghe online groups were not assumed
to seek public visibility, it was appropriate taeekeconsent from the participants by
making it clear that the communities were undeeolaion (Eysenbach & Till, 2001,
Pequegnat et al., 2007; Stewart & Williams, 20@)line community participants were
also recruited as interview participants; anyonergsted in participating in an interview
reviewed and consented to an institutional revieart-approved consent form before
the interview was conducted.

When discussing online-based research, Stewa\alidms (2005) provide
strong insights as to what is different and whatams the same when compared to

research conducted offline. Online, there are n@ighl space constraints, which means
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that the number of people participating in the aesle is not limited, but a larger number
of participants means longer and more detailedudsion (often made easier by
technology that threads the conversations) (Stefvavilliams, 2005). Individuals

online often expect or maintain a certain amourgrafnymity, leading to instances
where participants speak or act in ways that atevholly representative of their true
thoughts or beliefs (Stewart & Williams, 2005). Tways for a researcher to be more
cognizant of this is to spend more time with ther@ancommunity prior to conducting the
research, to develop a deeper understanding @ulhg&e within the community (Stewart
& Williams, 2005), and to distinguish between diffiet types of community interactions
(Knobel, 2003). Spending additional time with tleenenunity also helps the researcher
understand the social dynamics and to either ta@eicular roles within the community
for study, or to obtain a variety of roles for sgy&knobel, 2003). For this study, | spent
approximately 15-20 hours over a period of six veealiserving both the Facebook and
Twitter communities by liking the page on Facebaaol following the appropriate
hashtags on Twitter, prior to engaging with thema miesearch capacity. Reading posts
and tweets (all of which are available to anyont\an internet connection) allowed for
some of that initial understanding of the cultune #he interactions discussed by Stewart
and Williams (2005) and Knobel (2003).

Ethical online research.The Association of Internet Researchers (2012)
established three major considerations for condpethical internet research that the
researcher followed in this dissertation:

1. Human subjectsThe term ‘human subject’ is often not the moshiigant

one for knowing whether or not a situation raisessgions of research ethics,
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and that researchers consider other terms to bagusgnificant (harm,
vulnerability, and personally identifiable informat) in understanding what
constitutes inquiry that would be ethically chadierg.

2. Public/private:Individual and cultural understandings of privaceg
ambiguous, contested, and changing. Individuals opayate in public online
but expect privacy, or know that their informatisrpublic but believe in
restrictions on how that information is or shoutlused by other parties
(including researchers). The Association suggessedbaum’s (2010)
concept of contextual integrity as a guiding pnitej which looks at a “not
simply restricting the flow of information, but amég it flows
appropriately,” including paying attention to mgnablitical, and context
features on how that information is used (p. 2).

3. Data (text)/personsThis consideration is of what ‘counts’ as a person:
avatar? A tweet? An online biography? and is imgrdrtvhen looking to
minimize harm to participants. Participants musatlequately protected, and
one way to ensure this is to focus on how the rebgarocedures extract data
from lived experience. This involves looking at htax removed the physical
person who created the online information is from information itself. The
closer data is to the lived experience of the imlligl, the more researchers
must strive to protect the participant from psycigatal, economic, or
physical harm.

Overall, the Association of Internet Researche@d 22 advocates a process

approach to ethics in internet research, wherearekers address and resolve ethical
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issues as they arise. The association also prosides of questions for researchers to ask
themselves prior to the start of a project, andraigethe process of analyzing ethical
issues as they arise. These questions are discasdethswered here by the researcher as
a way to enhance the ethical considerations ostingy (Association of Internet
Researchers, 2012).

1. How is the context defined and contextualized? Dioesesearch definition
of the context match the way those who use thexiowbuld define it? What
are the ethical expectations of users, particulanlyegard to privacy?

Both the Facebook and Twitter communities of pcactre public feeds, which is
common knowledge to all participants. However, ipgrants may still expect a certain
level of privacy, which the researcher attemptesiujgport by refraining from attaching
names to comments made online and providing ahwgw participants with a
pseudonym. The context of the online space as aconty, as a group of individuals
who have come together to share knowledge andmaton, was thus the same
definition for the researcher and participants.

2. How is the context being accessed? How are paditgpapproached by the
researcher? If online access is public, do parteifs perceive the context to
be public?

The context, in this case, either the Facebook patjge Twitter hashtag community,
was accessed by the researcher in the same maengarticipants accessed it: by either
“liking” the Facebook page or searching for spedifashtags on Twitter. Since both of
these steps required action on the part of thevidhaial, it is reasonable to expect that at

least some community members see their interacéismsivate. The comments to the
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communities indicating that they were being studikolwed for potential participants to
ask the researcher to either remove their posts the research entirely, to not
participate in the interviews, or to participate bek for extra considerations to maintain
their anonymity. No participants took the researchpeon this offer.

3. Who is involved in the study? What are the ethesplectations of community
members? What is the ethical stance of the resedPch

The people involved in the study are those whamesway participated in either the
Facebook or Twitter communities. These could béviddals from anywhere in the
world with an internet connection and an intereghie crises that created the
communities. Neither community has a stated undedstg of ethical expectations or
beliefs, although Facebook as a corporation dotsthat Facebook users should not
infringe upon or violate anyone else’s rights (Froxek, 2013). The researcher thus
followed the ethical guidelines put forth by theldi and the understandings from the
Association of Internet Researchers in order tonta@ ethical behavior. The
researcher’s stance is that in helping participarasitain anonymity and privacy,
allowing them the opportunity to explain their pagdation and ideas through interview
participation, and having approached the data antlopen mind and willingness to
present the data honestly will maintain ethicaldwebr.

4. What is the primary object of study? What are tiical expectations
commonly associated with these types of data? @famnation collected be
linked back to an individual?

The primary object of study is the community itseliderstood through the messages,

interaction, and observations of its individual nbems. This information was gathered
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through interviews and content analysis, two typiegata with strong ethical
expectations to accurately and honestly reprebengxperiences of participants, and for
the researcher to be guided by strong ethicalfselieindividuals provide a name within
the online community (either a given name or amnendvatar), those names were not
used or reported in the research, thus greatlycreduhe chance that information could
ever be linked back to an individual. It is possitilat an individual could search online
for the direct quotes and find the original postiparticipants were made aware of this
possibility in the consent form for the intervieRarticipants who were willing to be
interviewed were given pseudonyms for being quatatie study. Additionally, direct
guotes will only be used when the data is requioeslipport a point, and will not pose a
threat to the source.

5. How are data being collected, managed, stored,rapdesented?
Data was collected and stored on the researchamgputer, in password-protected files
and backed up on a password-protected flash dritexrviews were audio recorded with
the consent of participants; audio files were stonea locked drawer in the researcher’s
office and disposed of after five years of non-Ude researcher is the only one to have
access to the data.

6. How are persons and data being studied? Does tlikradef analysis require

direct quoting?

The research engaged in interviews and contenysiaaboth of which lent themselves
to direct quoting. The researcher used a pseuddoryall interview participants in order
to reduce the potential for connecting ideas taviddals. Since it is possible for

someone to search online and find the individugphoasible anyway, direct quotes are
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only used when data is required to support a @mdtdoing so did not pose a threat to
the source. Additionally, when possible, themesideds from the content and
interviews were drawn together into larger code$ gnoups of information, and not
presented as attached to an individual idea oopers
7. How are findings presented? Could materials berretsid because of

copyright?
Findings are presented in this, the completed destsen and articles to be published in
top-tier journals in communication or related feeldhe only potential copyright
concerns would come from using screenshots of reitaeebook or Twitter content, so
the researcher has not used screenshots to prawndiext or to quote individuals. No
other copyrighted material was used during thid\stu

8. What are the potential harms or risks associateith wiis study? Who or what

else could harm the community beyond the reseaPcher risks being

assessed throughout the study?
The researcher included risk assessment as péda¢ ohgoing understanding necessary
for this project. Risk assessment includes thinlabgut when using direct quotes might
pose direct harm to participants and working tdgubparticipant anonymity as much as
possible throughout the project. Risk assessmesiineiuded in memos and peer
debriefing that occurred throughout data collecaod analysis, and no action or inaction
on the part of the researcher was seen as potettainful to participants Readers of
the published results of the research would hasegportunity to access the community
themselves and to post information or thoughts atimuresearch to the community, and

those comments have the potential to be negaticause harm in some way. The
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researcher explained to the interview participémespotential for that result, and asked
them to report comments of any nature to the rekeamlnd to the appropriate governing
bodies for each platform, as both Facebook andt&mlitave ways of having excessively
negative or inappropriate comments removed frommansunity.
9. What are potential benefits associated with thuslg? What greater benefit

justifies the potential risks?
There are not specific benefits to the participdmesnselves. Instead, the benefits are to
the greater knowledge and understanding of onkbmencunities of practice that can be
used in a crisis situation. The researcher hopsetrentually, building this body of
knowledge will provide general benefits to indivadsiwho are involved in a crisis
(improving what is known about crisis responseratan aid individuals and
organizations looking to gather and share crigrmation online in the future), which
justifies the potential for the types of risks thawe been discussed here.

10.How are we recognizing the autonomy of others askthawledge that they

are of equal worth to ourselves? Will informed camtsoe required? What

procedures to obtain consent will be followed?
Autonomy was granted to participants throughoutrésearch process. Any participant
who wished to have their contributions removed ftbm content analysis could have
requested that from the researcher, although nohsod and community participants
were in no way required to participate in an int@mw Additionally, participants who did
initially agree to an interview were told that thegre welcome to stop their interview
participation at any point, although again, nonéhefparticipants did so. Interview

participants were all at least 18 years of ag&dalgh their participation may occur
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within the content analysis), and informed consest required. Since all interviews
were scheduled through Facebook messaging andtaoc& over the telephone,
participants received the consent form through Bagk’'s messaging service to review
prior to participating in the interview. Informedrtsent was not required for the content
analysis, but the researcher did post a noticeréisaiarch was being conducted on the
community, inviting community members to ask quesdior ask for their content to be
removed from study. No community members askedhiir content to be removed.
Neither Facebook nor Twitter have publicly avaital#quirements for external
researchers.
11.What particular issues might arise around the isstiminors or vulnerable

persons? In situations where identity, age, anditgtare hidden, how will

harm be considered as an ethical concern? How an®rs identified when

demographic information is not required?
It is possible that the communities included mimmrsulnerable persons. Since the
communities are focused on crises, the researcttarstood that everyone in the
community was affected by the crisis in some wag thus proceeded with respect and
sympathy for their particular experiences. Singergfidentity, age, and ability were
hidden, the researcher assumed that the standaslines detailed above to reduce harm
were sufficient in protecting all persons, as Vieny ability concerns are impacted in
online conversation. Individuals who are underdbe of 18 were not able to participate
in interviews, but the researcher does acknowl¢dagetheir contributions may have
been part of the content analysis. However, adeviaembers of the internet community

(Facebook and Twitter both ask for community merslteibe at least 13 years of age),
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their contributions were included in the conterdlgsis as part of the structure of the
community

Generally, Trottier (2012) notes that privacy vimas are becoming a part of
normalizing social media visibility, and that sutlace on social media is increasingly a
lived condition; in other words, individuals ardef willing to give up privacy in order
to exist online. As such, the researcher identifiecself to the online community of
practice, including establishing a way for all coomty members to contact the
researcher about the work conducted (Knobel, 2003)der to clarify for participants at
what point their privacy expectations and realiti@ght be divergent.
Discussion of Case Sites

Yin (2009) talks about selecting the appropriatié ahanalysis (the case) by
noting what is specified within the research quegs) for the study. In this study, both
research questions revolve around an online contgntivat was formed after a crisis.
Two cases (Hurricane Sandy and the Colorado shyatiere chosen to increase
diversity in two main areas: the platform utilizgsge below for further discussion of
platform relevance), and their fit within estabéshresearch categories of crises, where
natural disasters and acts of violence are twb@fdrgest crisis categories (Ulmer,
Sellnow, & Seeger, 2011) . Finding multiple platisrused by different communities
also helps diversify the knowledge gathered in tbsgarch; the Hurricane Sandy
community exists on Facebook, and the Coloradotsigeurvivors found community
on Twitter. These platforms and cases will be dised in significantly more detail in the

next section.
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When determining where to look for cases, the mebea started with those
platforms known to be well-used for online commiasit where well-used would indicate
a place that a larger percentage of online adulihtngo for information in a crisis.
According to the Pew Internet and American Lifejeeg in 2013, 73% of adult internet
users reported using a social networking site fiseebook or Twitter (Duggan & Smith,
2013). As of December 2013, 18% of online adules Tiwitter, and 71% use Facebook,
with 42% of social network site users having maanttwo social networking accounts
(Duggan & Smith, 2013). As platforms with huge &saof the online audience—
Facebook has one billion monthly active users (Bagk, 2012), Twitter has over 100
million active users (Solis, 2012)—Facebook andtiewriare platforms with a significant
enough presence to be used as case platforms.

Facebook is a social media platform that aims teg‘people the power to share
and make the world more open and connected” (Fatgl2014). Seventy-one percent of
online adults use Facebook (Duggan & Smith, 208&8yebook allows users to create a
profile page and then post pictures, videos, axdaieout their lives to share with others.
There is also an option for groups, businessesiganizations to create a Facebook
page, that works like an individual profile page ban also provide analytics about the
individuals that interact in that space.

Twitter is a micro-blogging platform, where useassend messages of up to 140
characters, either directly to others or into thaegal platform. Twitter aims to help
individuals “create and share ideas and informatistantly, without barriers” (Twitter,

2014). Eighteen percent of online adults use Tw{deiggan & Smith, 2013). Twitter
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can be and is utilized by businesses, media, dpgedpand individuals to engage with
others, express themselves, and discover whatso#inerdiscussing in real time.

Miles and Huberman (1994) also discuss the quesfitlow many cases should
be studied, and note that it is a conceptual igsoiea statistical one. Instead, they advise
the researcher to ask how many cases would giveeisarcher confidence in the
analysis, noting that it depends on the richnedscamplexity of the cases. Using
multiple cases allows for the possibility of direeplication, and analytic conclusions
that are similar in more than one case are moreegfalthan a single case alone (Yin,
2009). Thorne (2009) also notes that a single haeraase study might represent a pre-
existing bias and a matter of opinion instead ofaae representative analysis. Since
there is no magic number for how many cases iscgerft, but instead the number that
makes sense for the project (Miles & Huberman, 199 study focuses on two cases
in order to provide a range of crisis types andtiplel viewpoints of what it means to
deal with a crisis in an online community of praetiThe two cases are detailed in the
section below.

Case #1: Hurricane Sandy and Jersey Shore Hurricandews Facebook.
Hurricane Sandy, a “superstorm” that hit the Eas<t between October 29-31, 2012,
was responsible for the deaths of approximatelyddifple (Keller, 2012), shut down the
New York City subway system for days, and caused Biersey Governor Chris Christie
to estimate overall damage of $29.4 billion (Fratcemi, 2012). The researcher selected
this case due to the extensive nature of the dawegeed by the crisis, information
seeking needs of those impacted, and its recovemse and due to the extensive role

that social media played in the recovery. Additibna number of significant research
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studies looking at communities and social mediandua crisis have dealt with natural
disasters (e.g., Macias et al., 2009; Procopio éépio, 2007), allowing the researcher
to build on and extend previous research.

New York Governor Andrew Cuomo asked the federakgoment for $30
billion in disaster aid for the state (Francescafi.2), and on November 1, 2012, United
States Health and Human Services Secretary Katldebalius declared a public health
emergency in New York (NY1 News, 2012). The FedBrakrgency Management
Agency (FEMA) sent over 4,000 personnel into thevN@rk and New Jersey areas to
24 Disaster Recovery Centers (FEMA, 2013), asalhlytmore than six million area
residents were without power (NBC News, 2012), lapdNovember 1, more than
450,000 ConEd customers were still without powed some would remain without for
weeks (NY1 News, 2012). Total estimated econonsgsds from Hurricane Sandy are
between $30 and $50 billion. In comparison, the otfeer most costly storms in United
States history were Hurricane Katrina in 2005 (&VHE00 billion) and Hurricane Andrew
in 1994 ($46 billion) (Stone, 2012).

Response was seen as overall collective and helpitisome local officials
admitted that they could have done more. Mayor isil Akers of Seaside Heights, New
Jersey noted that he was overwhelmed, and shou&ldanmunicated information
sooner, or spoken to residents personally, althdwegllso noted that it was not from lack
of caring or effort (Goldberg, 2012). When mininrgormation was available in the
Mountainside, New Jersey community, a number aflezgs went to the Facebook page
of the area’s Recreation Department, asking fowars and expressing their anger at

what they saw as a lack of a solid emergency hoidberg, 2012). One town over, in
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Westfield, New Jersey, the website and Twitter fieedhe town were regularly updated,
and the mayor held two dial-in conference callsrésidents, the first of which had 4,600
phones connected (Goldberg, 2012). New Jersey &dnatla Greenstein cautioned
against relying too much on electronic communiggtimwever, as storms like Sandy
often cut off power swiftly and for extended pesaaf time (Goldberg, 2012).

Whether or not electronic media is a focus in recgythey were the used by a lot
of people in the immediate aftermath of Hurricaa@@®,. According tdtNew York
Magazine Hurricane Sandy created a “vortex in which thewaltcommunity
experienced the storm both in seclusion and aéttogy” (Coscarelli, 2012, p. 1).
Instagram, the photo sharing website, saw uplo&dp to 10 images per second tagged
with #Sandy during the storm (Laird, 2012). Onection of all of this social media
sharing is that not all of the pictures were ré&e sharks, ominous skies, and floods on
the floor of the New York Stock Exchange all malde tounds, and all were eventually
ousted as either not from the time of the storn frmon where Hurricane Sandy existed,
or were crafted entirely on a computer (Coscarallii2). Buzzfeed, a prominent social
media website, discussed the impact of these ryraventually deciding that they were a
small price to pay for having the platforms at Alle end up with more facts, sooner,
with less ambiguity” (Herrman, 2012, p. 1). As oéiMh 20, 2013, some areas in New
York and New Jersey that had been affected wdtevsiting to receive recovery money
from the government (Hayden, 2013); although it {@as updated during the one year
anniversary of the storm, FEMA provides informatand updates on its website on the
work it's done to help victims (FEMA, 2013); andigents of affected areas are still

working to recover from the devastation (RusséliL 3.
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Justin Auciello created the Jersey Shore Hurriddéews Facebook page in 2011,
a few days before Tropical Storm Irene hit the Nlnsey area. During Hurricane Sandy,
Auciello evacuated the area, but had friends whgest in a hotel powered by a generator
sending him pictures and information about the §B=defati, 2012). As of December 8,
2013, the Facebook page had 217,421 Likes, an®9@®&ople who had participated in
conversation on the site in some way (Jersey SHorgcane News, 2013). Although the
page also mentions other severe weather or newbta residents should be aware of,
there were frequent updates about Hurricane Saabyery, what organizations were
offering support, and how residents can take adwepnof those offers to rebuild (Jersey
Shore Hurricane News, 2013). On the About sectidhe@page, Auciello states that he
has years of journalistic experience, both traddlaeporting and social media-based,
and notes that the page is meant to be a “bottonbaupway news outlet...news for the
people, by the people,” and that it is also avédlad be used as a “community resource
(events, missing people, lost animals, etc.)” @ehore Hurricane News, 2013). As a
case, this Facebook page had a large existent caityna strong support and
commitment to providing information and updated #ra not often found online,
making it a reasonable choice for a detailed study.

In looking at the timeframe in which to study thammunity, three separate
weeks were chosen. A stratified purposive, withasecapproach to gathering this
information was used, which allowed for specifibgoups of moments in time to be
chosen and compared, while also providing insigtat the potential for growth,
development, and connection within the communitgrdime (Berg, 2009; Miles &

Huberman, 1994). This type of purposive samplingnis of, if not the most common
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sampling method for crisis communication reseafah& Cheng, 2012). All posts from
these weeks (including all likes, comments, andes)avere gathered into documents for
analysis, allowing for nesting of within-case infation (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

This resulted in 522 posts, with a combined totdl%9,092 likes, 47,155 comments, and
130,922 shares. The subgroups of weeks for dalctioh were the first week of the
storm (October 29 to November 6, 2012), to see th@xcommunity began and dealt

with one another during the initial crisis; a weskhe six month anniversary of the storm
(April 28 to May 6, 2013), which is also close ke ttime the Jersey Shore boardwalk
area reopened (Stump, 2013); and the one yearesary week of the storm (October
29 to November 6, 2013), to see the potentialdoglterm community engagement and
resilience.

Case #2: Aurora, Colorado shooting and TwitterOn July 20, 2012, James
Holmes, 24, entered the Century Theater in AurGgrado and identified himself as
The Joker before killing 12 and injuring 70 othgkssociated Press, 2012b). The attack
began approximately 30 minutes into the midniglovghg of the third installment of the
Batman trilogy, The Dark Knight Rises (Associatedd3, 2012b). Authorities noted that
Holmes had been stockpiling explosives and amnamitr months prior to the
shooting, many of which were used to rig his Deragartment, in an apparent attempt to
harm or kill first responders to that scene (Asataa Press, 2012a). The Bass Pro Shops
in Denver, Colorado, where the guns were purchageck said to have followed
protocol in the sale (Pearson, 2012). Holmes was as an excellent but shy student
with no criminal background prior to the shootihg; had dyed or painted his hair red

prior to entering the theater in order to look midce the Joker, who he noted was the
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enemy of Batman in the films (Associated Press2allHolmes bought a ticket to the
movie, went into the theater as part of the croava] propped open an exit door to don
protective tactical gear before throwing two gasisters for smoke and confusion and
spending some of his 6,000 rounds of stockpiled amtion. At least one bullet went
through a theater wall, striking someone in an@hatheater (Associated Press, 2012a).
The FBI initially aided the local investigationttadugh it did not appear that the incident
was related to domestic terrorism, and Presideain@bcancelled his events for the next
day and ordered flags to be flown at half-mashatWhite House (Pearson, 2012). Later,
Christopher Nolan, director of the film, came oabhdemning the shooting as savage and
appalling (Pearson, 2012).

While a Twitter community is less contained thae on Facebook since there is
no single page to capture all of the tweets reladedtopic, it is still able to be bounded
and defined. Twitter has, according to leadingaaniedia blog Mashable, “long been
accepted as having become a serious social plattorhrard news” (Laird, 2012, p. 1).
Twitter is also seen as the platform where thefthis broadest pickup in a very
immediate way” during a crisis (Gabbatt, 2013, yp.Users ask questions and get almost
immediate responses with Twitter, and the photakiaiormation that are sent out in real
time get the quickest and biggest pick up by Twitmmunity members (Gabbatt,
2013).

The particular community that emerged after theoihg was accessed through
the search engine Topsy, which is used to findsamttweets and images, pictures, and
links shared through Twitter. Twitter’s official gle for journalists suggests they use

Topsy instead of their internal search function iffev for Newsrooms, n.d.). Topsy has
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tweets indexed from at least mid-2008, and provatemfluence algorithm to allow
search for tweets that were frequently retweetedame from an account that is
influential, or sort by relevance to the topic (Bau2011). A search on Topsy for the
terms ‘#batman’ and ‘#shooting’ returned 687 iterasging from July 19, 2012 to
March 20, 2013. These terms would have been usederts by individuals who
responded to or initiated conversation about tle®thg, and in that way created a
community worth understanding. In January 2013pl@do judge found that there was
probable cause in the case, and ordered Holmearnd #&ial; the trial had been initially
scheduled to begin in February 2014 (CNN, 2013weéieer, Holmes’ trial has been
indefinitely postponed due to the need for adddlgesychiatric testing, although Holmes
has admitted guilt in the shootings (Associated&r2013). While still a purposive
sample, this moves beyond the within-case neshktig$¢ & Huberman, 1994). Instead,
an intensity-based sampling occurred, which woutviale rich information during an
intense but not extreme time for the phenomenome@& Huberman, 1994). In this
case, the six months following the shooting proglidaeasonable number of tweets to
study without being overwhelming or extreme.

Interview sampling. Purposive sampling provides the researcher witegho
participants who will offer the richest detailshalping to answer the research questions
(Merriam, 2009). After 89 interview requests, nmembers of the Facebook community
were willing to participate in in-depth interviewsympleted after the content analysis,
allowing for both maximum variation and theoretielboration within that community

(Miles & Huberman, 1994). Seventy-one interviewuests were sent out over Twitter,
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and while three people responded to those requaktdtimately declined to be
interviewed for the project.

Interview participants were solicited from eachecasmmunity, with an aim of
10-15 participants per community for a total of ZMinterviews. A posting was made to
each of the communities’ main space or using ap@Et@pmeans to draw attention to the
continuation of the conversation (on Twitter, timsluded using two hashtags (#¥batman
and #shooting) from the initial conversations attdrapting to reach the most frequent
contributors to the conversation directly). Sinais proved to be an insufficient method
of gathering participants (no one responded tceeitessage), individual participants
were sought out and contacted through the socidlar@atform’s messaging system
(paid inbox messages for Facebook and @mentiofisvitter), asking for an interview.

As a clear community leader (those who controlsih&ce, are given deference by
other community members, or have some other forapetified leadership within the
community), Justin Auciello, the creator of the &laaok page, was contacted as well,
both to let him know of the research that wouldg®ap and to invite him to be part of the
process through an interview. Other potential Faokbnterviewees were chosen
through a purposive sample in order to have a tyaoelevels of involvement and
perspectives within the community (Rubin & Rubif08). Sampling was based upon
member interaction within the page; individuals @vapproached for an interview if they
had very high levels of interaction, very low levelf interaction, or seemed to have
posted something particularly relevant or uniqutheocommunity. All of these
characteristics (levels of interaction, relevancamqueness of posting) were based upon

the researcher’s perspective, formed through wetkatching the community and
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immersion in the content analysis. Based on theareser’s analysis of the Twitter
community, there was no single person who couldrbdited with acting as a clear
leader. Other participants were chosen througlsdinge purposive sampling as was used
for the Facebook interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 200Be to the lack of interaction upon
these requests, the researcher’s Twitter accousbwefly shut down under suspicion of
solicitation; the account was reinstated only wité promise that no additional requests
would be made.

While no interviews were conducted with memberthef Twitter community,
some of the community members did write responagisig they did not wish to be
interviewed. Those messages were coded along étbther content, and some of that
information is presented here; when that happemjunity members were also given
pseudonyms. Some punctuation changes were make thréct quotes from the
interviews to improve clarity and understanding;, #lliposts, comments, and tweets
were put forth as they existed within the community

Interviewees included those who organized or otiserfacilitated the
community, community members with varying levelgafticipation and physical
distance from the crisis, and members who hadheftommunity by the time of the
interview. All interviews were conducted over tieéephone, for ease of contact and
because geographic distance made in person intergyistically impossible. As
participants may have had concerns about maintathieir online anonymity or identity
as a constraint to completing the interviews, théfor interviews made it clear that
participants could engage in a phased approadtetmterview if they wished. A phased

approach offered the participants maintenanceef tmline anonymity and/or identities
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through participating in email rather than in-perselephone, or Skype interviews.
Then, participants had the opportunity to migratentperson, telephone, and/or Skype
interviews if they felt comfortable doing so adaacilitate a more dynamic conversation
between participants and the researcher. Althokighatas offered to all potential
interview participants, none of them took the reslear up on this option. Consent forms
and research protocols were sent to the partigghnbugh Facebook’s messaging
system. Follow up questions with participants ocedivia email.

Since there was difficulty in obtaining interviewrficipation, the researcher
continued to reach out to additional participantsra period of two months, and asked
the leader of the Facebook community for aid imtdging potentially responsive
community members. While Justin was initially witlj to provide such a list, it never
materialized, despite multiple follow-up requests1 the researcher. Since the interview
sampling was purposive, the researcher acknowletige$he participant makeup may
not reflect the full variety of community particigean. In order to best hear the variety of
voices in the community, the researcher specificqaltjuested a wide variety of
participants in the call for interviews. Since omlicommunities of practice are often built
to suit the needs of members (Janson et al., 2@8d)those communities offer support
for the legitimate peripheral participant (Lave &Wger, 1991; Wenger et al., 2009), the
researcher was gratified to be able to interviemmanity members with a wide variety
of interaction levels, from lurkers to those whahaaly both asked for and provided the
community with support, which enabled a broadereustnding of participation in an

online community of practice.
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The Interview Method

An interview is a conversation with a purpose (Rub Rubin, 2005), the most
common method of qualitative data collection (Mamj 2009), and one of the most
important sources of case study information (Y002). In-depth interviews are ideal
when research questions cannot be answered quckliynply, or when participants may
need room to explain their responses or experiefitsin & Rubin, 2005). Interviews
allow researchers to better understand how indalglmake meaning of their world,
themselves, and those around them (Berg, 2009%k€Ttypes of interviews also allowed
for participants to offer both facts and opiniowsjch allows for otherwise unobtainable
insights (Yin, 2009). Questions took many formsimguestions to get conversation
started and allow it to expand and evolve; probesdditional depth and detail,
elaboration and clarification; and follow-up quess for the expansion of ideas,
incorporate new ideas, and to explain potentiatouglifications (Rubin & Rubin,
2005).

Interviews include an opportunity for both detald depth, which act as evidence
and exploration respectively (Rubin & Rubin, 2008)ere is a fluid and flexible format,
meant to increase rapport between the researcbheharparticipant, and the researcher
must pay attention to the personality they presetitat interaction (Berg, 2009).
Additionally, social interpretations and nonverbammunication play a large role in
participant responses, so researchers need teaaa@o hear not only what is said but
how it is said (Berg, 2009). Berg (2009) also swgigéhat the researcher become

comfortable with awkward silences, particularly whesearching potentially
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uncomfortable or emotional topics such as crised,ta simply let the participants talk
and be respectful of their response.

Drawbacks to interviews as a method are the patdnt bias (both from the
researcher and the participants), often based drihienquestions themselves. There is
the potential for question ordering bias, affedfiwgorded questions which provoke
negative emotional responses, double barreledigunsswhich ask for responses to two
issues in one, or questions that are overly comfi@exg, 2009). Interviews are also time
consuming and researchers need to be preparetetoiio a conversation where they
are unsure as to what might be said or how a togbt be discussed (Rubin & Rubin,
2005). Although interviews do not allow the reséarcto witness interaction among
participants (Berg, 2009), that interaction is alaable through the content analysis
portion of the case. Limitations of telephone imtews include less time to build trust
through casual conversation, and a difficulty imkmg when certain questions may be
sensitive or stressful to the participant (RubifRébin, 2005). Limitations of email
interviews include a decrease in the depth of madt¢he loss of nonverbal cues, and the
potential for a smaller sample size (Chen & Hintb®99; McCoyd & Herson, 2006).
The researcher tried to minimize these limitatibpspending time building rapport and
explaining the project prior to the interview, as®hrching for a connection with the
participant that moved beyond the topic of therwigav (Rubin & Rubin, 2005).

The interview protocol was semi-standardized, wadme structure and consistent
guestions among all participants, with the optienadditional or further questioning
when appropriate (Berg, 2009) (see Appendix A lierprotocol). Individuals want to

talk about what is important to them, especiallyewldiscussing a crisis situation, so the
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interviews encompassed a wider range of topicsderao provide space for the
participant to discuss what they find important fiRu& Rubin, 2005).

All interviews were fully transcribed by the resdaer to aid with data analysis.
The researcher wrote memos after each interviedvnauitiple times throughout data
collection and analysis in order to identify ovedddetween personal and research
experiences, maintain reflexivity, and provide acgpfor the initial analysis of concepts
(Rubin & Rubin, 2005). Writing these memos helpee tesearcher move from empirical
data to a conceptual level, adjusting and expanciags and moving toward a deeper
understanding of the material (Miles & Hubermar940© Memos were analyzed as well,
pulling together incidents from the interviews otaractions within the community that
had overlaps or useful connections to the colledted.
The Content Analysis Method

Content analysis reveals the constructs and statetings of a group situated in
a complex discourse (Berg, 2009). Berelson (19528plooks at content analysis as
“the objective, systematic, and quantitative dggmn of the manifest content of
communication.” This interest in message constomcénd content illuminates details not
otherwise found from other methods. Content ansligsifruitfully employed to examine
virtually any type of communication” (Abrahamso®8B, p. 286), making it an excellent
method for investigating social media platformsjchirhave a variety of interaction and
engagement. The analysis includes both manifesenb(that which is physically
present and countable) and latent content (moeedefep structural meaning behind the
message) (Berg, 2009). Looking at latent contedgdithe researcher in deciphering and

discussing the emotional and subtextual meanirggsethisted in messages related to the
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crisis. When determining the impact of the onlioeneunity of practice, latent content
offers insight into how individuals offered one émer support, either physical, mental,
or emotional, and the impact that would have onctiramunity overall. Berg (2009)
suggests that when working with latent contentielmeed to be at least three
independent examples for each interpretation, eaetfrom a different respondent
within the analysis, and suggests that working Wwiath more fully conveys the overall
analysis.

Content analysis has seven major elements to zgtalords or terms, themes,
characters (individuals), paragraphs, items (thelevbnit of the message), concepts, and
semantics (how strong or weak the word is) (Be0®93. This study made the most use
of words, themes, items (such as whole tweets hmiervstatus updates or comments),
concepts and semantics. Strauss (1987) notes teat @ngaging in open coding of these
elements, the researcher ask four questions t@asagtidelines:

1. Ask the data a specific and consistent set of guestGenerally, this is
asking what the data are pertinent to, but alsoli®s openness to
unanticipated results. This study utilized the aesle questions elucidated
above.

2. Analyze the data minutelin the beginning, more is better; more ensures
significant theoretical coverage, and additionaling can be performed later
to combine or remove codes. Data were considergdeominute levels that
stemmed from the major elements previously disaisse

3. Frequently interrupt the coding to write a theooati note.This is a key piece

of grounded theory, where the researcher takestomeake note of ideas and



90

comments that occur while coding. Notes or mematemrwhile coding

often provide the basis for future theoretical glaad contributions that might

otherwise be lost in the minutiae of coding. Theeercher made comments

and memoed throughout the entire project, andnexldyack to them

frequently to pull out any common threads or themes

4. Never assume the analytic relevance of any tratifieariable until the data

show it to be relevanthe assumption is that all variables are contmiguto

a condition or explanation, but that may not bedhse. The data must

support all assumptions in order for the researtthpresent it. Patterns or

potentially relevant items are discussed latehis paper in terms of the

relevant literature and complexity theory to hetf@ioexplanations or support

for analytic relevance.

Since communities for the analyzed crises arkeastgoing, the content analysis

began with the date of the crisis (October 29, 20t Hurricane Sandy and July 20,
2012 for the Colorado shooting) until the contenhe community moved away from
regular (multiple postings or interactions per dagyl significant discussions of the crisis
itself (discussions involving interactions amongncounity members, not simply posting
information), or six months after the date of thisis. Combining two goals of crisis
response, those of limiting the duration of thaisr{Mitroff, 1994), and responding
quickly, especially via social media (Coombs, 20123ds to an argument for believing
that the most important or impactful informatiorcored within the first six months of

the crisis.
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The researcher analyzed all posts within thosensimths, including likes, shares,
retweets, and comments. A coding scheme was deactlpd compared with the coding
scheme utilized for the interviews for consisteang connection (see Appendix B for
the coding scheme). Categories captured basiomaion about the content of each
message, including length, date, and the potefotiahcluding other individuals or
organizations in the message (either through an i@ameon Twitter or a linked name
on Facebook). Other categories break down thetiies review and cover concepts from
complexity theory, organization-public relationshipommunity and social media,
online communities of practice, stewardship withimine communities of practice,
offline connection, social capital, and action atatus.

Validity and Reliability

Validity, reliability, and generalizability are seas the “scientific holy trinity”
(Kvale, 1995, p. 20). Kvale, like Denzin (2009)te®that qualitative research might not
capture an objective truth or reality, but thasivalid when it “accepts the possibility of
specific local, personal, and community forms athy with a focus on daily life and
local narrative” (Kvale, 1995, p. 21). This focuslocal and community truth was
utilized in this study to help determine the logafrative constructed online after a crisis.

Qualitative research is generally interested intiphel perspectives and
knowledge, but in finding those perspectives thtoagalid, reliable, and ethical manner
(Merriam, 2009). Yin (2009) notes that qualitatresearchers aim for theoretical
generalizability, not analytic generalizability, e they focus on a purpose to build and
advance theoretic ideas and concepts. Accordiglpon and Murphy (2008), a

complexity standpoint “does not expect rigorousigurate prediction nor view its lack
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as a shortcoming” (p. 42). Instead, they suggestarehers work toward accepting
“looser causality, lighter controls, and limitecedictability” (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008, p.
42) in order to grasp the inherent surprise aneédainty within complex systems. As
Lincoln and Guba (1986) suggest, the use of ridkcktdescription throughout the
findings allows readers to establish connectionalicability between the research
guestions and findings for themselves.

Along with the readers, researchers look to esthhalidity in order to make
professional and lay judgments on the work beinged@incoln & Guba, 2000). This
provides trustworthiness, authenticity of the wakd credibility, not only for the
researcher, but for the participants. Validityasegorized as craftsmanship (whether a
study investigates the phenomena intended), contation based (testing the
knowledge claims made), or pragmatic (whether ¢isalts help bring about action that
produces results) (Kvale, 1995). Here, the researealid, well grounded, justified, and
with conclusions correctly derived from their press (Kvale, 1995).

Kvale (1995) discussed knowledge as a construdctioeality, a conversation
about social reality, which fits nicely within tipestmodern understanding of this study.
Here, validity hinges on the fundamental conceiohthe subject being investigated,
dovetailing with the need for researchers to futiyerse themselves in the online
community in order to more fully understand whagyttind (e.g., Knobel, 2003; Stewart
& Williams, 2005). Stewart and Williams (2005) adated analyzing the community
based on form (context and background knowledggg honverbal communication, in
this case meaning font or typeface or other nordvbased characteristics of expression),

and content (the words themselves). The reseasgestt time learning the policies and
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informal codes of the group by reading and makioigs on interactions, reading the
About section detailing information on the Facebookmunity (nothing similar existed
for the Twitter community), and distinguishing hewd when opinions and decisions
were posted by community members. These ideageilsorce Kvale's (1995)
discussion that research credibility is built trgblauthenticity as a researcher, using
ethical standards such as those laid out earlievdoking with online participants, and
gathering feedback from informants through membexcks. Although the researcher
lives in Maryland, an area affected by Hurricanedathe personal experience was not
significant or traumatic in any way; additionaltile community studied is in New
Jersey, and the researcher knows no one who livedwas affected by Hurricane Sandy
in New Jersey, making the impact on community inmsiogr minimal at most.

Triangulation. Patton (2002) talks about reliability occurringatigh four forms
of triangulation, where triangulation occurs witliata sources (data triangulation),
among different evaluators (investigator triangola), of perspectives to the same data
set (theory triangulation), and of methods (methagioal triangulation).This study
utilized data and methodological triangulation ¢hiave reliability. Yin (2009) also
discusses both a case study protocol (the instruthahguides data gathering,
containing procedures and general rules to guidegbearcher and elaborate on the
guestions being asked) and a case study databesmfendium of case notes,
documents, any tabular materials, and narrativedymed by the researcher) as methods
of achieving reliability; both of those were utéid within this study as well.

Ethics. Using both a protocol and a database allowed teareher to not only

improve reliability, but to maintain ethical consiscy across cases. Evidence is never
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fully morally or ethically neutral (Denzin, 2009 researchers must resist the pressure
for a single gold standard of work. However, reskars also attempt to find the best
interpretation of the work they do, and to find @ahat makes sense not only to them, but
also to participants. Truth will always be parted, researchers are blinded by their own
perspective, allowing for qualitative work to besopto change and differing
interpretations, which broadens understanding edsd Denzin, 2009). The research was
generalized from one case to the next based omntherlying theory (here, complexity
theory and the community of practice model), nadobupon representativeness (Miles
& Huberman, 1994). Cases were discussed as exeapatad compared on conceptual,
not representative, grounds; each case has somectdrsstics that are unique, some that
it shares with some other cases, and some thaglit rshare with many other cases
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). Multiple case samplingthis way, gives the researcher
confidence in the theory, because it has workegdayutot worked out, across the cases.

Reflexivity. Reflexivity allows a researcher to be part of theial world they are
investigating (Berg, 2009). This involves a coreistinternal conversation on the part of
the researcher, asking what they know and howkhew it, with the goal of
understanding how that knowledge came to be (B@9). The reflexive researcher
“does not merely report findings as facts but adyivconstructs interpretations of
experiences...and then questions how those intetjoneseactually arose” (Berg, 2009,
p. 198).

In this dissertation, | employed reflexivity thrdugonsistent memoing, member
checks, and peer debriefing (Corbin & Strauss, 28iU8erman & Marvasti, 2008).

Memoing occurred prior to, throughout, and afteadallection, aiding me in
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understanding my personal thoughts and beliefsaet® the two crises discussed in the
selected communities. Memoing and peer debriefisgy @ffered ways to identify and
remove researcher bias and understand how my b etiglacted data collection (Corbin
& Strauss, 2008). Peer debriefing increased criyilaind provided a place to safely
have researcher assumptions challenged and ideassded with a sounding board
(Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2008). Peer debriefing oamithroughout the research
process, where | discussed research progress aedafjeesults and concerns with a
colleague over the telephone, on a semi-regulas bdember checks were done with
each interview participant in the form of checkmg only their interview responses for
consistency and accuracy, but also to discussmatlthe results of the content analysis
of the site, to see if my conceptions and conchsimatch their own ideas about the
community (Silverman & Marvasti, 2008).

This reflexive writing and interaction with otharsrolved in the project helped
me better understand and integrate my backgrouadsakolar within crisis
communication and social media, my personal expeeeavith the crises discussed, my
own experiences with online communities of pracfiebether related to crises or not),
and my beliefs in the ability and power of sociadma to bring people together in a
positive way. My postmodern understanding of rgala a social construction impacted
the work done as well. Here, knowledge is seeroasunication between persons,
which creates a narrative, with an emphasis ora lontext and the perceived reality of
participants (Kvale, 1995; Lyotard, 1994). Withagisl construction of reality, the
emphasis is on the discourse within a communiteséarchers (Kvale, 1995), increasing

the helpfulness of peer debriefing.
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Additionally, working on this project meant immergimyself into a situation that
| had never lived through, and trying to put my$eib the shoes of those who were, in
the case of Hurricane Sandy facing the potenttal gtestruction of their homes and
businesses, or dealing with the fallout of a vibkmooting, as in the Colorado case. In
trying to understand what it was like to be parthefse communities, | would try to place
myself into their experience, often without realzithat it was happening. More than
once, | would get up from the computer and thirdt thwas a shame that | could not go
to the store, because | was almost out of bread, really should not be on the road
because it is more important for emergency perddorget through, so | should just stay
home. | would visualize a movie theater in my miadticipating exit strategies or debate
whether the easier escape was worth the extra esgo$an aisle seat. Other times, |
would take a break to look out the window, and cletgby expect hurricane weather,
rain and wind and dark skies, to be completelyssegd by the winter sunshine and
fluffy clouds | was seeing. | tried to see if therere noticeable signs or indications of
what made someone commit such a violent act, taf sieere was something | could
avoid the next time | went to the movies. Perhapatwhis really indicates is how
connected the individuals were to their communitzesl how well they were able to
describe their situations, but regardless, | foonrydelf more and more connected to this
community, a community that had formed almost 1%itin® previously.

Data Analysis
In order to bring together a coherent analysistaviews and content analysis

within the case study, and capitalize on their atages while minimizing disadvantages,
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analysis began with an adjustment of Plowman’s 8188 ps of case study analysis to
combine case documents and website content:

1. Find key themes among the interview transcriptse @@cuments and/or

website content

2. Compare themes among interview participants toama¢her in search of

patterns

3. Compare key themes and patterns from interviewls thibse of case

documents and/or website content

4. Search for rival explanations to account for reslear bias or alternative

patterns

5. Apply complexity theory to analyze the key themed patterns that emerged.

Analysis of a case study relies on theory and liseethods of data available
(Yin, 2009). Within this project, data analysisastigies spearheaded by Corbin and
Strauss (2008; also, Strauss & Corbin, 1990) wiéigad with both the content analysis
of the online communities and the interview trammsrin order to build upon the
postmodern belief in knowledge as a socially carcséd entity, and best understand,
explain, and illustrate the information that ishgaed.

The work of Corbin and Strauss follows the wor&ttwas done in the mid and
late 1960s by Glaser and Strauss. Early work withig area of data analysis was more
open to quantitative work, and had a more pragneint, but the general ideas and
concepts within analysis have remained similars&igublished a book (1992)
discussing his version of data analysis, which easj@ed induction and emergence of

ideas, where a researcher enters the project wifireconceived questions or
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frameworks. Instead, he believed that theory cbeldenerated by allowing ideas to
come naturally from the data gathered and studiedbin and Strauss (2008) are more
pragmatic and flexible than Glaser was, and amendfioking to verify theory instead of
focusing solely on creating new theory. This appho&nown as grounded theory, has an
understanding of knowledge as socially construcietth, individuals working to

elaborate on the knowledge that they have throotgnactions with others (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008). Corbin and Strauss also belie\adcktiowledge is complex, and
complicated, with lots of moving pieces, and tmabider to properly and effectively
represent that knowledge, researchers needed deompthod for analyzing the data
that they gathered (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

Grounded theory begins with the importance of ustdeding the data by coding
it for major ideas and constructs. These constytiztsugh coding, then become
concepts, which then become variables to understaddliscuss (Corbin & Strauss,
2008; Shoemaker, Tankard, & Lasorsa, 2004). Coditizen done on a constant
comparative level, which means that the reseaishmntinually going back through all
of the data that they have collected in order togare new ideas or concepts with older
or other ideas that have already been fleshedfdbealata (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
Coding begins with open coding, which is done il data in a large, continuous
stream, gone over line by line by the researcherteam of researchers, in order to draw
out any concepts that are significant, or mentidneguently, or that seem to be part of a
larger understanding. Significance, here, is rafgrto a number of ways a concept is
viewed as important: if multiple participants mentit, if one participant mentions it

frequently, if a participant(s) says it's importafiit matches theoretical constructs, or if
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it fits into a larger theme or concept that theeegsher is building (Corbin & Strauss,
2008). This is also sometimes referred to as snbgéacoding, perhaps because of the
immense substance of both the data and the effguined to mine it in this way (Corbin
& Strauss, 2008).

Within this study, coding began with a list of @otial constructs from
complexity theory, including uncertainty, contrslst, self-organization, multivocality,
instability, dynamic, ill-defined boundaries, arghatability. A coding sheet was
developed to list these codes, along with a bredinttion or example (see Appendix B
for the coding scheme). As the coding process ooatl, codes were adjusted, dropped,
or added.

Research continued with axial coding, where tleasdand concepts created in
open coding will begin to piece together into largenstructs, or bigger groups of ideas
that go together in some way. Selective codingtivadinal stage, where those larger
groups of axial codes are distilled down into &skd main code or idea, one that
signifies the direction of the research or the niogtortant idea or couple of ideas thus
far discovered (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Corbin Str@uss (2008) would argue that this
may not be an actual step, but instead that rdse@are engaged or open to the
possibility of doing all types of coding at eachmion the analysis process. When it
comes to naming the codes used, Corbin and St(a068) also advocate utilizing what
they call in vivo codes, or those that use the wandphrases of the participants
themselves, instead of whatever tag the reseadgugdes is necessary or reflective of

the idea.
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Selective codes are often what are used to intbentonditional/consequential
matrix, one way Corbin and Strauss (2008) suggesiaing the data. The matrix is
meant to showcase the wide variety of influencas ithpact the concepts or areas being
investigated, and coding may be one way to brimgesof those influences to light. The
matrix looks like a number of concentric circlesthathe outermost circle being the
broadest level of potential influence, an interoraail level, and going down through other
levels, in decreasing size: national, communitgaaizational/institutional, sub-
organizational/sub-institutional, group/individwadllective, interaction, and action
pertaining to a phenomenon. The matrix looks antimaber of conditions and
consequences that exist at each level, and disctiss@ and their impact before moving
on to the next level. The matrix is meant to begwe conceptual guide, done anew for
each particular research study, and was creatadesponse to the work of Miles and
Huberman (1994), giving researchers a more stredtand contextualized way to
understand their data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

The researcher utilized NVivo, a qualitative datalysis software, to help with
the organization and ease of moving from one sthgeding to the next. NVivo allowed
the researcher to analyze all data within one ebdlee same time, to compare and
contrast multiple codes at once, and to make madelssisualize relationships between
different codes to see how aspects of the worlogéther. NVivo does not do the work
of coding for a researcher; all of the coding fastproject was done within NVivo by the
researcher. There is the potential, when workirtt @nalysis software, to let it autocode
certain data points, or to rely too heavily on poastructed coding options, although

those features were not utilized for this projéids thus more accurate to think of the use
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of NVivo within this project as “data managememtstead of data analysis software
(Seale, 2003, p. 295).

Other ways to analyze the work that is being dankide understanding or
acknowledging the potential impact of the questitnas were asked of participants,
comparing and contrasting concepts within the datking at the language used (both
generally by the participants and specifically by tesearcher in naming codes),
understanding the personal experience of the relselaas an impact factor, waving the
red flag or attempting to pull out personal bia@ther researcher or participant), and
flip flopping, or turning an idea around or lookiagit from another or new direction in
order to understand it in a different way (Corbirb&auss, 2008). All of these data
analysis processes were utilized over the coursleeafesearch in order to gain as much
understanding of the results as possible.

Once the data has been coded, grounded theorysraakember of suggestions
for moving forward into theory building and addrial analysis. Strauss and Corbin
(1990) suggest starting by knowing the codes, amaggover them carefully, being
prepared to fill in any gaps or make additionalreestions between concepts, validating
the scheme to figure out how the abstraction fitzith the raw data and making sure
nothing salient was omitted, and then being prepfyeand accepting that there may be
outliers or pieces of data that do not fit neatlpicoding, and that those pieces are meant
to be expected, accepted, and integrated intaatiged analysis.

In conclusion, communities of practice researdvigles an enriching way to
look at how and why people gather into communiiésr a crisis by focusing on online

communities of practice. The challenges of gatlierasearch off the internet are vastly
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outweighed by the ability to gather a broader amelfully more diverse pool of
information than would be logistically possiblean offline scenario. Broadening the
knowledge of online communities and what unique suqgportive functions they provide
to those in a crisis will hopefully have signifitamplications for understanding how

communities of practice function online after csise
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Chapter 4—Results

This chapter presents the study’s findings, ozghby research question.
Analyzed data were 6,657 pages encompassing 5Zbéak posts, 687 tweets, and 139
double-spaced pages of transcribed interviewsinédkview participants were given a
pseudonym with the exception of Justin, creatalSHIN. Similarly, all posts, comments,
and tweets included from the content analysis gpented without names attached. No
interviews were conducted with the members of twét&r community as indicated in
the previous chapter.

Research question one looks at how online commesrof practice form, and
thus is discussed within the community of practraenework of domain, practice, and
community. Research question two aims at understgride impact of being organized
as a community of practice, with focuses on howrnmiation is gathered and shared,
actions taken, and long-term recovery outcomest othe results are discussed as
relating to both JSHN and Twitter, but there anmadindings where only JSHN was
relevant or showcased a theme; these times weed agtthey occurred. Taken together,
these results provide a clear picture of the benafid drawbacks of using an online
community of practice to aid with crisis responed aecovery.

Research Question One: How, if at all, do Online Gamunities of Practice Form
After a Crisis?

To best understand the importance of online comt@snof practice, it is first
necessary to look at why, and thus how, online camties of practice are formed, and
what functions they fulfill for the individuals imlved. While there is a body of research

on these communities and their functions onlinis, ighone of the first times they have
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been understood from a crisis communication petg@edhese communities may begin
as random conglomerations of individuals, but ewvalhy develop the characteristics
noted by Wenger et al. (2009) as necessary forifmymommunities of practice: domain,
practice, and community. Each of these characiesistill be discussed as individual
aspects of the model, with specific themes drawtraad discussed under each,
elaborating on how they were formed and utilizedi®ycommunity itself. After those
three groupings of themes, the concept of a comiysteward is discussed as an
individual element within the community of practieeperson or persons who acts as a
leader or individual with specific knowledge on htwhelp the community move
forward, and who impacts all three characterigW@enger et al., 2009). Later, in the
discussion, these ideas of domain, practice, amdramity will be expressed as
necessary building blocks toward understanding th@y impacted the community
response to crisis.

Domain. Domain suggests the idea that the community coowstlier to
“express something fundamental they have in comniahtapic [that] must be of more
than just a passing interest” (Wenger et al., 2p04). The content analysis and
interview analysis revealed the following themdatezl to domain: connecting through
online information exchange, filtering informatiarmsing physical location to understand
community, using physical location to show credliyilconnection from a distance, and
“We're damn New Jerseans.”

Connecting through online information exchangeople come to either
Facebook or Twitter, and these communities in paldr, in order to feel connected to

those who are going through the same situatioarder to get that connection, people
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needed to first find one another. Justin notedhiathose Facebook specifically because
he “wanted to create something that was going tadsessible to everyone,” and that
“Facebook is a lot more robust when it comes tortapg information and sharing
information,” which were his main goals with théesiJustin also discussed the relative
power of both platforms, noting that “the powetraicebook for news reporting is that
you can literally build a story within a post its¢hrough the comments, and with
Twitter, you just can’t do that. You can monitoplies to people, but it’s just really
finesse.” With Facebook, Justin felt like he wakedb “put the power in the hands of the
people, let people report it, let people repoir iteal time, because quite frankly I've had
a lot of people here, and I've realized that, wh#te point of reading a news article six
hours after the fact?” Facebook offered JSHN thgodpinity to build more conversation,
and to give people the ownership of the platforat thustin thought might be helpful in
building the kind of community he wanted to offer.

Even when not interesting in building communityg treed to share information
online is still powerful. Steve, a reporter who dislee Twitter community, mentioned in
his rejection of an interview that he was “simp§ing the trending Twitter hashtags in
order to boost the number of clicks to my news pizgtion’s website.” This
unintentional bit of information helps to clarify+is easier to find the right information
(or the right people) people when everything ueessame ways to gather itself. Find
those ways of communication, and you've found thepbe sharing your experience. The
information that people wanted, and the abilityinol and talk to others who were
experiencing the same things, was not showing upare traditional news outlets, so

people took to social media to find one anotherd Aa Steve mentioned above, Twitter’s
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ease of search and trending topics made it eagyefople who wanted to have a specific
conversation find others willing to engage.

Other attempts at sharing information through Fao&loften came from other
communities who were similar to JSHN, and werengjyio capitalize on the success
JSHN was experiencing. However, no one withinX8EIN community ever commented
in a way that even acknowledged those other conmtmesrexisted. Justin also talked
about other online communities that have been fdrbyeformal nonprofit organizations
to less success than JSHN. Those, he said, happérezd

they go in quickly and they create it, and you knelat, it's helpful, it's a good

thing, but those communities don’t survive, theyp'tlast, cause after the first

two weeks, they kind of slowly fade away and theywmto the next disaster. So

it’s not sustainable, and it's not sustainable bheeahe people behind it are not

based in those communities.
However, even with all of these differences, beeal8HN was such a source of
information, including photos and videos, mainstiegews sites like CNN were reaching
out to community members, asking them to “direcésage me so we can chat about it
here on Facebook.” Not all community members amzeto know direct messaging was
an option, however, like one woman who signed fafles JSHN posts “Take care and
please write me back to let me know you're alrigloive and prayers, Elaine.” While this
was a lovely sentiment, she never addressed tlmmsments to anyone in particular,
meaning that no one ever responded or wrote hég, dacreasing her connection to the

community she was trying to reach.
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Sometimes, it wasn't the technical knowledge, batihformation itself that was
seen as less than pertinent. During one of thevietes, Charles discussed what could
possibly make the community less helpful, including “just kind of became like just a
bunch of people talking about how they can’'t waitsummer, and not about how people
can help, or what the weather coming is going tbKkee” Sally, another interviewee,
talked about how even though JSHN was “a local camaation network,” they would
have “people that come into the area” participaten though she believed that “they
don'’t live here, they don’t need to know.” She naated one instance where that was
particularly noticeable, when

during the hurricane, locally it would be postedenghyou could go, what gas

station was open, because nothing was open. Cagénhgas, you couldn’t get

food, couldn’t get anything. People from out of Hrea were watching, were
seeing it on JSHN and coming here and buying uthalthings, like, they'd say
all right, such and such a gas station is openy Wauld come here with gallons,

5 gallon empty containers and then fill them up #rah take them back up to

where they came from. Um, leaving our resourceahigilocal area depleted. And

that, | have a problem with that.
Again, the idea of community and being able to lo#lp another triumphed over
everything else.

Filtering information.Beyond simply using social media to connect andesha
information, some individuals were finding thatsd media allowed them to filter the
information, like the woman who noted that she’ather check here than watch it on

TV...they are stirring up too much drama!!” Othergetbthat they “don’t have a TV
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cable, so | haven’t seen any of this,” and thus [aic] smartphones are only area of
outside contact.” Even if people did have telewvisithey often preferred finding a
community online, because the “news media....theyil@esultures!” or busy “reporting
what they want you to believe, rather than thehtfuiSHN, on the other hand, was seen
as “living up to your name!! awesome reports. strihis more than regular media.” John
talked about how with JSHN, it was helpful to haviermation coming from “other
friends of yours, other people putting picturesygqy know, that might not have made
the headlines.” That ability to “bring out stuffathyou wouldn’t see on tv, or news that
you normally wouldn’t hear on your normal news” methat one could gather both
more and better information in a faster manner.NgBve him the ability to just “look
something up, and if nobody found something youte@mto see, or you see that in about
a minute, and you might have watched a half houggh of news and you never found
it.”

When it came to specificity, the localized natuféhe information was also seen
as an important way to filter what was relevant escht was not. Kim talked about how
the page was “forecasting for how it was goingitdahe Jersey Shore, which would
directly affect me,” instead of the larger areaared by television or radio news. For
Sally, even the “local paper online” was not enedgfhwas “so vague, it's not even
worth reading. You want details, you want to knohats really going on, go to JSHN.”
Charles mentioned that all of the television ardia&tations in his area were actually
based out of Philadelphia, but “it's completelyfelient from what ours is,” and thus it
was “kind of nice to have your own identity.” Justalked about the difference between

himself and the typical news anchor by saying “ttesin it to make money, you know?
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This guy isn’'t doing this because he wants to bard nurture his community.” Instead,
Justin saw himself as there to “serve as the oreeaspanized the information,
composite reports, and also serve as the editme s the filter.” Acting out this role as
organizer and filter allowed JSHN to provide a &eservice to the community as a
whole.

Using physical location to understand commurtiyen though the communities
studied here were both online, where someone wgsiqatly located could make a large
difference in whether or not they were seen asadlgtaxperiencing the same crisis, and
thus as a member of the community. For JSHN, Céaudéed that even living an hour
from the Jersey Shore meant that he “definitelydedconnected, but it wasn’'t because of
any actions, it was just because the area | limaglas far less damaged than the area of
the people | was talking to.” This lack of conneatphysically made Charles more
interested in connecting online, but noted thanebat was difficult: “I tried to do as
much as | could, I tried to connect myself as mash could, but it's hard to connect
yourself mentally to those people who lost evengtii Another man posted that “for
those who know the area, this [a destroyed buildsgll you need to see to understand
the force of Sandy.”

The way people connected to the physical locatias also interesting. For
JSHN, they tended to mention their town, or thei@olamage they suffered at the hands
of Hurricane Sandy, like the woman who said “alValette neighbors: | cannot believe
our town is underwater. Letsif] make sure we band together to help each other
whenever we can.” On Twitter, people used hasHtaghe area, either for the town

itself (#Aurora), the closest metropolitan areadttizer), or the state (#Colorado). There
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appeared to be no logical explanation for whichgitat location was chosen—all three
were used for general information tweets (“#Dermerie shooting suspect identified as
24-year-old James Holmes by federal law enforcetheasking for help breaking the
story further (*Youscoopers in #Aurora and Denv&@, do you have any photos/videos
of the #shooting?”), and other general tweets (“UNGAWWERED Questions About
#Colorado #Theater #Shooting...#Batman #Coverup??@8re was still a clear need to
ground the tweet in a specific location, even & tiveeters used a variety of acceptable
locations in order to establish that connectiorgdRéless of how they showed the
connection, though, it was obvious that the areh“Blwvays been a special part of my
life, whether | am there or 1000'si§] of miles away.”

According to Tom, this related to a special ben&filSHN, that even though
generally, “anybody north of Tom’s River is viewatth great suspicion,” and

Loveladies is a very expensive area...the whole giaty much seemed to be

very well covered...I don’t think any one area guire attention because of

political or financial influence...the areas that eéardest hit and the people that
were greatly affected were fairly represented.

For a lot of people, especially at the beginnifithe storm, it was important to
establish themselves as having a connection te@fsplocation. Thus, when JSHN
would post pictures of places destroyed, commenptdavflow in saying things like I
live 3 houses away from that!!!!” or “I live aboatblock away, hoping all goes well!,” or
the more general “this isn’t far from me.” This tdbbecome exceptionally specific and
connected with other memories tying people to tiea,avith people noting “I live right

by you down the road from the Ice Palace,” orvetl 3 houses past that bridge before
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you got to Church St...any news on the Octagon Hthedts on Church St?” This
specificity also potentially allowed those who ledcuated to gather information about
how their home or other place of importance haddan the storm. This worked beyond
simple pictures, as well—one woman who had not eatsd posted frequently to JSHN
with updates on how things were faring in her neaghood, to the benefit of a number
of her neighbors, who would respond with messagel as “thanks for valuable updates
for those of us who are far away and are not awatiee conditions on the island. Be
safe.” Others offered similar things, like the nveimo would be “spending my weekend
in Brick Beach. If anyone needs anything or wanéstoncheck on their property after
Friday afternoon, please message me.”

Using physical location to show credibilityhysical location was also offered by
those communicating as a way to show credibilityv@man on Twitter asked others to
“please pray for my state #waldocanyonfire #au#staooting #batman #givinghope,” a
message that would have been strikingly differext ih not been “her” state. A different
woman on JSHN would sign her comments “With lowerfrGSP Exit 117.” Credibility
could also be based on the length of time a pdradrived in the area; one woman
commented on a picture of a restaurant with “werWilson’s (what we old time
customers call Keyport Fishery...throwback from wiia (?) Wilson owned it) for
early dinner last night.”

Based on the complexity of the area, sometimes that credibility was
confusing, as noticed by one woman who noted thatithg grown up in Ocean
Township....lI never could get the order of the towtmaight down there.” Another man

noted that he’d “lived in Middletown for 6-7 yeaasd don’t know what ‘section’ | live
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in lol...hope my side is okay.” That seemed to beughato connect them to the
community, however; no one made negative remarksldithem they did not know
enough to be part of things. And when people askedit areas that were not deemed to
be connected enough, people either refused or cmildive information, noting
“paramus isn’t even the jersey shorestt][” If it became obvious that the poster was not
part of the community, people noticed: “I was likeit a minute, this is somebody
posting from another state. So, you kind of loo&ed like, ugh. That source isn’t good.”
Sally agreed, saying that “personally, | resentrtieing on it...they’re not, they don’t
live here, they don’t need to know.” This discoringas especially relevant when news
organizations made similar mistakes, and communéynbers were concerned, because

Mantoloking is not the same location as Mantolok#tgres, South Mantoloking,

etc. they are part of Brick or other municipalitgesit's inaccurate and very

unnerving to hear that your home is on fire andeth® nothing you can do. It
would be nice if the news could get it right simee aren't there to see the
property damage for ourselves.
Another woman agreed with her, noting “I can untderg just a regular person not being
able to get the distinctions of all our little comnities, but the news people?!?! That's
their job!”

Whereas JSHN allowed people to explicate the resaatwhere they lived and
how that connected them to the crisis, people comeating on Twitter seemed to be
using #Aurora, #Denver, and #Colorado as termsakentheir tweet relevant or allowing
them to connect to the larger conversation. Siheeetis not a single place to host a

conversation on Twitter, the only way to particgédr to be found) is to use hashtags to
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connect tweets. Thus, while #Denver or #Coloradkesd appear as if physical location
matters just as much as it does on JSHN, in reaheytweeters are likely only trying to
join the conversation, regardless of where they belpcated. Aside from the brief
exceptions mentioned within this section, no oise ein Twitter used location as a way
to build larger or better connections, but sim@yaavay to connect at all, due to the
functionality of the platform.

In some instances, the idea that other peoplengetbto a specific area also
meant that they were expected to give back orleetthey were from New Jersey. In a
somewhat humorous example, some community memdl&esitabout how they “need
the entire Jets and Giants roster out here...sina&kgow...you DO play in Jersey.”
Cast members of MTV'3ersey Shorevere also expected to help by donating either time
or money to the recovery efforts. Similarly, thegeo were from outside of the area but
showcased what the community deemed exceptionaletid declared “honorary New
Jerseyans...you are a very special breed of persi@edi!!!”

Connection from a distancAs an extension of physical location, the idea of
connecting to one of these communities from a deggseen as anything outside of the
center of the crisis, so broadly, beyond the sibtdew Jersey or the town of Aurora,
Colorado) was important—whether or not it was perem. Sometimes, requests for
information from people outside of the area weoefipeople who “evacuated yesterday
and I'm dying for some news!”

Most of the people using these communities inwag were no longer living in
the affected area, however, and in order to beexted, they would offer up their old

connection as credibility. Here again, specifichttags could be used to establish this
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connection and showcase it through their use @iraa, like a woman who tweeted
“what a tragedy...my thoughts and prayers are wighpihople of #Colorado <3.” People
on Twitter were not likely to mention their currdatation, but instead to utilize hashtags
for the place where the crisis occurred (#Aurof2ertver, #Colorado). This connection
could be exceptionally specific, like the woman wiosted on JSHN that she

Lived and worked in Keyport from 1983 to 2005, Mteusband was Dr. james

McKean the Dentist on Maple Place across from theberland farm. Hey does

the Chicken Coup still make those amazing potatbiegld to shop at the

Keyport Fishery and at the Ye Cottage Inn.... Mgrhéreaks for the owners and

families effected by the storrsig].
This community helped those outside of the storsh s much, who noted that they “feel
so helpless over here guys but want to let you kitatwe are thinking of you all and
just trusting.” Others showed their solidarity lightly different ways, like Charles, who
said he lived “an hour and a half from there [thedest hit part of the Jersey Shore], so |
really didn’t post too much, because | didn’t wamtlog it up with information.” That
way, he said, “rather than people asking questiaindn’t have the answers to, | would
send them to the Facebook page in hopes it wow@emthe majority of their question.”

Others, particularly on JSHN, had specific conioest to the place suffering, and
would make that clear as part of their messagen Bvaugh they were physically far
away, they felt emotionally close, and wanted tpregs that. One woman commented on
the Jersey Shore recovery efforts by saying “thaolesseryone for helping to keep our
beaches and ocean safe and clean for everyone. us\dsey girls who live elsewhere

and come back each summer as Bennies!” (‘Benrg/nsre or less derogatory term
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used by year round residents of the Jersey Shatestitribe tourists who flock to the
beach each summer.) Another woman “appreciatefdpb=onnected this way...having
grown up not far from there and now far away, thienches my heart.” There was a post
from Japan, which noted the woman had grown upenJersey Shore area, and that
“reading so many comments like this [of ways tgoh@he another] makes me proud to be
from the Jersey Shore.” It was also common to seaeents such as “of course my heart
is in New Jersey!!” While most frequently, it wdmat the individual had a personal
connection to the Jersey Shore, but not always.e8omas, it was simply that a person
was “in England & very interested in what has ocedito your lovely coast line & the
progress that is being made to get it back td i former glory in time for the busy
tourist season.”

These comments of connection went hand in hartd aihank you to JSHN for
existing. Community members said things like “I'mdersey Girl!!! Displaced to CT and
this photo warms my heart and soul,” or “U guydlyeare the best. Even tho Imsif] in
Oklahoma, Jersey is where | spent 15 years as akild was 19. However its where my
heart remains. | pray for the people of the bedesdnd culture | ever learned to love
[sic].” These were people who needed the informatiaviged by JSHN, even if they
were not in the direct vicinity, “this page is suchvonderful source... we're out of state
and that makes it even more difficult to get infatran. Once | found your page, all the
information I've needed has come up on my news feeh't thank you enough.”
Another woman noted that, although she lived inigtig JISHN allowed her to “know
everything that's going on (sometimes more thagy {femily in New Jersey] know).”

Those who had stayed in the area were then askazt & a bulletin board, where others
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could then say “thanks for the valuable updatestose of us who are far away and not
aware of conditions on the island. Be safe.” Peajsde offered to help JSHN reach
others by “sharing as much as | can, when | can.”

People who did live in the area impacted by Hame Sandy were, at times, quite
upset with those who wanted to stake a claim oin suéfering from a distance:

im [sic] sorry, but dear second homeowners...YOU'RE NOT G-HMOMELESS.

the priority here is ensuring that the people waeehLOST EVERYTHING

begin to build their lives back up. they will getytour vacation homes and

income properties later. YOU ARE NOT AS IMPORTANT.

Once it became clear that those from out of tiesh@area were posting, others
began using it as a bulletin board of sorts, iniclgdhings like

Anyone in Asheville, NC area who may see this goifi've got friends or family

in that area who may want to contribute, my brotheaking a trip to NJ this

Friday and has a trailer to bring things up. Letkmew and we can figure out a

meeting place to pick up contributions!
There were also multiple posts of people who hadectrom out of the area to provide
support and help in recovery. One was a family vitayve from Texas to New Jersey to
deliver supplies, and another was a pilot fronmdlis, also delivering supplies. Finally,
some of the people posting from far away were demfpr people still in the affected
areas, like the woman who said “I have family incBr Howell, and Point Pleasant
without power! I'm in Norfolk, VA.” In an attempbtconnect community and domain,
people would often offer their connection to theaawhen asking a question. One man

said that he was “from toms rivesi¢] but have lived in Miami for the past 7 years. |
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collected a lot of donations but do not have thedfuto ship all these boxes up there.
Please advise.” This type of posting may have lbe¢im a way to be connected and a
way to share potentially helpful information frohbse who might not be able to post on
their own.

“We’re damn New JerseansThe idea of physical location and its connectmn t
both community and credibility has been discussekkting to both JSHN and the
Twitter community. However, there is one area emed to only apply to JSHN,
where New Jersey banded together around the conytsulove for the state itself.

While this idea within JISHN will be discussed bejatndid not articulate itself or gain
much traction in that way on Twitter, save for @x@mple discussed at the end of this
section.

The idea of New Jersey is a model often held ugddtural critique or criticism,
but the individuals who live or lived in that std#e| a fierce sense of pride, and that was
something they used to bond themselves togethergdtlre crisis. This also shows the
effect of social capital ideas, where there isngjtle through solidarity and togetherness,
and that acting upon that should be in the bestest of the group (Putnam, 1995a,
1995b). The initial comment was made to show a tddkar in the face of a hurricane,
because “we’re damn New Jerseans. Hurricanes drefgae Jersey shore.” It also
seemed to be something that was not easy to moag fa@m; individuals strongly
believed in “once Jersey, ALWAYS Jersey” or “Jer§gsong since birth.” Generally,
“Jersey Strong!” was a common sentiment to seakled throughout the comments as a
way to bolster morale or stamina in the face otifelng and recovery, as was the idea

that “we are in this together. We all live here.”
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John, one of the interviewees, was expansive ik of domain by saying
“everybody that was from there, or lived there, basn on that page, who's been to the
Jersey Shore, | mean, everybody’s got somethigmmmon, you know? | mean, | would
have to say that’s kind of bringing everybody tbdget’ John further explained that while
“anybody could have been a part of [the domaimd ¢hat he was grateful that people
from far away were “sending money and donationgHng,” there was a clear
distinction because “it wouldn’t have hit you thaynit hit people who live here. That's
home, that’s got everything you need, got destrdyeden within groups of people who
might have been able to explain it to one anotihere was a distinction, noted by one
woman who “grew up going down the shore my whdk My husband never quite ‘got
it.” The best description | have is ‘To me, it'kdia religious experience.”

The connection to New Jersey, and the idea ofgo®lew Jerseyian,” clearly
meant something to community members. It was ta behavioral guide, as noted by
one woman who was “horrified by some of the measireshis thread. Are we really all
new jerseyians posting here? Bc for the most partseen nothing but kindness &
compassion from my fellow njians this weekd.” Tom talked about how “even though
| don't live there [anymore] and it's not my honiiep not going to tolerate somebody
being derogatory about New Jersey or about thelegdfhis was even obvious in posts
six months after the storm, where one man mentiéwechave been recovering at a
great pace. Sure, I'll give you the fact we ar&®d% yet. But, we will adapt. We are
strong. We are New Jersey.” As always, not everagreed. One woman talked about

how “I lost my ability to be jersey strong wherokt my home.”
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The idea of New Jersey strength was also speltyfitad to notions of recovery.
One woman talked about how “EVERYONE HAV&d BEEN INCREDIBLE | AM
SPEACHLESS TO THE SELFLESS PEOPLE OUT THERE...SO PRAW BE
FROM JERSEY!!'” Others talked about how “we Jerses/have to stick together” or
how “this storm will bring out the best in us. Wlelaave a great capacity for love!!!”
Additionally, “taking care of our neighbors...thattre Jersey spirit!,” as was having
“total strangers coming together and willing tophelach other...we are the real Jersey
Shore,” leading another woman to declare that feath*in mankind has been renewed.”

The same idea was visible, but to a much lesgentin the Twitter community.
The hashtag #AuroraRISES was used by some to trypang about community
connection and help people feel that sense ofimtdiased strength, but it did not have
much pickup, and there did not appear to be otinatas efforts, perhaps due to the lack
of broader cultural connection—for better or wotbe, Denver area has never gained the
overarching national or worldwide knowledge simtiaNew Jersey, New Orleans, or
Boston.

Practice. When practicing in an online community of practittes individuals are
sharing both their common and personal experieimcgésaling with the crisis. Here, the
individuals involved are able to learn from andhaagine another, and to do so in both
formal and informal ways, by sharing outside sosimecolloquial knowledge,
respectively (Wenger et al., 2009). This sectiolh take these ideas of practice and
discuss them through themes of a lack of exact kesige among community members,

the necessity of connection, the impact of evestohy, the impact of personal history,
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the sharing of personal beliefs, the importancleushor, and the potential for
disagreements.

The lack of exact knowledge among community meneesof the clearest
findings to come across the JSHN community of peads that they were using one
another to gather information that they did noeotéise have, and that that knowledge
was, at best, inexact. While people conversing wiit&r may have had just as many
guestions, those questions did not appear in theenbanalysis; as such, this theme will
focus on the lack of exact knowledge among JSHN baes While later analysis will
look at where information came from, and the varadttypes of information that were
presented, it is also important to look at the iotpd inexact knowledge, because it was

obvious that the community members believed, asnoermber of JSHN put it, “we need

Some of this knowledge deficit was basic, evenjdayskill knowledge. People
would ask questions about time differences (“whkdhe time difference?...LOL some
one Bic help us out on this!”); traffic laws (“if a lighs out...doesntdic] the four way
stop go into effect?”); weather and meteorologyi’'someone explain to me why the
pressure of this storm is so important”); defim@b (“when you say ‘under water’ do u
[sic] mean completely?”); or even what it means fagviiood to be seasoned. Questions
were also posed to act as rumor detection, orlfpdmmmunity members avoid scams by
talking about a group and saying “they want moway, anybody tell me if this is
bullshit.”

During the storm, the lack of knowledge was oftelated to what people were

experiencing and wanting to know what was happemimgal time. They wanted to
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know why sirens went off, or if specific streetdl $tad power, or if and when the
Parkway might be closed, or if they could expecbgge trucks to pick up the next day.
JSHN posted approximately every half hour, askiegpte to report in about where they
could go to find food, ice, gas, or other necessitOne man even came into the
community to ask “should | be scared?”

Other questions revolved around wondering abaib#sics of recovery. For
example, one man asked on multiple comment thné#ldlsre was “a ‘we are okay’ site
where | can check on friends in the effecteid] [area?” When permits were announced
as necessary to enter certain townships afterttinmsquestions like “does anyone know
if you get a permit today is it good for entry tamow too?” and “does this mean permits
will be handed out beginning at 8am? What timelaolines start?” were common. It
was unclear from the community posts whether oitmstinformation was clearly
available from other sources and people were nghgattention, or if the information
was not being provided by those other sources. fdbggs, it is important to understand
that the information needs of these communitieeweade and varied.

In the months beyond the storm, people wanteshtovithe details of the
recovery efforts, and what that meant for theispaal abilities and enjoyment. This
meant wondering when beaches would be cleaned tgppened, whether or not their
insurance would cover specific repairs, whethecsigeplaces would be rebuilt and
when, and whether or not places that had beenltebuild offer typical activities.
Sometimes, people would post for others, suchasvtiman who wanted to know if

there were “any people to help seniors emptyit) home or basements.”
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One interesting aspect of some of this questi&imgsand knowledge gathering
was that community members sometimes wanted othexst as fortune tellers when
answering questions. People would post things“ilkeen will the worst be over??!” or
“Just trying to figure out how long we have lefttivipower.” One woman commented
that she was “smelling gas or something burningriok. Anyone know what this could
be???” and another wanted to know if the post apenerators blowing up was why her
sink just started making noises. Other times, peould post asking for help or other
things, but would not provide enough information dthers to be helpful. While people
wanted to help, if the individual only posted “migces fic| best friend is on the roof of
the house and water is almost reaching them!,ilitoe difficult for anyone to go and
offer rescue without an address.

The necessity of connectidfarticipants took the traditional idea of thinggon
needs to survive a natural disaster (food, waksliter) and added the concept of
electricity. Since the shooting at the Aurora mdweater did not take away any of these
necessities, this section will focus solely onélperiences within JISHN, and the
heightened sense of importance given to electragtg means of connection to others.
This was more about keeping lines of connectiomael less about keeping the lights
on—JSHN was thanked repeatedly for providing infation because “for those of us
without power it's our only means of finding out &ths going on.” John added to that,
noting that “you couldn’t call, but you could getéugh to Facebook,” and Jean said that
because a phone call would use so much power, Ipemre so scared to use their
phones,” so Facebook, where you could “go in, labwhat was going on, get out,”

became the communication channel of choice.
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Residents in New Jersey were concerned about gettiormation from their
local townships, and even more concerned abountbemation they would be missing
if they did not have access to email or social me@ne woman noted that La Vallette
had “sent emails to residersti¢] who can return—but what about those who do neeha
email—how will they be contacted.” However, emaikocial media-based messages
were not always seen by everyone, and that knowlgdge community members the
upper hand when they wanted to be seen as unawaike messages were sent out
through email to residents about being unablettomeo their homes, one woman
vehemently noted that she was “going tomorrow.them turn me down to my face. |
still have no power how do they know | even gosee this message! This is crap!” Her
position, where she was able to use having thatnmdtion to create a willful resistance
to the information, was made possible becausenfbennation was not available through
a wide variety of outlets.

Having information limited to a specific numbertgpe of outlets, like Facebook,
meant that the availability of other resourceshsag electricity, also became important.
One woman on JSHN noted that “if you're only aldeharge your phone during the
day, | most certainly wouldn’t be wasting the cleafighting with people on fb.” Tom
added to the idea that electricity was valuabledtyng that he “would want to have
internet access as soon as possible to let my lomed know that I'm okay.” Liz also
noted that she “wanted to stay in touch with whas\going on,” so when her neighbor
got power, she went there and “did get back oreactimputer, just through my phone.”
She also noted that her friends “were very worabdut me, because they didn’t hear

from me in a couple of days, because like | told,ydost electricity.” People made all
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sorts of suggestions for handling the scarcityhefresource, including only using the
phone to check in with family, or to use car chasgeocal stores, religious buildings,
and shelters all mentioned their willingness tgiedple charge phones and other
electronic devices as part of the recovery.

Some community members were initially unsure howatlld even be possible to
continue to get information, where one man askiédhé power is out how are you
online?” only to be informed that “People have FBtleeir phones. This is 2012.”
However, it's important to remember that that wasan outlet for everyone: “oh yeah---
those darned smarty-pants phones...I don’t have dies’limited the amount of time or
energy a person was willing to give to passing gliofiormation on Facebook; Jean
mentioned that she “didn’t really share a lot beeal..didn’t want to waste battery to do
that, | was just trying to get in, let somebody Wwrihat | saw it.” This may be one reason
why most posts on JSHN got such high numbers ohoents, likes, and shares; people
were trying to do as much as they could on limgednstable electricity. One woman
even noted that she had “no power, can someonmé¢elvhen landfall is expected,”
although others quickly pointed out that she wasacebook, so she must have internet
access of some sort, and could likely find thernmfation herself.

Connection was also seen as necessary for surdivengtorm no matter the
circumstances. Being online, specifically somepldeeFacebook, allowed Sally to not
only “stay focused on what | had to do for survjvaut also allowed her to escape the
realities of her situation with others who wouldlerstand why that escape was

sometimes necessary. Sally had two elderly famaynioers live with her for ten days
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following the storm, and “they were driving [herpzy. So being online, it was like, |
can get away from these people even though theg teerfeet away in the living room.”

The impact of event histofBeyond the information available on the internet,
people also came to the communities to talk abowt revious crises might impact the
response and recovery present during the curresi.cFhis section will first look at
previous natural disasters and their impact on iglame Sandy, and then at the impact of
previous acts of violence on the Batman shootingtid talked about the importance of
both foresight and history in deciding to createlNSfour days before Hurricane Irene
hit New Jersey in 2011. He says that he knew ‘@isetime we had a legitimate threat of
a serious tropical storm impacting us was Gloria985, | was five years old. And that
was the last, so | knew that statewide media refdlynot have a lot of experience in this,
so | said you know what, let’s put power in the d&of the people.” Building JSHN then
became both an acknowledgment of the lack of pedioer and the impact that history
would have on what people would need for responda@covery.

Because of the lack of major tropical storms oricanes in New Jersey, a lot of
the history shared was not known by many. The {8tof ‘62” was mentioned as “very
bad and after awhile, the Jersey Shore came bawgktfrat...not exactly the same as it
was before, but it came back” as a way to help leesge that while “it won't be as
quickly as we’d like...but the Jersey Shore will cobaek from Sandy, as well.” People
were able to “recall many hurricanes as a kid endixties but nothing like this,” or
notice that “already this is worse than the huneaf '38.” Comparisons also included
that there were columns with “the flood mark frdme Nor’'Easter of '92.” This lack of

major storm knowledge also meant that some peaale’t' believe water was in my
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house...we never flood,” and that Sandy was “thenstwe heard about/feared all our
lives.”

Other aspects of history noted included things ‘ltkat pier always collapses” or
that another pier “was never repaired from a previstorm,” or that “this beach looks
like this just in a regular storm,” helping JSHNmi=ers to realize that things might not
be quite as bad as they seemed. More specifigabyple would also talk about the
previous recovery of places that were shore irigiitg, where “unfortunately Joey’s
takes a hit every year, but he always rebuilds.”

Sometimes, this historical information was overintiegly negative. Hurricane
Katrina was a frequent point of comparison, andwaman posted that “NOLA never
recovered. Towns & communities just abandoned,arsyater.” She mentioned this to
try and make a point about the need for more e¥fececovery, adding to her post with
“no one wants the public to know that, & FEMA ne¢alstep up & help out the JERSEY
SHORE & bring families back into their homes.” Qtharote that they “hope people
left the coast and learned from Katrina.”

The comparison among storms was also prevaleapl®ganted the kinds of
help that they had heard about based on past stbkeniow the “Red Cross DID give
out cash cards to Katrina victims,” or the charige tafter Katrina it was supposed to be

mandatory that shelters accepted pets.” Or, theyedsto warn others to “GET

some people “keep saying ‘well we rode out Irendiis.ts WAY worse than Irene.” One
woman also felt the need for a larger comparisaying “we survived 9/11, we will

survive this!”
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Previous historical actions were also lauded #srigethe Jersey Shore move
more effectively through Hurricane Sandy. One nmad s

thank God they did the Beach Replenishment prédjent Monmouth Beach to

Manasquan in 1999. As soon as it was finished, ieame Floyd came in Sept.

1999. If that had not been done then, there woale lbeen a worse disaster. It's

always best to do preventative measures so weesareasier when the troubled

times come!
A lack of this kind of work would have meant th#ti$ flooding would have been a lot
further along up the street and would have resuitediot more flood water!”
Sometimes, the impact of event history was lookingow Hurricane Sandy will
influence future actions, by individuals and goweemt alike. It was noted that “OEM
learns from past experience...there will be planmregtings and all will be better
prepared next time.”

A few members of the Twitter community talked abthe Batman movie
shooting in relation to other violent acts. Somesithis was done after other events,
like the Sandy Hook school shooting, which brouabut tweets such as “Aurora,
Sandy Hook and The Dark Knight Rises #sandyhook#ecticut #thedarkknightrises
#aurora #shooting #batman http://t.co/o602sfMx.e@aference went quite far, as one
group tweeted that #IsraeltheRegion #Israellns@el¢rado #Batman #shooting ‘We
understand the loss you're experiencing,” Netanyatualditionally, this related to the
conspiracy theories that surfaced (and are disdusslew): “#SandyHook IN

#BATMAN movie!!!! Another reference to the Connexit #shooting !!! - YouTube
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http://t.co/Z2x31Kgy” and “#Aurora #shooting: Thargllels between the world of
#DarkKnightRises and our own. http://t.co/wPF8zr#Batman #theatershooting.”

The impact of personal historin addition to having event history to rely upon
for information, one of the other noteworthy finggabout having so many different
people participate in an online community is thedoith of common and personal
experiences that people bring to the conversaBoth complexity theory (Gilpin &
Murphy, 2008) and social media research (Falkhe&ndeide, 2007) talk about the
importance of engaging with a variety of voiceg] &ow connecting to others allows us
to see our own story in context. When attemptinigéon about the crisis, or how to
handle response and recovery, having individuals kdd lived through other, similar
crises became important pieces of shared informaéi® one community member noted
that “many mistakes made then can be learned foolayt”

Credibility was, as always, important in descrgothe impact of these previous
storms. One woman said she was “from the Mississypif Coast area and | have seen it
happen many times.” Another woman bolstered hdingiess to help by saying she had
“post Katrina rebuild experience,” making her “gosd shovel and excellent w
spackle/drywall $ic].” In providing comparison points, some noted ttiegty had “lived
up the street from here for the pastsicjand a half and it floods during high tide but
not like this.” Some used their credibility to erde their ideas for handling the crisis,
like the man who said he had “been through sixitames and evacuated during four. Of
[sic] you are in an evacuation zone you need to evac@alveston after Ike in '08 was

pummeled. You won'’t be sorry for evacuating.” Irequarticular instance, credibility
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came under debate, as people questioned the ageicifire posted on JSHN. The debate
was finally settled when someone said “it's andgsam pic. That's why it looks old.”

Justin said that a woman who had been present bidiN helped people
through Hurricane Irene sent him a private message‘she said, hey, can you put up a
post and ask people to share tips on how they&paring for the storm?,” which ended
up being helpful for all community members. Peopéze also considered “nuts” for
wanting to rebuild homes in a natural inlet, edeough “mother nature opened it back up
and here we go filling it back in to start the pss all over again.” When it came to
building and rebuilding, one person thought thag tSHOULD have thought this out 20
years ago...but letsic think 20 years from now” instead.

Some community members were part of special neegislations, those
individuals with a personal history of physicalmental disabilities who might need
extra help taking action during a crisis. Since gaanot tell if someone is part of a
special needs population over the internet, itiregucommunity members to be much
more forthcoming with this information, and to dwathow their special needs may or
may not impact the actions they would take, and tieeovery. Having this information
upfront also allows other community members tmtaiheir responses, and allows
emergency responders or crisis communicators ta getter sense of the makeup of the
community population. Granted, not everyone wha msember of a special needs
population will plaster this information online, ttas connection to the community
formed, individuals were commonly seen to be ugfedrout their options. Sally, a
partially disabled interviewee, said that “havirecEbook, having this online, helps me

to be able to do thingsl.can still participate in society and be parttdf Another
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woman commented on a post about evacuating and ¢oia shelter, “there are no
rooms available for the disabled...so where do we §ailarly, a woman asked others,
“DO YOU HAVE A SPECIAL NEEDS CHILD & really know he difficult it is to
relocate?” She chose to stay at home and boar@émwihdows instead.

The sharing of personal beliefBhe community was also a place to share
information that may or may not be acceptable reosituations. On Twitter, individuals
asked others to see how the “#Batman #Shooting tés€ein Support for Destruction of
2"Y Amendment,” or to be prepared, because “here wengee nazi-like crackdown from
an over reactive #batman #shooting country.” Orebaok, it was often outcry against
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMAJpo&tion centers, or insurance
companies, and their action or supposed lack therethe part of the Jersey Shore
residents waiting for help in recovery.

As a response, one man in the community said likestanything else there is a
bureaucracy to wade through. Go to FEMA.gov andrbgour trek through disaster
assistance.” Justin would often post informatiofida®ctly from the FEMA website”
because “there is a lot of misinformation circulgton social networks. Check here for
an on-going list of rumors [regarding federal adH their true or false status.” Rumors
included where to find shelter, FEMA payouts toalo@sidents, and what sort of
supplies FEMA may or may not have any longer.

Sometimes, these pieces of information were couplddcomparison to other
major storms, never positively, where “you can thtre federal government for all the
delays and lack of progress or funding. The fedseweNew Orleans for years...they

left Jersey after 6 months.”
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This knowledge sharing was well represented ontéwias some tweeters
believed that the Batman shooting was “once agaiather reason #guns should be
banned in the USA. #batman #shooting,” and mentidiaav they were “waiting for
#Palin #Beck #Limbaugh #Romney to start defendung mghts. Bring it on Bitches!
#Aurora #Colorado #Batman #Shooting.” There wasesaame self-reflection:
“#DarkKnight #Shooting To Be #Exploited For #Pdaél Grist.” Regardless of the side
of the debate one might be on, it is importantdterthat the connection to the
community or the crisis itself was less pronoune@dimes only incidentally mentioned
through a hashtag, as the event was simply usppel an individual’s political beliefs
into a larger spotlight. The community of practicactioned by giving people space to
share this knowledge, perhaps especially sincastkmowledge that might not be well
received in other, more formal, groups or gathexing

The importance of humowhile not a survival tactic shared by all participgain
the community, “some use humor when they are sidessfreakin...not everything
needs to be so serious,” especially black or darkdr, as a way to both share and make
sense of their personal experiences. While mastiefdiscussion will focus on JSHN,
the few examples of humor related to the Batmawotshg are included as well.

Humor was also used in response to a legitimatstmuneor issue. A frequent
post on JSHN would ask about the dearth of prongiand responses would include
“Mystic island casino completely out of keystornghl” and “almost out of wine bad.”
Another man talked about the power outages, saligighis area was “due to be fixed by
11/14 [9 days from then]. Thanks JCP&L. Will maiymext bill with the ice cubes

dangling off my face.” A post about reminding pascto take extra precautions for their
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children led to “also, can we remind parents thathing your children to juggle using
fully operational chainsaws is an ill-advised aityi?” Other times, the humor itself was
the question: “now if a boat lands in ur yard dgetito keep it?”

People managed to find humorous responses toypeyof conversation within
the community. In a JSHN post asking people togdestop spreading rumors, one man
replied to say that “I heard Elvis is alive andfba has been spotedi¢] down on the
shore!” One woman posted a clearly altered pictdi®odzilla walking through waves
and asked, “please verify?” On Twitter, a user dabat the shooter “must have been an
Avengers fan.” One woman noted that “my hamst&R&AKING OUT” about the
storm. Another looked on the bright side of logpmoyver, and thus her frozen food, by
saying “we are going to live on pop tarts and halen candy. Atkins...see ya!” The
bright side of flooding was also brought up, witman noting “FOR SALE: Ocean Front
Home (Fixer Upper).” One of many pictures of tharisty sky was posted, and one man
asked “is there a UFO in the background??? woviigvi@d up with “come on, how
many of you looked? really????” Sometimes, humak oturn for the dramatic, as when
one community member referred to someone elseyggd’'d like to beat down that
classless gerbil.”

One specific area that got a lot of attention 8KHIN was MTV’s showlersey
Shore.Community members had a lot of overwhelmingly negabpinions about the
show and its portrayal of the actual Jersey Shadten expressed humorously: “God is
upset at us, because he watched an episode ofJ&reey Shore” sic] and now he
thinks we are all as...out of control as they ared Ar’s specially mad at those who

actually sit and watch it. Now we all have to pay!OL.” A number of people
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commented about how “maybe pauly D and snooki hadituation and mtv can raise
money for the shore,” or “the cast could do usadhvor and go swimming.” A request to
“quick, someone chain the jersey shore cast tpigrebefore its too lates|c]” was met
with 33 likes. Similarly, when a bar frequenteddagt members was destroyed,
comments included “looks like Snooki will be wapermping instead of fist pumping!”
and “guidos are crying with heartache...and tearaiy tv-neck shirts in agony.”

There were also instances of unintentional ornmalete humor. There was a
JSHN comment that a local fire department was @ity open as a warming station and
will be open until 8am. Please bring your own bketisk’ On Twitter specifically, people
would write something like “lol me and my sistessc] convo...#batman #shooting” and
then include a link, supposedly to something humsrélowever, without providing
information about the link, and when the hashtagscate a not-obviously humorous
topic, it does seem possible that many people@tiakn the link. On Facebook, posting
“WE ARE GOING TO DIE SAD FACE®” became humorous when someone else
posted directly below it with the image of a vernglitened Indiana Jones in the Temple
of Doom.

When the humor elicited a positive response, comtymembers would often
take note, saying “Lol props to the Godzilla pietufhat gave me a chuckle,” or a basic
“hilarious. That made me lol.” When asked what JSt#dNwell, Sally noted “there’s
humor a lot, it’s a lot of humor...it's very nice. Kehelpful.” No other interviewees
noted humor or humorous discussions as somethaywiere particularly looking for or
noticing within JSHN. Those who disagreed with tise of humor often did not take

major offense, but often suggested it be contaifigd:all for humor. But not to scare
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and worry people!” Sometimes, it became more peisevhen one woman believed that
“some of you people are pathetic! Lives are atestakd yourgic] making jokes about
the jersey shore cast grow up!”

The potential for disagreemen@onflict that occurred within the communities
took a variety of forms, but most of the anger isbdlief expressed was directed at other
individuals, and not at the larger forces suchhasaeather potentially responsible for the
issues being faced. People had strong and intenseomal reactions in these
communities, which were often how they dealt withit common and personal
experiences.

Often, the disagreements stemmed from differemcpsorities—a number of
people got involved in a discussion about whetherod JSHN should discuss animal
rescue in the same way as human rescue, to thevgogne one woman said “there is a
damn good reason why | prefer animals to humangangle like you are one of those
reasons.” An often repeated discussion was whetheot people had the right to be
more concerned about primary or secondary homeasvél seeing people crying about
‘there goes my summer vacation.” People are logieg homes. Think before you type.”
One man got very angry and wanted to know “whyHle# are no pictures of 300 Kerr
Avenue 4 Unit Condo in Lavallette, NJ...what gives@aithe hell is wrong with the
photographer?,” providing an interesting connectmthe individual information needs
discussed earlier.

One of the largest negative discussions, whickatga itself multiple times
throughout JSHN, was between those who did evaamatéhought that was the only

logical course of action; those who did not evaewaitd now needed help; and those who
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did not live close enough for evacuation to bessmi@ but still had an opinion. Examples
of the first and third groups: “they should blotle tbridge. If you stayed on the island
until now you deserve what you get” and “those pespould’ve left. Think about this
[sic] people who you are now putting in danger. Shaméem...a mandatory
evacuation should mean NO ONE will come back tesawur stubborn ass.” A woman
speaking up for the middle group said

stop! Just stop! My folks have decided to stay i#iacilling me as I'm stuck 800

miles away. Several of their neighbors have decidedday as well. No idea why

they've decided to make such a risky gamble---ebdbegp they're old and
somehow feel they'll be more in control of thewek staying in familiar
surroundings. All | know is every minute is exciatang for me. As I'm sure there
are other family members who are worried about loged ones as well. | can
tell you, Irene didn't help just a short year agd 8m worried that's been a factor
in helping to color their judgment today. But atiuypeople with all the hateful
words, you act like you're going to be personalpnaated to help do a rescue
aren't helping those who feel helpless watching @lliplay out.

Both personal and general attacks were also com@®ie& man mentioned that
now he understands “why Christie talks to peofde he does.” Others talked about how
“people seriously lack common sense sometimes™wmal cannot legislate stupid.”
Interestingly, one of the most common insults anghge was for someone to be told “I
hope you're the very last person in New Jerseyetqpgwer back,” or, if they had a
generator, “I hope you run out of gas as payba&rhilarly, less common but still

pervasive, a compliment was often followed with Ymy@u be blessed with heat and
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electric very soon.” And sometimes, one got thdirigghat people simply did not like
one another, such as the woman who said, “Searallittue respect...actually gif] are
NOT DUE ANY RESPECT.” Or perhaps the later suggesthat “if you comment,
telling people to relax, you should include if yioave heat or not.”

One woman offered the potential that “there araeswery bored people at home
today as their company has closed and they willdsting stuff...just to get a ‘rise’ out
of everyone—and we are all feeding into it unfodiaty. Those bored people on here—
go help out some neighbors!!” Others talked abawt they will “pray for those who put
their lives at risk for these idiots. But | willgge the idiots for putting those lives at
risk.”

Once recovery was underway, there were still desaigents, this time because
“so many people make comments and really don’t kttenacts” about how insurance
companies and FEMA are asking people to move thirdlg process or lack thereof.
Another man noted that “you can set your watch.tdhere can't possibly be good news
about the gradual restoration of the shore, not EMEthout someone griping that since
THEY are still not back to normal no one shouldchbepy that other things are
returning.”

While discussion of Justin as the main communigyvaird will occur more
significantly at the end of this section, it is iarfant to note that community members
often called for him to step in during a disagreetneither to stop it from progressing or
to delete a member of the community entirely. Oraé thhanked Justin for clarifying
important information, and then said, “now, if yoauld just get certain people from

making stupid comments during this terrible tinfgttwould be good.” For his part,
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Justin often noted that he disliked being put is gosition, where he had simply
“reported [something] to keep the community infodthand yet “now [he has] to spend
[his] Sunday evening policing this thread.” Infreqiy, Justin would post something
asking community members to “PLEASE be respecti@ach other. Do not argue! We
all need to focus and work together here. Thank™yane of which gathered over 1,100
Likes. Here, disagreements are also seen as amtiaspart of collective learning—
putting information out to the group, and seeing/fwbhers respond or incorporate that
knowledge allows for the potential that they witberience the information in different
ways, and need to discuss that within the community

Community. While much of a community of practice is focusedkoowledge
and information, the final piece involves havingnsmne with whom that knowledge is
shared and with whom a relationship is built. koeanmunity of practice, “socializing
and learning are not necessarily distinct” (Werggal., 2009, p. 8). There is a diversity
of experiences that keeps people involved and a@iedeand maintains the ability for the
community to have a wide variety of knowledge staifiéhis section will look at
connection to others through a variety of themeanection to the community, potential
for offline connection, connection beyond the &;isind emotion as connection.

Connection to the communifihis theme looks at variety in how people interact
with one another in order to understand how commgwmas established and what it
provided the participants. One JSHN member suminga micely by noting that
“supporting each other will [help] though, everyaoseavorried, maybe scared, we all
have to get through this together and help eacér @thd listening to each othessd

concerns is cathartic...people have to express theessedriving home the importance
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of having people to turn to during a crisis. Irsthase, Jean thought that perhaps, “the
community is more like the ones who kind of surdve’

Additionally, Charles noted that “it’s just a fniély setup, with pictures and
threads and posts,” and Justin talked about theritapce of that, “to be able to see what
other people in their community were writing aboas’a “completely grassroots
community.” He also was very serious about the tfaat “to nurture community means
to really support that community on a day-to-dagi®alo keep people engaged.”

Connection also occurred as a willingness to bapanother, whether on or
offline. Individuals would note when they had séskills or talents or products that
might be helpful, and others would respond with wthay needed that might match. In
some ways, JSHN became like a very large commubuitgtin board, with people
posting from both sides, trying to find ways to neat that would allow them to have
what they might consider a better response torisescEveryone was “willing to help
out,” and requests to “inbox me” with ways to donggre frequent. People were often
“willing to do just about anything,” and would offskills with various power tools or
large mechanical equipment to help. Others woutd@s*help with pulling wet carpet,
and trash to the curb,” seemingly menial taskstiight be insurmountable for someone.
Jean mentioned this from a recovery perspectiveguse through the community, “you
do hear a follow up. When they reopened some obtistnesses this summer, it was kind
of like yay, | found out my favorite cooking staopened. So, it's like, oh cool, they
lived. They made it, you know? So...yeah. It's a camity, it definitely is.”

Another important aspect of connecting through mamity is that of legitimate

peripheral participation, where it is not just taagho are actively commenting, but also
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those who are passively reading the informationciwthe community must serve. Here,
knowledge sharing is important even when the persame half of the relationship is
giving the information and the other half is simpdgeiving it. Charles, a 29 year old
South Jersey resident and interviewee, talked abmwthe “didn’t really post too much,
because | didn't want to clog it up with informatidBut | did share a lot of the posts, just
because | knew there were a lot of people who h@&gdtegpns and needed help.” In this
way, his peripheral participation as a lack of addnformation directly to the
community, is viewed as being an active membehefcommunity of practice. Members
who do even less, however, and perhaps simply hltserinformation for their own
benefit, are still considered necessary and welom@mbers of the community (Wenger
et al., 2009).

Trust was also an important part of the connedtiah was built, in building
relationships among people who needed that in dodginare certain types of
information. Because community members knew thHagrstwere going through the same
situation, they were more likely to trust them, ao@sk for favors. Often, these favors
required knowledge of a personal nature, such aseladdresses or specific information
about family members or important possessions. titlked about trying to learn the
condition of a second home at the Jersey Shore d&mother part of the state. Roads were
blocked or closed, and she “couldn’t get out, | hadyas in my car, and it was
terrible...and that website [JSHN] was like my orggaource to know really what was
going on.” So Jean went to “putting things up, agkpeople, | see your pictures of
Barnegat Lake, can you go dowfi Street” and take a picture of her house. She cited

discomfort with asking this of strangers over thieinet, saying that “I didn’t care. You
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could loot, take whatever you want, take my prop&aie my food...l want to know if
my house is okay. So | was fine putting my addtgsd was desperate.”

This connection to the community also extendecdformation that was not
related to the crisis at hand, but still seen bevaat knowledge sharing within the
community. Often, people would include their owmgm®al information that may only
be tangentially related to the post being put wp aliowed them to share something that
made them feel more connected to those on the sitheof the computer screen. JSHN
posted a picture of a restaurant that had suffeaedage during Hurricane Sandy, for
example, and got responses such as “I celebratanthglay there every year!” or “l used
to go there all the time.” Jean, a 43 year oldrinésvee, talked about seeing a bar
pictured on JSHN: “oh my god, that’s the first @aghere | ever had a drink when | was,
you know, underage. It went under, it went into dksean, and | was watching it on there
like, oh how sad, | was sitting right there at Eass old.” This connection to physical
places that were discussed in the community, acpéat type of knowledge sharing, led
to increasing emotional connection with other memaloé the community.

Potential for offline connectioWhile these communities of practice existed
within computer and smartphone screens, therevigyasl the potential for the
relationships that are formed online to move tdiredfconnection, or for people who are
connected offline to both join the same online camity, bringing their bond with them.
The community of practice model notes that haviregdpportunity to move offline can
increase trust and openness online, and that sommanities need to be seen by and
interact with the world (Matzat, 2010; Wenger et 2009). Allowing an online

community of practice to also exist in offline spas another way to ensure the
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community of practice thrives even after the exbat brought people together is no
longer as salient. This theme will solely discdiS$IN, a community that paid attention
to building those offline connections. There wasmention of offline connection among
individuals in the Twitter discussion.

Some of the offline connections existed betweerviddals who knew one
another prior to the crisis. These previously d&thbd relationships added a sense of
familiarity within the community, and allowed indduals to use those relationships as a
base for connecting with others online. Justin didbat, within JSHN, “people saw a lot
of fun in it, in connection with people and...sayifa) hey Joan, | hadn’t seen you in
awhile! How’d you fare after the storm?’ Stuff likieat.” People found their neighbors or
friends on the site, or in one instance, a womastgqubthat she knew of an elderly couple
that did not evacuate, and another woman postesétare MY parents!” Another
woman saw a post from a volunteer rescue workeryesponded with “Matt! Stay safe,
cousin, while you all work to rescue people.” Sames, the sheer relief at “running
into” a friend, and concern for that person, cdugdseen through the post, like the
woman who commented “SHELLEY!!! YOU OKAY?” Othemnties, the existence of a
previous offline connection allowed individualsfiod one another online, share their
stories, and share their sorrow, as seen in tlmgarsation between three women who
realized an offline connection and “met” throughHd&

Woman #1: My aunt owned the house next to Woman yur.aunt

was good friends with mine...this is sooo sad
Woman #2: Omg [Aunt] and [Uncle]? | knew them dadi!! Ginny’s house

(my house) is gone.
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Woman #1: Yes, [Aunt] and [Uncle] were my aunt amdle. | remember
them talking about you. | am so sorry about thisadéating loss...if there
is anything | can do to help let me know

Woman #3: Woman #2, | am Woman #1's twin sistedl€apent my childhood

at my aunt’s. | am so sorry for this disaster yorigoing through.
People were also able to gather additional infoionahrough careful reading, like the
two women who realized that one was looking forentd named Sue, and the other
woman lived next door to her, and they were abkhtire comforting information about
her safety.

JSHN did have a post asking for names and addregpesple who had stayed
behind and might need attention from rescue sesvideumber of people who
responded were doing so for elderly or disableghfis and relatives. One woman asked
people to go visit a friend who “has M.S. disalbded needs to bring medicines with
him. Home health aide can’t get to him.” Anothestaal that “my dad can’t get up to his
second floor bcdic] of his wheelchair. Send help please.” Some peoetrled extra
oxygen; others needed a generator to keep a reftayeunning for insulin; still others
needed to get to a pharmacy to refill prescriptiomsmight not have a car or be able to
leave their homes. According to Sally, a partidigabled interviewee, “having
Facebook, having this online, helps me be abletthiohgs...I can still participate in
society and be part of it, without having to phgdli be there.”

Other individuals would use the online communayet others know about the
offline connections that were available as parecbvery. Tom noted that “this one lady

who had electricity set up a charging station andféee pot and some other things in her
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front yard for those that didn’t,” and posted abibwn JSHN. One woman posted about
her ongoing recovery efforts, a long term clearsagyice and supply donation center,
and individuals from the community came to help hater, she offered a “big shout out
to [a man whose name was linked in post] who cdreditst day | set up (and in every
spare moment since!),”and noted that “we still [gi@nths after Sandy] have people who
randomly see us on facebook...and pop by...every mgrnwvould wonder if | would
have anyone to help, or enough stuff to help, ®myeperson that came resonated that
much more!!!!” Liz talked about how she noticed #8HN that “people that are
rebuilding need Christmas things...and that if pedyalee Christmas decorations that,
any extras, people could use them cause theylldeea decorations.” Other women
both noticed that they were headed to the sametidornzenter, and coordinated their
efforts to rent one truck instead of two.

Connection beyond the crisM/hile it was helpful to share crisis-related
experiences with others experiencing the same eievas also important for
community members to cement their bond by discgsson-crisis-related ideas and
events as well. Sometimes, these ideas and evenésemotional, and other times they
were of a relatively random but interesting nat¥hin this project, this form on
connection mainly existed within JSHN; less frequetamples from Twitter are
discussed at the end of the section.

One thread to pop up during the first day of Hamie Sandy was a discussion
about different car makers. It started with a worpasting “I was actually hoping for
damage to my Honda so | could get a Subaru agaiey-dte the BEST vehicles!,” and

took off from there, with people weighing in on whiwas the best between the initial
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pair, or suggesting other car makers as betterlibt#im Another discussion revolved
around climate change, with a number of peoplensgtyiings like “starting to wonder
about this whole global warming theory. Is man mpolkution causing warmer ocean,
causing mega storms?” Here, there was a debatetevioether or not global warming
existed, but also to what extent there was resdarshpport both sides of the debate.

Many people shared memories of growing up in Newsele or taking trips to the
Jersey Shore with family and friends. These coeldibected at the community at large
(“That's the Golden Gull—my late Dad built it andidew up in that house! Dad would
have been so proud to see it still standing” anddks my heart to see these pics after
spending a lot of time there and working ther@nyone remembers me working the
rides and or a stand with guitars and amps my @iciewas rock and roll bob”), or to
one person in particular (I remember we were wiblh guys the last time | saw it. Shirl
got pregnant on that vacation”). These memoriegwet always polite or easy to
understand without context, but they did indicateilingness to share and bond with
others in the community, like the woman who comredrtn a picture of a building
underwater, “I'm glad it's gone. That place kille/ husband in 2005. So I'm glad this
place is in the water. Now | can live in peace. Arhe

Other topics were very general and perhaps simelgnnto keep individuals
informed about general news and information. One pwsted a picture of a swan who
showed up in his yard after Sandy, and others athimetelling their own swan sighting
stories or posting pictures of themselves withsvans. Another man talked about why
everyone should own firearms, linking to “just avfexamples for all you ignorant

sheepole out there” that garnered quite a backtash other community members.
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JSHN also took the time, especially in the monthi®iing Sandy, to continue to alert
people to major changes in the weather, traffidgler other, general community news
that helped people stay informed and connectedécanother when not focus on crisis
response and recovery.

Connection on Twitter was minimal in this area. Mafsthe tweets not directly
related to the crisis still had something to dahwite broader issues, such as gun control
or conspiracy theories. It is possible that tangéobnversation would have occurred on
Twitter, but not used the hashtags within the sadhis project, and thus would not
have been analyzed. However, without using thoshthgs as a way to indicate
connection to the community, they would not be lade to anyone else looking to form
a connection, either.

Emotion.As part of expressing a connection to the commumdtividuals
involved in the community of practice had a widegea of emotional responses to share
with one another. While emotional responses cropypeith other sections and themes,
this area will focus on responses that appearéeé solely emotional in nature.

Expressing emotion was also a way to work throbghntext step of the crisis. By
sharing their emotions with one another, transparamcreases, revealing the “mind” of
the community and strengthening the relationsh@sdbuilt (Wenger et al., 2009, p.
187). As news of the shooting in Colorado spreatliadividuals wondered what to do
next, they would frequently also share their emitid®ne woman on Twitter noted that
she “already got my tix for tonight but now I'm sed...,” and another community

member noted that he was “kinda scared sittingisirhovie theater.” When it came to
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moving forward, one woman in JSHN talked about‘thegrace” in how long recovery
was taking as a double negative, because “we hese through ENOUGH!”

One woman noted, before Hurricane Sandy had evdwelw Jersey, that
“everyone is worried, maybe scared, we all havgetathrough this together and help
each other and listening to each othsrg concerns is cathartic...people have to express
themselves.” This seemed to be expected withidinemunity, and emotions were
encouraged by community members through comme@sdiverybody has the right to
rant about whatever your feelings are.”

On JSHN, even when there was not much to say ardeg a post, there would
still be people who would comment with “prayerst™this is so sad” or “I can’t believe
this” or even a simplistic “horrible!,” even if thewas no one there to validate their
emotion on an interpersonal level. These posts stdlshowcasing the mind of the
community, and helping community members understaatthey were not alone by
making it clear that others felt the same way (Wered al., 2009). There was almost
nonexistent named or direct interaction on thesecklEmotional posts. A string of 10 or
20 or 50 people would comment “unbelievable,” bo@ of them would say anything to
another person expressing the same emotion. Thisgohenon was even commented on
within the community; one man noted “it always siggs me how many people take the
time to comment on things saying ‘wow.” Even withaffirmation, this willingness to
show and share emotion within the community wasesged over and over again
throughout the life cycle of the crisis. This maydmilar to Liking a post, where that
small action is the nonverbal equivalent of these-eword posts. Here, the sense of

solidarity or connection is clear, but not as speci
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There were glimpses of positive emotion, and h@t®e community relationships
available for support and expertise often helpéeist feel more positive. They were
there to remind one another that “life doesn’t suakd to talk about how some recovery
efforts “makes my heart sing.” Justin would oftentb post positive pictures among the
posts about where to find water, and those weray@wappreciated by community
members, saying “SO FREAKING UPLIFTING AMIDST ALLHE
DESTRUCTION...GOD BLESS YOU ALL.” Some of the posiiemotions were only
seen as such in comparison: “be glad your alidevéoanother day and help each other
out [sic].”

Sometimes, emotion was expressed as anger or idiskelvhomever or whatever
was deemed responsible for putting an individuahis particular situation. In the
Batman community case, it resulted in comments“ita@pple are fucked up” or “I hope
this guy rots in prison.” There were rhetorical sfigns, looking to understand “what was
he thinking!?” and “why would anyone do this,” tietbroader “what the hell is going on
in this world?” Negative emotions were also somesmalled out as unhelpful aspects of
building community, where someone would note thia¢ fact that people are throwing
out all of these negative comments is unbelievablay to deflect your fear of the storm
onto an innocent person.”

Additionally, simply expressing negative emotionsveaway to feel connected to
the community. Tweeting something as basic as ftragle me angry” or “it’s terrible to
think what some people are capable of,” sentimtratswere expressed multiple times
within the community, was a way to add oneselh®community and the discussion.

Similarly, commenting on JSHN with things like “®@rbut | hate Sandy! And | never
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connection to the community. While most of the camity members posted emotion
without apology, it did come, often sounding liki$ is not a pittygic] story about me |
just wanted to share.”

For JSHN, sometimes this was directed at those eeé¢obe outside of the
community, even six months after Hurricane Sandgleriandfall. One woman talked
about how it “still looks like a bomb went off. R#e need to get out of their little bubble
and look at the big picture.” Another talked abbatv

the recovery is not going well. Some woman lastkn\esd the audacity to tell me

that because some of the restaurants in my towapse, everything is fine and |

don’t know what I'm talking about. Maybe a couplgsinesses are open, but
there’s not many residents in town for them to serv
The opposite end of this came from those who krmay tvere outside of the domain,
and wanted to connect on an emotional level any@ag woman posted that she feels
the emotional distress of this whole situation Ahdven't lost anything. I'm
scared to drive, I'm definitely on edge. | can’tagine how the people who lost
everything are feeling! So | just wanted to thamisie of you getting involved
with the emotional aspect of it. We are going ted!
On Twitter, a number of people who has ambiguoysiphl location but had not been in
the theater during the shooting (and thus coulddmsidered to be outside the domain),
would use the retweet (RT) function to expressrteeiotion, and thus their connection
to the community, through their use of another @e@sswords. A cartoonist who created

a cartoon entitled “The Dark Knight Mourns” haduwamber of RTs, as people used it to
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express both their sorrow and their fear. Anotheyd group of people used a RT to
express relief that news organizations had fourdtispect “doesn’t appear connected to
known terror groups.”

Emotions also changed as time moved on, and thencony began to feel that
the rest of the world had started to forget abbeirtplight. Some put off going back to
their homes for months because “i did not wantup$et and figured it would b much
better by nowgic]. | actually cried when | saw such horrific de\sgin.” On Twitter,
one of the few emotional comments after the shgotias “it's been one month since the
Aurora shooting? Seems like just yesterday...how fires and forgets to heal. #Batman
#Shooting #Aurora.” On JSHN, a similar sentimens\asted as “many of us still
cannot believe it has been one year since Sandliedaour shore...this storm forever
changed our state.” Most of the people still comiimgna year after Sandy were anxious
to continue discussing the storm, saying things ‘people are still waiting to get back
into their homes and move on with their lives. Wikt in mind, | don’t know how
anyone could really care about something like [@rdwalk rebuilding project].”

Community stewards.One of the most important roles in a community of
practice is the community steward, due to theiid@isperspective on a particular aspect
or information important to the community (Wengegak, 2009). The community
steward role should exist outside of the confinfedomnain, practice, and community—
the steward should enhance and improve all of ttioegs, and act in ways that help the
community improve generally, not just in one ofgsbdhree areas (Wenger et al., 2009).
The initial understanding of a steward was someame knew the technology well

enough to use it and explain it to others in thinercommunity (Wenger et al., 2009),
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but as this section will showcase, the role ofeavard has since changed to encompass
much more. Within this section, individuals who &e® community stewards for JSHN
(there was no identified community steward for Ternt will be discussed from both
within their own understanding and the knowledge expectations of others, to get a
fuller picture of the role.

By starting JSHN, Justin became a de facto comtysteward, and established
himself as a leader and, to a certain extent,arbitwhat would be discussed within the
community. His initial motivation for forming JSHijrew out of a combination of
interests, including citizen journalism, meteorglognd the use of social media, and
being a self-described “news geek.” Justin aldethhbout wanting to “create something
that would be accessible by everyone” as a waptovide people with the best
information at that time...to help them make inforntetisions.” While JISHN had
Justin, and as this section explains, a numbethafr stewards, there were no such
identifiable individuals in the Twitter group, atitus this discussion will focus on JSHN.

In addition to creating JSHN, Justin also estaklisstrong relationships with the
people in the community, where

| don’t even know who they are, | know them virtyabut | don’t know them in

real life, if | saw them on the street | wouldnitdwv who they were, were

reaching out to me personally, on a personal ldesdause they knew that
actually, there was this undercurrent of emotionifeg my reporting.
From the other side of that relationship, Sallkedl about Justin as “a rock...an anchor,
someone to help, he just kind of held us all togetA support system, somebody there

saying okay, you go left, you go right, do not gamiverything’s under control.” She also
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noted the importance of having Justin around, whermight not have slept, “he
couldn’t, as much as he was online. He was always o

Justin also noted that while he was the main comitygteward for JSHN, other
community members jumped in and offered help iamety of ways, where

people were literally organizing themselves intdyn&elping each other,

responding to each other, and they would also gigedeas...a woman like three

days out [from Sandy], or four, sent me a privaessage. She said hey, can you

put up like a post and ask people to share tigsosnthey're preparing for the

storm?
Having multiple people provide insight and informatallows the site to grow
organically, and to bring in a variety of areagrpertise. The woman who did not
evacuate and thus was able to offer updates oneignborhood was considered a
community steward, and an important one. One mak itaupon himself to maintain
accurate, real-time postings of gas availabilitgt pricing in his area, and people would
ask for him and his expertise in the comment sestad those posts specifically.

Community members would also chime in when theytfedre had been too
much discussion on a particular topic, or when tiheyght the types of information
could be improved. After two or three posts relatedescuing people with animals, or
where to find a shelter that would accept both msrend animals, one woman asked,
“since when did this become a pet page. | love petsvould rather come here to check
out the updates.”

As noted previously, one of the major ways thahcwnity members asked for or

looked to Justin for guidance as steward was wheretwas fighting or disagreement in
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the comments. Individuals were emotional, andnag$, people would say negative or
hurtful things to one another. Sometimes, Justieahthat he could not be there to police
every conversation, and other times, it was toardvith a simple “he has been
banned.” One man commented on Justin’s policing@icommunity by saying “my hats
[sic] off to JSHN. You must feel like a teacher of @gpl ed. classroom. God be with us
all.”

There was also an interesting divide between coniipnparticipants. Some knew
Justin by name, and would either link to his pebt use his name to say things like
“Justin E. Auciello Thank You so much you make N#swsey proud. Best Facebook site
to hit the Jersey Shore...I know it must be tediauts Wwe appreciate you and all your
hard work.” Sometimes the community members piakeodn things about him based on
his posting, like Kim, who asked during an intewi8s he from Seaside Park? Cause
they always post beautiful pictures of Seaside Pan#l | kept looking and saying, this
guy lives in Seaside Park.” And even though Kimkdeistin existed, and had thoughts
about where he lived, when asked if she could reloeermis direct contributions to the
site, her response was “hmm...not really.” She diig tioat generally, it was a good idea
“to have just one person, as an admin, somebod' th¢éelligent” in charge, mainly to
“take off inappropriate posts that might be offersi
Research Question Two: How, If At All, is an OnlineCommunity’s Crisis Recovery
Impacted by Communication within Online Communitiesof Practice?
After seeing how the structure of a community @fgbice works within online spaces in
a crisis, this research question looks at the @soémd actions community members may

have made or done differently in their crisis remgvbased on their connection to the
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community of practice. This moves beyond simplyemstanding what the aspects of a
community of practice are, and how those aspeqgiadatdaily life; while practice was
discussed in the first research question, hereethdts delve into the importance of
having a broader base of access to informatiorttamtips and suggestions that gave
them access to within the community, and what niednt for their recovery. There is
also a discussion of knowledge gaps and rumor mwitlé communities and the
intricacies of both dispelling rumors and attemgtio stop them before they begin.
Another area within this section looks at actiadseh by community members based on
the community itself and how online crises lendiikelves to a one-to-one model of
communication. Finally, this research question fakthe impact of long-term
connection to the community, why having this comityis important for future events,
and what suggestions were posed by the communtty lasw to improve before those
events.

Broadening information access to aid recoveryJtilizing a community of
practice during a crisis meant that people hadsactetypes and forms of information
that they might not otherwise be exposed to ormr then. This sort of massive
information sharing was not something discussedwitter beyond people reacting to
hearing the news of the initial shooting, suchn@swoman who tweeted “this is actually
real? | THOUGHT IT WAS A JOKE” or people who wouttiime in to say “That
#batman #shooting is nuts, | just heard.” Nonéhefdther information posted within this
particular Twitter group appeared meant to aiceitorvery or survival in any way.

When discussing the benefits of going online fasisinformation, Sally talked

about how there was “more information. There’s npeple putting in information than
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just talking to one person, and then it's fastesi&r. More credible.” Having an easy
place to verify information allowed her to “fill the blanks, that kind of thing.” With so
many people presenting information, and watchingéixe sure the information was
relevant and accurate and useful, meant that meople felt like there were real benefits
to being online and crowd sourcing their recov@ityese benefits also seemed to be
specific to the fact that they were dealing wittrigis situation; Jean talked about how,
“being a scientific person, | usually would wantkiwow where my resource is coming
from, but | was so desperate for information, Mickéouse could have been out in the
street taking pictures and | would have been hdppy.

Information was gathered into these communitiemfa wide variety of other
sources, often from community members who knewoafees that others in the
community did not; crowd sourcing information insthvay increased everyone’s access
to information. This information included other meedites like websites for local
television or radio stations, or the television aadio stations themselves; Snopes.com
for rumor control; other Facebook pages that wedidg with Hurricane Sandy, such as
NJ Volunteer Exchange or Shore Helpers; websiteléal townships or communities;
websites for places that were offering food or t@nadr other forms of recovery;
information for more long term recovery from thetidaal Guard or FEMA; YouTube
and Google Satellite for pictures and videos ofdéstruction; websites for local utilities;
the Google Crisis Map; 511 for road closure infotiorg police scanners; and other
individuals who might have additional informatidrhere were minimal references or
suggestions to utilize national news stations drsites; the more localized the

information, the better it was received. The comityuof practice model is based in
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sharing both domain and practice (knowledge and toowtilize it) (Wenger et al., 2009),
and online communities of practice can be set uhablinks and articles and
information can be shared with the speed of platfolike Facebook or Twitter. The ease
of linking to additional information, a common aaccepted practice for the larger
platform-based community, made that sharing a gatjaccurrence.

Individuals would often discuss the need for aetgrof topics presented in the
community, especially in the months after the imrmaedaftermath of the crisis.
However, the community was also good at self-pajcand noting when and why
something was particularly helpful, even if just éme individual. Within an online
community of practice, with essentially infiniteage to post things, information that
would help even just one person was seen as negesghrelevant, or at least worth
posting. Community members felt like providing aiety of information was important
because “anything is newsworthy right now in mynogm. Someone might have missed
the post or on the news. Even if it was a repest, peho cares?” The benefits of that
one-to-one interaction will be explored furtheelain the discussion of this research
guestion. The reporting of a non-crisis related fitas disputed by JSHN community
members; one male thought it was irrelevant, bioerst shortly joined in, noting that
“some people might be wondering where the smethobke was coming from. $ic] of
people might mistake it for a structural fire an@.” This was further justified as saying
that providing the information on JISHN would keegople from panicking or disrupting
emergency response personnel: “if i smelled smokeyi town i [sic] would probably

bother my fire department or even police—so good/ém for posting.”
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One woman posted on JSHN that she was “glad | [s#égrthis on Facebook
because this the only way I'm finding out about artpnt advisories!” Another woman
chimed in to say, “please post more specific messag we know who is where and
what’s happening!!” Marcus noted that the commupityvided

lots of issues that people are getting informatiom that page about. Like, some

people may be interested in flood insurance, thay be interested in certain

areas they didn’t have access to, so they werdédtbeff, because of flooding or
things like that, so just from a logistical stanoijpdo get around, just to figure out
what areas are open, what areas are closed. Ittheniorum is important for
those types of communications as well.
This community was also used to help people aniveequestions that they had. As
noted previously, individuals in the community Fealbt of questions that they looked to
others to help them answer, and often, they woatdagesponse (or multiple responses)
within minutes. Sometimes, the answers would beprehrensive (such as a multi-
paragraph response on the differences between ithsodance and disaster assistance),
and sometimes it was one line on whether or noR#é Cross had set up shelters and a
link to where the poster could find additional inf@tion. Individuals might also mention
something that was not particularly a question,diibérs would chime in to add
additional information; one woman commented “soneementioned could route 9 flood.
In this type of weather any roadway and anyplacg ¢ould flood. This rain will be
coming down so hard the ground will not be ablalisorb it all at once.”
Community-based suggestions for recoveryl he information presented

frequently takes the form of tips or suggestionstteer members of the community on
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how they improve their responses and reactionsdatisis, like the woman who
commented “if u want updates text your zip cod888777 and it will send u alerts for ur
town and ones near u!!! Good luck!8i§]” One of the major benefits of sharing tips in a
community like this is that they were able to buijgbn one another and become better
and stronger over time. This was most evident wigfeneral tip about filling Ziploc bags
with water before the storm and freezing them g ttould be used later for ice or
drinkable water. The first person to put the tip there mentioned it in passing, and
soon, almost a hundred people had chimed in tdtegdspin on it, mentioning that you
could also fill any plastic container, to be catefuonly fill containers part way so the
water had room to expand, to put them in a bakarggo they did not leak and freeze to
the freezer itself, noting that freezers will steyzen for 48 hours after the power goes
out and will stay colder if there is more in it,sting pictures of their freezers, with
stacks and stacks of water bottles ready to go.

It was not always clear how many people withinagbenmunity took these
suggestions as, for example, not posting abougusiip from JSHN does not
automatically mean that they were not utilized. ldger, these suggestions provided
resources for community members busy trying tovecfrom the storm. These tips also
fell into the range of things your mother might fechyou to do, including “everyone
should wear swim shoes | think just to be safe” ‘ar@Vver use cruise control on wet
road.” They also included information that was imtpot but not likely to get the news
coverage, like “please remind people donating carioed to make sure it is NOT
EXPIRED!! or that “people are not aware that tleey go to these collections and

shelters even if they currently have a place tg.’sfps also came from the personal
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experience, like the woman who kept track of wiaoffee stores were open “for all you
COFFEE FREAKS LIKE ME.” Others shared tips basedrugheir negative experiences
or poor luck, such as the person who “had friend fea 2 hours and they would not take
his cash or AMEX as payment. Keep this in mind whenturing out.”

The community also attempted to aid recovery egfbst making suggestions to
those who were in charge of larger recovery effand potentially active within the
community, such as “Fort Monmouth (which closedy hausing on base. Are these
homes empty and if so, it would be a good pladeotase families who have lost their
homes” or “owners with homes on the water shouldlmeved to dock and inspect their
properties.” Other times, a post would not be deddo anyone, but simply be making a
suggestion: “Someone with experience solicitingatlmms should approach the big
chains—staples, office depot, targgit].” While it is possible that politicians or
emergency workers or people with experience in faisthg might see those posts and
change policy in some way (although that was nenastte clear or explicitly stated
within the community), they mostly seem to be pddte the benefit of giving people an
outlet for their ideas and feeling like they weoatibuting to the conversation around
the crisis. These suggestions also allowed otloerste the ideas being discussed,
whether that meant they thought it was the “woestision of the tragedy” or “absolutely
amazing and the best news of the week.” When thgesiions posted were not enough
to solve the problems presented, community membeuwd also post phone numbers
and addresses and websites for places that migiitlbéo help, like non-emergency
numbers for police and fire departments, how tadactrthe Red Cross or local

politicians, and where to get information on thetoeation process of the utility
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companies. One woman even suggested that anotle6&S marine and ask for
Steve—he has them [what you need].”

Knowledge gapsWithin any community, there is going to be informatthat is
needed but either not yet known or not easily aéél. A community of practice is set up
to learn from and with one another; this basic agkedgement of the importance of
knowledge sharing allows for knowledge gaps todsly and quickly identified, and
then to hopefully be just as quickly and easille@ilin (Wenger, White, & Smith, 2009).
This speed of information sharing, and the potéfaiaso much information to not be
readily available, also acts as breeding grounduorors, discussed earlier. Here, the
discussion looks at how the ability of communitymiers to ask their questions, and to
get an almost immediate response, played a latgerrdiow connected individuals felt
to the community, and the benefit of having comrhyukinowledge to improve recovery.
They felt seen as individuals here (helped, perivapart, by the fact that they were
individually identified—their comment linked baak éither their Twitter or Facebook
profile, allowing other community members to learare about them). One woman
posted to JSHN asking for specific information atain and wind gusts, noting that “I
know it will get worse, it will help the quantitag brain if | can gauge how much
worse.” Having the ability to ask for informatiométt is personally helpful, based on the
individual interaction available in an online conmity of practice, allowed community
members to improve their recovery by being mor@ared and gathering the sorts of
information they found uniquely helpful. Another man noted that she “had a stroke in
June and can’t make sense of weatherman jibbeejabban get precise point to point

info here.”



160

Rumor. With information coming from so many different pé&s¢ and from a
variety of both reputable sources and personalrestpze, rumors within the
communities were inevitable. The presence of rummayg call all other information into
guestion, so understanding their existence andifumis important to understanding a
community of practice. Additionally, knowing whigheces of information are rumor and
which are not allows community members to focushenhelpful information, thus
improving their recovery efforts. One concern witdiSHN was that, since not everyone
in the community read every single thing publisbgdhe community, a rumor would be
dispelled in one thread or interaction, but corgitm exist in a different thread.
Sometimes, individuals would exhort other membertake the time to read through
some of the posts here,” or “please be sure toAdadcaptions,” or to “please check
your facts” in order to help them understand whatttuth was, and how to avoid
continuing to spread the rumor, because oftent’$l@arumor that was killed days ago.”
This could also take the form of a direct connecttmanother community member. One
woman said “Lori—Answered you on your other poant expected that Lori would go
there and be able to find the information. Justiuld also regularly start a new post
reading “DO NOT POST RUMORS ON THE WALL - IF YOU AR A RUMOR,
SEND A PRIVATE MESSAGE TO THE PAGE AND WE'LL INVESGATE” in the
hopes of controlling them before they were spreadd® many more people. Justin said
that he would work to verify potential rumors witgyewitness reports and local
authorities.” This was his solution because “itstan nature, you know, people gossip.”
And he would hear from “hundreds of people in a feimutes, and it worked, because it

kept it private. And people were able to exhausatwias on their minds.”
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Community members were also often cognizant ofipgsm information
“correctly” so as to avoid starting rumors themssland hindering someone else’s
recovery process. Charles mentioned his cauti6hafng] to pass along wrong
information. So I'd just rather send it verbatinathme try to translate it, you know what
| mean? | didn’t want to get anything lost in trati®n so | usually would just show
people the posts, and look, this is where you aahAnother woman noted it “just goes
to show you can write anything on the internet soishe bumblehead will believe it.”
Relatedly, community members were often split oetiar or not the rumors were
malicious. Some wondered “what the heck was thedayef those snakes who put out
that lie?” while others were convinced that “it’'tdpeing spread on purpose — the issue is
accurate information is hard to get.” Often, ined out that people would come back
later to post items like “sorry, | won’'t do any osting anymore...| thought this was
valid when | put it on here.” Justin would alsoesftcomment in these situations, noting
that “that’s the problem with the rumor—if it waalid, it would help people. You have
good intentions and jusit] want to help others.” He also noted that as padispelling
rumors, he’d “rather panic people due to cold Haatls and save lives than feel
responsible for not doing so.” Within a communifypoactice, the idea of having those
good intentions and building connection is impaortént correct or valid information
may help build stronger connections that spreagtifggmation that turns out to be a
rumor.

Rumors existed within all topics of informationvered by or a concern for the
community: whether or not non-union power employeas other states had been

turned away by Jersey Shore power companies; whias lof help and recovery support
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was available through FEMA; where food and sheltet other necessities were or were
not available; hiring practices; the collapse @slof specific places or buildings; photos
from previous crises; among other things. The disbeould even concern the crisis
itself, as it did for one woman on Twitter, who edK'Holy shit. This is actually real? |
THOUGHT IT WAS A JOKE. #batman #shooting.”

Individuals would also put forth rumors in ordernarease the number of people
who might be willing to join their information crade. Conspiracy theorists abounded in
the Batman community, providing links to supposettigve that “even some of the
#media are starting to question the #batman #smpébfficial #story” or that
“‘PREDICTIVE #PROGRAMMING #Batman #Shooting Foretahd1986 “Dark Knight”
Comic,” or even suggesting to others that “you hawatch this. It's kinda long buuuut
it's creepy #illuminati #batman #shooting.” For I3 HSUPER STORM SANDY
[was]....GOD’S WARNING!...Not to believe the lies thfe republican party.” Others
spend time making sure everyone knew that “glolahving/climate change is all a
scam for profit. Enough with this Global Warming.B&ne man posting in JSHN
advised that it was time to “get out the tin faglté kids.”

Social media also make it possible for fake or blaccounts to be created in
order to put forth less than desirable opinions dectease the overall helpfulness of the
community, but other community members were quac&all them out, asking “how
credible is someone who can’t even use their realenwhen spouting conspiracy
theory’s Eic] to be a “rebel rouser?” What are they, a Mexisaestler who can’t show

their true identity? You will now be known as Nadtibre.”
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Reputable information was always important to ¢hesmmunities and their
recovery, but especially when dealing with potdmtianors. Community members would
invite one another to visit specific websites iderto “understand the...problem. There
are big big in correctsic] ideas being stated as fact here.” Other timesa# clear that
“this is just a matter of semantics, but semamhester!!!! It's in the parking lot
ACROSS from Monmouth Park Racetrack, NOT at Monrhdrark Racetrack itself.
Take care, be safe, and rock on!” Additionally réheere places that were “serving hot
meals the isdic] not a rumor!!! Breakfast and dinner,” but, astilusrould point out, it
was a complicated item to post, because “they &@& Bkrving hot meals to the public,
Cheryl. That’s the distinction. Hot meals are foe utility workers.” Tiny details like this
made a big difference in the message, in how maoyple went to the wrong place in
hopes of a hot meal only to be turned away (“DO Y@WWNT PEOPLE TO WASTE
THE GAS THEY HAVE CHASING ALL OF THE FALSE RUMORSBING
SPREAD??7?"), and in how much community discussionld/center on the issue of
semantics instead of other recovery information.

When organizations or individuals would solicit 88HN, community members
would also take it upon themselves to look intortteend report back: “I did some
research on [an organization soliciting]. Look®lk scam. Don’t take my word for it,
research online, and don’t send them money,” orcdreful. It could be a scam. |
apologize to the original poster but | have hedribo many people being scammed and
robbed. Just be careful.” Another woman followeat tinp with her own story of being
scammed: “Good point, [original poster]. | was so@d with a post on here with

someone housing 3 families and needing food. Shgraddress on here and | showed
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up, her husband had no idea what | was talking tadwodi she asked me for money.”
There were, of course, opposite stories, whereastguor help were considered “wayyy
sketchy” by some community members but were ultayaghown to allow two people to
meet and exchange necessities, even if that ingltaféer[ing] that a patrol car meet us
and take both our informationsi¢] down...I know that this is the world we live in...but
it's a sad situation when you have the power tp Belneone and you blindly look the
other way.”

Sometimes, not even information from other, supglyseeputable, sources was
enough. Dealing with rumor and source credibilbyld impact recovery; if the
information wasn’t believed or shown to be belideaindividuals may not utilize any of
the information presented, missing out on the lngjdlocks of a community of practice.
A man talked about how he hated “how the media piopbaseless lies and blows them
so out of proportion.” A woman chimed in that pgrh@ne way to stop spreading rumors
was to know that “rumorsjc] aren’t worth repeating! Only repeat the sourdetie
JSHN member said that “this storm is bad enoughdevét need to sensationalize it.
And unless you see it with your own eyes, peodkase get confirmation from a reliable
source before posting such things!,” while othested that “WE HAVE MORE
IMPORTANT THINGS TO TEND TO!,” and that rumors sHdube soundly ignored, or
asked “can anyone confirm with first hand knowle2lgé the rumor could be traced
back to an initial source, the community would offest that as well: “the story started
at WAFF-48 [linked in text]. feeldic] free to give them a piece of your mind.” Sources
were also used as negative confirmation: “surgutss rumor, my bff lives very close to

[place rumored to be on fire]. she would have tet[gidif it was on fire!”
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JSHN was a trusted source of information for comityunembers, both for
general information and for rumor control. Postaildanclude comments such as
“Thanks, JSHN. You are quickly becoming one ofrin@st important sources of info on
Facebook. Keep up the good work, and good job d¢tnguthe stop on the many rumors
being circulated.” Charles discussed his desishtoe JSHN's posts with his other
Facebook friends because “this website offers aflatformation,” thus allowing him to
“actually get information and share it, and thena@dt like the Telephone Game, where
this person has it down the line.” Gathering infation from JSHN then allowed Charles
to act as one of multiple sources of informationtis friends, broadening the reach of
the community of practice.

One of the major ideas to come out of the Batmannsonity was the speed with
which information was retweeted. Often, this waansat the beginning of the crisis—as
people were trying to get the information out anélgrumors of terrorist group
connection or to provide accurate numbers of vistibrater on in the crisis, the retweets
still took the form of items that could be seemaw/s headlines (“[PIC] Christian Bale at
hospital”); putting forth conspiracy theories (“#G@do #Batman #shooting shows
obvious signs of being staged”); or to connectdti&s to a broader idea (“No shortage
of gun shops in the #Aurora area, more than 28diptus pawn shops #Colorado
#batman #shooting”). This was also frequently deiteout providing the name or
Twitter handle of the person who originally tweetkd information.

Action taken based on the communitySometimes, the decision to take action
or not was one that was discussed within the conitmtirst. While some of the actions

discussed here may have been part of an indivislgabis response, that action or lack
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thereof influenced recovery. Additionally, sometoé action discussed in this section
refers to recovery by talking about actions tak&msonths or a year after Hurricane
Sandy. When Hurricane Sandy was initially approaghihere was a lot of discussion
about the need, or lack thereof, for evacuatiomé&were concerned about media reports
that only emergency response personnel should bieeomads, and that those found out
unnecessarily would be ticketed. One man askeddhemunity at large for help with

this internal struggle—if he stayed, he would bediy in the path of the storm. But if

he left, he faced the potential of a ticket he kinmacould not afford to pay. So, he asked,
“if ’'m on the road, will | get a ticket?” JustidSHN founder, replied almost immediately
that what was important was to “just get out. Exaeulf you get a ticket, I'll pay it for
you.” Individuals were making major decisions ablbasic preparedness and response
actions based on what they learned or sourced thhenrcommunity. Other community
members had similar questions, such as “they’te¢geéveryone ‘to evacuate’ well, to
where. A lot of people don’'t have money for hotels.

Some of this action was immediate. Charles knem{d&HN that people needed
ice to keep things cold while without power, andused connections at a nearby juvenile
correctional center (his mother worked there) ltdL® large coolers with ice. He then
went back on JSHN and asked “where can | take @revpeople will need it most?,” and
then delivered the coolers based on the respo@sasmunity members would also be
proactive about asking how they could help, like tian who posted “JSHN you have a
small army of professionals here. Please let ys.’h€his was also seen as a direct result
of being part of the community, both JISHN and tia¢esof New Jersey, where “someone

yells help and a thousand voices answer...gottaJeveey Folks.” To do his part, one
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man posted that he had power and TV, and thatufsgmt him your address, street and
town, he would “call emergency response to geidg.[Or loved ones.”

Engaging with a community of practice offered pap@nts a chance to know and
see how others were handling the crisis. Like tla@ mentioned at the beginning of this
section, many people compared notes on whethestdorevacuate, and offering advice
on how that might impact their recovery: “You cdways stay, but if it means you might
need help...You might not get it. R u sure u warsig [isk it.” One woman even
connected this idea to her knowledge of past stoposting “SO many were overlooked
this time around because of the overhype of Irede.believe that!”

This engagement also offered individuals insight imow people outside of the
community were recovering from the crisis. At tirermonth mark beyond Hurricane
Sandy, one woman posted to JSHN that she had aggcade class who wanted to find
another second grade class with whom they coulaebepals. Her class had been hit by
the storm, but she wanted “to demonstrate to mgsdiaat the destruction from the storm
goes beyond just our community. | think togethercae pull through this.” When
individuals posted about coming from out of towrh&dp with recovery, they often noted
that having “this page makes it easy for thosesdto reach out.”

In a confluence of multiple themes, some commumigmbers would pull
information from multiple threads to help make shiedpful information could be taken
by putting people who had needs together with thdse had things to offer. In one such
interaction, a man posted to JSHN that he hadld sliedroom furniture to offer
someone in need, including bunk beds, dressersa arght table. A community member

saw this, and noted that a woman had mentionecketirét day in another thread that
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she was looking for bunk beds for a family with ggwchildren. By tagging the
individuals involved in the needing and the havimgach post, the parties were able to
get in contact with one another, and exchangeuhmetéire.

A one-to-one model of communicationThe community of practice, especially
when pursued over social media, made it possiblenéveasingly individualized
information to be available and to help people myinecovery. The format of the
community also made it easier to speak directigrtother person in the community,
through @ mentions on Twitter or linking to a persbrough Facebook. This could be
coupled with an offline connection; in other wordsy post came up that a community
member thought was relevant to a friend who mightsee it, he or she could link that
person’s name in the comments, which happenedrrdtpiently.

This one-to-one model allowed people to offer momre specific aid to one
another. One woman posted to JSHN that “if any want me to check on people in
Keansburg inbox me ill go to their house n checkham Eicl.” Community members
believed this was also true for those who mighiomitoring the site to aid in rescue
efforts, like the woman who posted to “keep thisdfelear of unnecessary comments!
You're making it harder for emergency managemedttanse who actually need to be
rescued! There are people still trapped in theinésl” and received 150 Likes.

Sometimes, that meant helping people know whatando. One of the
interviewees, Jean, believed that

that page had a lot to do with a lot of people hgw reality check, they needed

to get out...and it probably saved a lot of livesc&&se you were informed on

how bad it really was, in certain areas, and tloat should not be there...the
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boardwalk’s not there, it's not going to be likeatlyou think, so don’t go, it's

not safe. And | think it kept a lot of people foedsn on helping, rather than |

gotta go down and see it.

A number of the posts during recovery (six montha gear from the storm) would
include suggestions or tips for how to improve sas an “attempt at a proper dune
would be prudent,” possibly believing that if thegsted to JSHN, someone in a position
of authority would see it, as they had seen pasting the storm itself.

Long-term connection to the community. While the community of practice can
be very helpful in the short term, crisis recovalso needs to be understood from a long-
term perspective in order to see the impact ofdimgy effects and to hopefully avoid
worse crises or responses in the future (Gilpin & phy, 2008). Sometimes, the
community members were still active and interestadhat the community had to offer
them, even a year or more after the initial crisis.

Six months after Hurricane Sandy, people were ®aty using JSHN to debate
whether or not recovery was moving at an apprapggeed. One side believed that
things were not quick enough, even asking “whabvecy?” Others talked about how
“Seaside Heights would have everyone believe theytrecovering, but it is not so.
Houses are still boarded up from the storm,” omgdbfear that “the Jersey Shore as we
knew it will never be the same.” Others felt likdfgcient progress was being made,
noting that is it “best to learn from the ancieménember, ‘Rome was not built in a day,’
the shore will rise again, I'd rather it take it®¢ with stronger remedies, stronger
buildings and homes (no rush jobs).” Meta commeraad reminders also existed:

“there are far too many people who think the stameas should be cleaned up already. |
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guess no one really gets the term complete dew@stdthey are moving forward every
day.” This debate also allowed individuals to uisteend whether or not their personal
recovery was moving at a standard pace, or if tie®ded to be doing more to improve
their recovery, and to ask things like “how do vppla for the grant” for housing repairs.

There was also plenty of sharing of horror stoaied warnings, like the woman
who recounted the story of someone who “while suthe old casino pier, crashed and
broke his skegdic] hitting a sunken refrigerator.” Others includezhhing how “Seaside
Heights this weekend had metal sticking out ofghed and wires,” or having someone
“strongly urge anyone who had water in their honoenf Sandy to have ALL wiring that
was submerged thoroughly inspected. Your home oarpgn flames when yousic]|
not even around.”

The emotional connection provided by the commuwiag also important, so that
community members who were still dealing with timpact of the storm six months or a
year out, after many had moved on from the crsssome way, felt safe to post things
like this:

I'm so tired. I'm not even sure | want to go homgnaore. Some days | wonder

why I'm fighting so hard to keep my house whereél$ like everybody wants me

gone. The town is being horrible, the mortgageiasdrance companies are
being horrible, and FEMA is the worst. All | warttthis point is to get one good
night's sleep free from nightmares.
That post was liked by five others, and had a nurobeommiserating or supportive
comments follow it. Justin countered posts like thy talking about the good that was

being done, including boardwalk rebuilding, statihgt “highlighting the positive
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aspects, which includes boardwalk rebuilding, Ilisstinspiration and hope for many who
are still suffering.”

People also relied on the community to help therkexgpod choices during
long- term recovery. There was significant disamssind outrage within JSHN about
price gouging, and the community often shared tieep for gas and other necessities in
order to compare and steer clear from those thed iméent on gouging. In the aftermath
of the storm, one woman commented that she hopedésne is tracking which
businesses supported people and those that prugedol want to make it a point in the
time following Sandy that | support the businegbes supported the people of NJ.”
Others felt the need to share and commiserateendkperiences with rebuilding by
talking about how they are “still arguing with imance on original claim and dealing
with FEMA,” or that “ICC money is not enough...hopiyuwvith God’s help it will work
out or we will be walking away with a lot of othérs

Other recovery needs were more about trying to tivmlpeople with matching
needs and offers. One woman wanted to “find theevwiha canoe that was left in our
backyard during Hurricane Sandy.” Another woman ‘teadall unit that is light wood
and in great shape that | am happy to donate.”

Most of the posts at one year post-Sandy werengl&bout how “this storm
forever changed our state,” and encouraging pdaopi®emember that our friends and
neighbors still need help. Volunteering just anrhaiuyour time may make a world of
difference to someone.” Some people were cleaulstfated at the ongoing topic
dedication, saying “maybe it was something that inatthiing to do with SANDY not

everything in life from now on has to do with SANDY here were also mentions of
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various memorials or ways people were commemoratiegnniversary. More to the
point, there was a fair amount of grumbling ovewhbe government was “so sad and so
wrong. Something needs to be done for people hiksd!!!,” and wondering why “the
people who are being appointed to these positimaat being held accountable and are
not standing up.”

There were also those who felt the connectioneéactmmunity was not as
strong, either never reaching a true connectioh thi¢ individual, or having one that
faded over time. In a discussion as to why he veagiigood candidate for an interview,
Steve mentioned that he “really cannot remembesetiweets” and that he uses Twitter
and trending hashtags “every day with all sortsuddjects and issues,” making it difficult
to remember exactly what he had said about a sisgle. This indicates that perhaps
Twitter is not a full community of practice as dwedd in this project, something that is
discussed in greater detail in the discussion @ecti

An existing community for future events.While the original understanding of
communities of practice included the stage fordfanming, or disbanding once the
community was no longer useful (Wenger, 1999), kkdn the nature of social media,
these online communities of practice never readyagay. Hashtags may stop trending,
and individuals may choose to un-Like a Faceboaephut that information is logged
into the history of the internet, and is still taevhen another shooting or crisis takes
place, and individuals remember that, and will metw it for help and/or information.

For those who remained connected to or closeg@dmmunity even after the
initial crisis was over, the community becomesacplto go when other issues arise. The

Jersey Shore had a number of major issues in #refgibowing Hurricane Sandy,
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namely the destructive fires on the newly recomséa boardwalk in September 2013,
and an incident with a gunman at a local mall irvé&aber 2013. Both times, JSHN was
flooded with individuals who wanted the chanceigtdss this new development, and
they returned to JSHN because they rememberedithatsn’t just about the hurricane
news...they post stuff like what’s going on, more w@tbe community.”

This community also existed for non-crisis eved&HN turned into a place
where posts were about the weather, or traffic bpskbut also a place to “tell us what's
going on in the Garden State this weekend.” Comtgumembers would often post
about volunteer events they knew of, and encouratfesgls to participate, since it was
for a cause that clearly hit close to home. Thegeevalso posts of items that could be
considered of general interest to those who shihedersey Shore domain. Six months
after Hurricane Sandy, one woman posted about ngrthie New Jersey 2013 marathon,
and asked the community to “come support us aryl fagde funds & awareness for
LLS.” In humorous community connection, another veoneplied that “anyone that
runs without being chased gets a big thumbs up frt!” Other people noted that
“today is officially World Naked Gardening Day (light wait till tonight)” or that “Im
[sic] watching Mean Girls before | go to the gym,” coemts that received 7 and 5 Likes,
respectively, from their fellow community members.

The understanding of an online community of pactias been both developed
and expanded here, through the dual case studEsHNl and Twitter. The research
guestions have allowed for analysis of how the camity of practice framework works,
and doesn’t work, in these crisis situations, andrtderstand what individuals might do

differently because of their connection to the camity of practice. Within the
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discussion, these understandings will be furthgtaed, bringing together what is
known about domain, practice, and community, aed thffering both theoretical and

practical applications for the future use of tlieniework.
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Chapter 5—Discussion

Wenger, White, and Smith (2009) argue that thetbinygsof mutual influence
between technology and community creates a voit@xentiveness that propels both
forward” (p. 172). Here, they are looking at thentounity of practice framework, and at
various forms of technology hosting communities) aeaeing how the two influence one
another. This project has added a third unique eterto this vortex, that of a crisis
situation, which shifts to be more time sensitivere aware of logical or structural
holes, and, in some instances, how to adapt thedaoies of the community in order to
accommodate everyone who had something to congrilubrder to understand how
these otherwise disparate ideas come togetheisehtson will determine whether or not
the two cases meet the definitional standard todmsidered communities of practice and
look at communities of practice in crisis situagoiihe chapter ends with a discussion of
the dissertation’s strengths and limitations, aathg for future research.
Definitional Crisis-Based Online Communities of Pratice

Wenger’s (1999) stages of a community of practregpatential, coalescing,
maturing, stewardship, and transforming; each efstiages will be defined and discussed
as part of (or lack thereof) both communities iis gectionPotentialallows for
individuals to find one another online; many commymembers and interviewees noted
learning about JSHN from a friend or someone ¢leg knew who was already a fan. On
Twitter, the conversation could be found if an indual looked at the day’s trending
topics or saw what hashtags were being used byrmayes sources. Wittoalescing
members must find value in communicating togetivdich was obvious in how thankful

individuals were for JISHN. There were no commentpdople in the portion of the
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Twitter discussion studied that indicated they wgnaeful to have other people to talk to
about the shooting, nor did they particularly realihere was the potential for a larger
and more connected conversation.

By both creating helpful materials and allowing $ome offline connection,
JSHN fulfilled thematuringstage; community stewards who took on this tas& al
brought about thetewardshipstage. The power of community stewards will beussed
more fully later in this chapter, here it is simpiyportant to remember that JSHN had
one main steward in Justin, and a number of othemeunity members willing to take on
minor stewardship roles; no one on Twitter couldsben as a community steward. No
one on Twitter instigated or mentioned offline ceaton, and as discussed, no one can
be seen to have truly started a community on tlaétopm, particularly one that invited
community stewardship. Although stewardship isrlatéVenger’'s idea of community
development (1999), had someone within the Twdtenmunity established themselves
as a steward, stronger bonds may have formed, ialiptve community to be established
backward or out of order.

Finally, since JSHN still exists, there was a mialihevel oftransforming,or
leaving and ending the community. While the amainnteraction did decrease over
time, from 17,964 comments during the week of thens to 1,338 comments the week
of the one year anniversary, there were still gdarumber of individuals participating in
the community and engaging with one another, whimds not match the definitional
understanding of transforming as the complete didiog of the community. Relatedly,
it is still possible to tweet using the hashtagslstd here, or to search for them and thus

view the original conversations. While the timenfiafor this study was the six months
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immediately after the shooting, a brief search witfér in late March 2014 shows that
those two hashtags had been used together aslyegeMarch 14, 2014, but with
minimal use in the year since data collection endédhis point, it appears that while the
Twitter hashtags did provide individuals with a wayorganize similar thoughts and
ideas, it does not meet the stages laid out fosidemation as a community of practice.

However, the lack of yet attaining transformatiaesl not rule out JSHN (or
Twitter) as a community of practice; Wenger (1988lieved that all communities would
end or transform at some point, but made no defengtatements as to a timeline for that
to occur. It is possible the JISHN will end one dawt, until then, it is important to note
that some individuals have stuck around. This igartant both because recovery can last
for years in some cases, and because it is poskdtli¢he same or a similar crisis will
happen again, and individuals want to be preparddndle it. It may also be possible for
communities to not end, which future research ceulaore given that social media may
facilitate longer-term community sustainability acrtses may be events that sustain
communities given that they are ever present.drctise of JSHN, given that hurricanes
are seasonal, this could provide a unique testtcasentinue exploring over time.

This suggests the need for an additional stagecofranunity of practice, as
either an addition to or replacement of transforomtwhich could be called
continuation where at least some community members remaingeigaith the group
beyond its expected conclusion. When consideringtwiay help an online community
of practice reach continuation, it is importantémember that it would not reach
continuation simply because it had not yet rea¢hatsformation. In other words, a

community that had yet to run its course (whereppeare still actively dealing with the
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practice and domain of the community) would stélib stewardship. Communities that
might be expected to end, however, like JSHN dféerdling Hurricane Sandy was no
longer something to monitor daily, could move intmtinuation instead of
transformation.

Continuation, then, is based on the idea that smmemunity (as the third
function of a community of practice) provides aduhal support beyond the original
practice and domain established. In other word#)ercase of JSHN, people came to the
community to deal with Hurricane Sandy, but stagedause they formed relationships
and enjoyed the change in practice from hurricaspanse and recovery to general
community knowledge and areas of hyper local irsted&é another hurricane threatens the
Jersey Shore, the practice will revert to its oragifocus. These communities of practice
then appear cyclical; the need to keep coming battke same information and people
time and time again, with periods of lower connattievels in between. While this
nature of continuation is not strictly crisis-basadtommunity of practice for crises that
may reoccur is a strong example of the conceptassalallows for additional connection
to complexity theory, where continual learning adaptation and improving after one
crisis in preparation for another crisis is a maonsideration (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008).

At this point, it appears that while the Twitteishgags did provide individuals
with a way to organize similar thoughts and idéagoes not meet the stages laid out for
consideration as a community of practice. Thabista say that the conversation on
Twitter was entirely without merit; it did allowdividuals to express emotions, share
news, and act as an outlet for conspiracy theamelscalls for additional consideration of

how the government generally, and gun control sigatly, plays a role in these types of
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violent crises. It would be thus appropriate tacdss this existence as a informational
network, not a community of practice. This partezulwitter grouping has a lot of
benefits to offer individuals facing a crisis stioa, as it helps them be engaged but
without forming sustainable relationships; inforroatshared in done in a passive sense,
not a personal one like was seen throughout JSHiNhB benefits of a full community
of practice is not among them.

This appears to have been partially a functionwitt€r as a platform, which
does not allow for connected conversations; instéaslup to each individual to seek out
the hashtags around which a conversation formstaodntinue to engage in that search
over time. If a person uses different hashtagy, #ne part of a different community
entirely, and one may never find the other. Thos&ihg to form online communities of
practice, or to act as a steward within one, egigéh communities that utilize hashtags,
may want to give specific consideration to esthiiig those hashtags early, and seeking
out others using similar but not community-baseshkegs. It may also have been a
function of having fewer people involved on an ertely personal level with the crisis;
Hurricane Sandy directly impacted a much largeuprof people than the Batman
shooting, which may have meant that more indivislwadre interested in seeking out
information on levels of both interest and necgssihich helped grow that community.
All of this is not to say that Twitter, or discusss of a violent crisis, could never become
a community of practice; simply that in this pautar instance, that combination lead to
something else entirely.

JSHN is thus the only one of the two communitiesassed here to meet the

stages of a community of practice, and will thughmefocus for the rest of this section on
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defining online communities of practice. Other défonal needs laid out in the literature
to be considered a robust community of practickuge (Jones, 1997; Zhang & Watts,
2008): possessing an online location with the ghiér whole group communication, a
variety of communicators, a minimum level of mensgbgo, and a virtual common space
suitable for member interaction. Facebook offersilyroup communication to anyone
who Likes the JSHN page, as they are then freertomeent and post and contribute to
the discussion, which leads to a variety of commators. The minimum level of
membership, then, is to Like the page; commundfgzractice are also open and
welcoming to what Wenger, White, and Smith (20@3¢rr to as the legitimate peripheral
participant. Finally, the virtual common spaceiftieraction would be the page itself,
with the posts and comments and opportunities étin mentioning another community
member directly or for sending someone a directsangs.

Additionally, online communities of practice alsory about a strong sense of
otherness (Clarke, 2009), members against evemiseewhich becomes even more
obvious and prevalent in crisis situations, whaeeline between those affected and not
affected might be blurry, but it does exist. Ong/waat was manifested within JSHN
was the split along domain, where who was affeotednt a wide variety of things, from
evacuated and lost everything to those who usédaan New Jersey and hopes things
go well for the people who still live there. Thebdée that played out in the results
between those who had vacation homes and thoséadhprimary residences on the
shore, and the disdain for the Bennies, also shesgchow the distinction of impact can
have an impact on the community. This impact of diomvas discussed thoroughly as

part of research question one, where domain cdnlimt way to connect and a way for
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the community to splinter; it will also be discudse more detail in the next section of
this chapter. Additionally, although earlier sen8f this work have discussed ways in
which Facebook might improve ways to streamline eadfy the information sharing
that occurs, JSHN still meets the definitional reeefithe label of a community of
practice.

Complexity theory also plays a role in these ustderdings. Within the seven
major aspects of the theory, some are more obwaletified for community members
than others based on the findings of this study.eikample, there are no explicitly stated
rules of interaction, but the social media platfdras its own implicit expectations and
community stewards then help create additional tmetsmake sense based on their
specific domain and practice. There is also vintuoking at how individual actors
come together and use one another to adapt tosiheation (Murphy, 2000). Looking at
two different online communities showcases the ipdmenefits of sharing information
online; Twitter in the updated information, genemformational network sense, and
JSHN in the detail-oriented, specific and communitpractice sense. Understanding
complexity within a community of practice illumirest patterns in the types of posts and
the information both sought and provided. In a camity of practice, you do not have to
be the loudest to get the most attention or toda@dhand communicated with, but there
are other standards of behavior and expectatidrstwaild be followed, which are
discussed below.

Moving beyond strict definitions, there is the gtien of how to handle multiple
online communities of practice, and what that mdansutside crisis communicators

looking to build relationships and learn from thesenmunities. There were multiple
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sites similar to JSHN on Facebook, and many othshtags used to discuss the Batman
shooting; while the ones here were the most popuilearms of numbers, that does not
mean that the other communities had nothing ta af¢ividuals. Some were more
localized, some were focused on specific aspediseotrisis (such as volunteer
opportunities for Sandy or conspiracy theoriesHatman), but they all fulfilled some
need for the population at large. These platforarstbus act as strange attractor basins
bringing people together to build coalitions ofamhation and support (Gilpin &
Murphy, 2008; Sundstrom, Briones, & Janoske, 2048; Uden, Richardson, & Cilliers,
2001).This potential for competition, then, wasuadly used to increase helpfulness; the
strange attractors brought people together and tij@e a common focus, and those ties
allowed the central communities to build themsebtesnger and better informed
because of it.
The Multiplicity of Domain

Domain, as defined by Wenger, White, and Smith @20@volves having a
shared challenged faced by members of the commuwaityething that brings people
together and, as a consequence, leaves other pmdpla the case of this research, the
challenge, and thus the domain, was the crisi-#sather the natural disaster of
Hurricane Sandy along the New Jersey shore, orithent shooting at a movie theater in
Colorado. This study has tried to broaden the wstdeding of domain within research
guestion one by looking at how physical location balp to both understand community
and establish credibility, while also allowing athéo connect from a distance,
complicating our understanding of what domain cantiue to the nature of the crises

studied, the domain in each case became inextyitiakkd to a location. This is in direct
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contrast to the more typical understanding andystdih community of practice, which
has looked at domains focusing on the diagnosasrodjor or rare illness (Anderson,
2011). These sorts of subjects are important contsnbuilders, but applicable to such a
wide range of people that the notion of locationdmes much less important, if not
entirely forgettable. Wenger, White, and Smith @0&lso mention the idea that
communities of practice are helpful because thiywagbeople to gather together without
the confines of geography, but that idea is diffiesghen individuals are joining together
in a community of practice in part based on geduayap

With JSHN, this concept of geography moved in tepagate directions at the
same time. On one side, the people being challewgeel as such based on their physical
location: They lived in the area impacted by Huane Sandy, and thus needed the
community of practice to help them face the knogk(practice) and relational
(community) needs brought on by the storm (dom&dm)the other side, individuals who
had a less direct connection to the domain (bylivioty in the Jersey Shore area) were
sometimes still interested in building either ottbknowledge and relationships with
others in the community. As the results bore dus, 6ften came because that second
group of individuals had a more distant domain, tneosnmonly where they used to live
in the area, or they have friends and family whkie In the area. There may also be a
cultural connection at work here, where individuaksy believe that even though they've
never been there, they know something about Neseyeand the Jersey Shore
specifically, thanks to its place in the culturahsciousness. Balancing these alternate
understandings of domain was a complicated endeamdrone that future communities

of practice should perhaps make explicit to membé¢he need to both recover and to
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invite others into that recovery process. Theresvaso individuals who had neither type
of connection to the domain, but rather seemecktgemerally interested in offering
support or messages of hope to those more invobwgdhn the whole, they were more
likely to stop in to the community once, offer theupport, and then disappear from
commenting and engaging fully. Those who were baséie domain were more active
in sharing information and needing detail and the-to-one communication that was
discussed as part of research question two. Thbhsengre further outside were still
willing to help, but often had limits to their tinte resources that made that more
difficult. Exceptions to this discovered througle thterviews are discussed next.

At times, the dual nature of the domain that braymgople into the community of
practice was unremarkable and allowed people &ifivharmony. Unless the individual
self-disclosed, or an individual was interestedamg community profile-based
detective work, it was not immediately clear wheoeneone involved in the community
of practice lived, and therefore, they were ablerigage in practice and community
without worry of not fitting in. In the interviewgyven those participants who lived
outside of the domain such as Charles, who livediaan hour and a half inland, and
Tom, who lived in South Carolina, reflected thathdid not feel like they were
discriminated against or held outside of the cosagons due to their physical location.
They did note, however, that part of that was #irtvillingness to pitch in; for example,
Charles brought coolers full of ice to those incdhaad Tom had plans to come up and
help his friends and family who still lived in Nelersey rebuild. In addition, their

willingness to share the information from JSHN witlhse who had a closer physical
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connection to the storm also contributed to theadihgs of connection to the community
in general.

In other situations, however, the differences iggptal domain were laid clear in
the community, sometimes very harshly. Comment&wéen made about the need for
those who lived in the area to be given preferemececovery efforts over those who
“only” owned secondary or rental properties. Thdsemed “Bennies,” a relatively
derogatory term for people who vacation on theele@hore, were not often seen as
having equal stake in the recovery process, and tirels sometimes dismissed as
unimportant or not worth listening to within thenesmunity. This is an interesting
development to come from JSHN, especially becaniseagy of the contributors had
evacuated, and were thus taking advantage of témwto be temporarily physically
distant but emotionally close, similar to how Hoame Katrina evacuees used online
bulletin boards to exchange information on howrthemes and possessions had fared
after evacuation (Procopio & Procopio, 2007). Comityumembers did not ever note
seeing the irony between being physically distaatiselves and suggesting the refusal
of aid to those who were distant on a more permdnesis. This also becomes relevant
when general arguments or disagreements croppadthe discussions. There were a lot
of people upset that others did not evacuate ttsey&hore area when Hurricane Sandy
was on the way, and they let those who did staykihaHowever, little is known about
the people arguing—someone posting about how teritis to not evacuate could have
evacuated, or not, or could live in ldaho and @rgoy telling other people what to do.

This would be more difficult for those who had livim the affected area long

ago. Places change, and when you are not as stire géographic area, or how close
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some locations are to one another, it is easy tgawself as no longer a local very
quickly. Then, the memories and stories and ideaset individuals had about their
connection to the domain may or may not be enoadtelp them gain traction in being a
part of the community. This is where personal mstnd its impact on credibility came
into play. People commenting from Florida or al¢ing Gulf Coast had a lot of expertise
and knowledge about surviving a hurricane, othewisown as being very influential
and helpful for the practice of the community, déinat was enough to override their lack
of connection on the basis of domain. This wasfaéfpr those who were living in the
affected area, and also helpful for those contmigutheir knowledge. While the benefits
of community stewardship will be discussed latieis also important to note that
interviewees who provided and read information digilopersonal history, and thus
utilized or acted as an informational or emotiaeglource for others, meant that they felt
more connected and are thus motivated to stay edgaghe community.

This idea of the magnification of domain is ondlef touted major benefits to
social media—that one person with an internet obileaonnection can connect to
anyone in the world, making them less sociallyased, with more close relationships,
and reaping the benefits of support from their @looetworks that those without one
(Pew Research Internet Project, 2013). In facteBback users get the most support from
their social networks than any other platform (FRegearch Internet Project, 2013).
These far-flung individuals were then able to pdeviecovery tools and support and
information that was distant, but not in a way timatttered to those who received the
benefits. It may have even been easier for thosewdre further away to provide this

sort of logistical support—without the additionabrsy of a draining battery or where
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that night’'s meal would come from, they could plib&their energy and effort into
sourcing and providing relevant and helpful infotima. That domain, and the
connection to it, allowed community members to geeknse of camaraderie with one
another, and to build stronger relationships thaghtrhave otherwise existed, sentiments
echoed in the discussion of connection throughrimétion exchange as part of research
guestion one.

When all of these intricacies of domain are takegether, there is a multiplicity
of understanding that does not currently exisheadcommunity of practice literature.
Therefore, this research recommends an expansithe &érm to include
acknowledgement that the challenge of domain candricably tied to location, even
if the community itself is not. Additionally, it sluld be noted that the tension between
community members who have that location-basedritethose who do not can cause
problems and emotional fissures within the comnyuitself.

Figuring Practice Out Together

One of the largest takeaways from this study wasgusSHN to understand the
depth and breadth of information that people weekisg and sharing in order to
successfully navigate the crisis, and how being)@laat community of practice helped
them in doing those things. People want to talkualtieeir situation, and previous
research has shown that individuals use socialanad crisis to do a wide variety of
things: to ask for help, to confirm or gather uefied information, to check in with
family and friends or maintain a sense of commuyndyself-mobilize, to express critical

thoughts toward authority, for humor and levityseek emotional support, and to inform
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or persuade others to take appropriate risk prexebehavior (Carr, Pratt, & Herrera,
2012; Fraustino, Liu, & Jin, 2012).

Purveyors of information. People within these communities of practice were
interested in both asking and answering questiatisamd for one another. The sharing
of personal experiences and informational suppead kighly encouraged (Eichhorn,
2008), which allowed for emotional support to fellGreenhow & Robelia, 2009). This
was another example of one-to-one communicatiatead of one-to-many
communication: Instead of waiting for an organiaator news outlet to provide the
information, community members were providing it éme another. This information
was often a combination of personal experiencayiiddial knowledge, and information
that they had already gathered from other soutngsgroup communication research
notes something similar, the idea of microstrudwréhin groups, which allows for
greater conversational effectiveness and confid€hicevell & Walther, 2006). Within
communities of practice, these microstructured@maed around the posts themselves,
each thread gaining its own knowledge and persyrasdiit developed. This also meant
that some community members participated in sedetteeads, which lead to people
sometimes missing information or asking a questhamme thread that had been answered
elsewhere, making these microstructures helpfulcamaplicated at the same time.

In providing this information for one another, asfseof social capital and strong
and weak ties become apparent as well. Weak sesx@ained by Granovetter (1973),
create information bridges, where having a weakdienecting two networks of
information works most efficiently to spread infation among groups. The function of

Facebook that allows JISHN members to post infoondtiom outside sources, or people
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say that their information comes from another septitey’re acting as a weak tie within
two tie networks. Social capital calls this persdmoundary spanner, or one who
facilitates the sharing of knowledge (Levina & Va@&005); complexity theory refers to
them as interacting agents (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008)d when they move from simply
sharing information to acting as a leader in gatigeaind distributing it, a community of
practice model will refer to them as a communigwsird (Wenger, White, & Smith,
2009).

In order to facilitate this sharing of informatiarnthin JISHN, Justin tried to make
the topic of each post clear and basic. Howevapleewould post questions and answers
anywhere they happened to be able to do so, aswchs a lot of potentially helpful
information would have been impossible to find withreading every single post and
comment. It is difficult and complicated for someam a normal day to wade through
506 comments to see if the answer to your questisralready been provided, not to
mention during the increased anxiety and uncegtaihtt major crisis potentially coupled
with limited power, so it becomes much easier topty post your question and hope that
someone is willing to answer you. This also me&as you are dealing with the potential
for question or community fatigue—if everyone ismilling to search for their answers,
and instead simply posts their questions, thenlpesme going to get very tired of reading
multiple posts dealing with the same thing, aga&ardasing the utility and effectiveness
of the community. While this was seen to be esfigaelevant when community
members were dealing with rumors, it was also agypdor more general information

spreading and question answering.
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Other microstructures can be formed when outsifterimation is introduced. The
community of practice was very open to using ares@nting information from
somewhere else, and both Twitter and Facebook maksy to link to other sources so
that individuals can do additional research onrtbein. This makes a strong argument
for the idea that while something like an OfficeEshergency Management (OEM) or
politician can be an important source of informaficommunities of practice are
developing in such a way as to make those offgnalrces perhaps no longer the most
important, or even an important, source of initdbrmation for those who have a
community to turn to instead of or in addition bm$e more formal sources. Participants
in this study talked about going on Facebook irstdaelsewhere for their information
because they trusted it more, because they fghlstcredible, and because they did not
have the time or the energy or the battery lifgado multiple sources and multiple
places to get what they needed to know. It was neasirer to comment with a question
and then like the post so that Facebook would ddwdavy lifting of letting them know if
and when responses were posted.

Gilpin and Murphy (2008) call this community knowgge, that which exists
within a relationship and cannot be disconnectethfeither the knower or their
environment. Perhaps this community knowledge mél@sn more important for an
OEM to monitor the posts and comments, as the camtynstewards like Justin should
not have to shoulder all of that information praieg by themselves. Postmodern
scholars advocate paying attention to the narrgtresent in a community (Tyler, 2005;
Yang, Kang, & Johnson, 2010), and also to “theesiagjent, the gossip network”

(Bergquist, 1993, p. 146). These intertwining idgriss knowledge that more people
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monitoring also means additional help in managurgars and problems and
inconsistencies, means that Justin’s solution eingapeople send unfounded rumors to
him via private message was brilliant. Through firatate message, he allowed the
individual to express their knowledge without foxgiharmful information upon the
community as a whole.

While both Facebook and Twitter are large purveydisformation, Twitter has
a special reputation for having “the broadest pickuthe most immediate way”
(Gabbatt, 2013, p. 1), which played out in how#Batman #shooting community of
practice handled their actual practice. Many ofttheets utilizing the hashtags were
simple retweets, often from other individuals (eVfahose individuals may have
originally retweeted a news organization). Thiswkd an individual to both partake in
the discussion and to fulfil a value of the comntyiand the platform, where having the
newest and most up to date information is most mapd. Smith (2010) found that
information was viewed as more personally legitenétn individual took action to
spread the message, such as retweeting or sharing.

Members of the studied communities of practicertyagaok this seriously: 217
of the 687 analyzed tweets included an acknowledg®aeet (some people may have
retweeted something without proper attribution) #me 522 Facebook posts had
130,922 shares. Sometimes, the retweets includeesaage from the person doing the
retweeting; Facebook does not allow an individoadde the information added to a share
if they are not the person doing the sharing @nfils with the sharer. The ease of which
people can retweet or share, however, remainsatine across platforms, and that allows

community members to be willing to make it cleae thformation they are getting from
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the community is helpful and other people shouldWware of it, an idea supported both
with this work and in the research literature (Naél Research Council, 2011). An
additional bonus for Facebook users is that bygjlor sharing a post, Facebook
considers a person more interested in that cordaedtwill thus include it in a News Feed
more frequently, making it even easier for commumembers to stay on top of what is
being posted.

Information needs.One of the results discussed the idea that oftdosmation
that was posted was incomplete or missing key fadtbomake it as helpful as it could be.
People, for example, would post that they had @igear for sale (a real commodity), but
would not include information about how powerfuhias, or how much they were
asking, or where they were located, or how to gestn touch with them. Now, some of
this information is easy to assume (Facebook hmaessaging feature for getting in
touch), and maybe the individual does not care hmueh it costs if it will bring heat and
light to the home, but that lack of information agaakes things harder than they need
to be in an already dire situation. The informatilmes not become useless, but it does
lack full utility. In complexity theory, the ided a lack of exact knowledge relates to the
need for continuous learning through feedback Id@ipin & Murphy, 2008). Gilpin
and Murphy advance complexity thinking by advoaafior information associations
helmed by “human boundary spanners” (Daft & Welk384, as cited in Gilpin &
Murphy, 2008, p. 162). This term appears to beectosa community steward, as
someone who helps the community learn, even whdikiduals have very different
ideas as to what was important, why things weraddone in a specific way, or what

might be important to know moving forward.
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On Facebook, there were a lot of very clear anénirgeeds, including real-time
information on gas and food and generators ancetliisg rumors. On Twitter, it was a
lot of simply sharing the news, and finding a gatigeplace for like-minded conspiracy
theorists. This may mean that Facebook is bettgated for some of these kinds of
conversations; Twitter is great for going and gettihe original news item, for finding
out about it at the top, but when it comes to cealvd sourced information, where
having such a variety of voices is not only helgfut necessary, then a platform like
Facebook appears to be more helpful and more exiolign and thus could do more to
help people improve their recovery. This study dssed Justin’s desire to use Facebook
as “something that was going to be accessible ¢oyene,” and the importance of that
when it comes to sharing information, as part avearing research question one.

This study also found support for complexity thésifpcus on organizational
history and culture (Gilpin & Murphy, 2008). Comnityormembers who had previous
experience with storms, particularly those who westieer currently or used to be from
an area known for handling hurricanes, were engaa@o chime in and share their best
ideas and tips and solutions with the communityewh came to recovery, these same
individuals were also there to provide insight @withe government had worked before,
such as being able to say what FEMA had or hadfieted the survivors of Hurricane
Katrina. Having those comparisons and options atbaommunity members to put their
own experiences into context and to have a bettgenstanding of just what sorts of
information and resilience would be necessary.

Active information sharing. Research has shown that people look for active

channels of information, which used to mean dicechmunication on a one-to-many
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scale, such as newspapers or magazines (Avery).20@munities of practice,
however, allow for a strange hybrid of one-to-maoynmunication (the general posts on
JSHN, for example), and one-to-one communicatibe ifiteraction among members in
the comments). Having a community of practice fecdusn both traditional news
information and individual information fulfills aaviety of needs, increasing a member’s
connection to the community. This also shows sugpotthe idea that online
communities offer a space to construct crisis negaaivay from the political or
restricted discussion offered by traditional masslia (Bressers & Hume, 2012; Macias,
Hilyard, & Freimuth, 2009).

There is also room here to discuss Jin and Ho2§$(Q) coping strategies:
rational thinking, emotional venting, instrumengapport, and action. All four of these
strategies were seen through JSHN’s community adtfme, with the most time and
energy going toward emotional venting and instrut@lesupport. These are discussed
within research question one’s theme of emotiorgre@lsharing emotion strengthens both
the community and the relationships built withinHerhaps once online communities
become better at increasing online and offline eations (see below), there will be an
increase in action. Within JSHN, community stewarolsld be prevailed upon to
improve rational thinking as information sharingafortunately, since Twitter did not
have emergent community stewards, the communitgedigmproving their information
flow from this specific benefit.

Information uses and abusesThe amount of general life knowledge one needs
to not just survive but thrive in a crisis situatican be overwhelming. The wide variety

of information, from household tips and life advtoemeteorological knowledge and
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logistical questions, was impressive, and only ao@mmunity of practice could those
guestions hope to all be answered. In a communipyaxtice like the one found in
JSHN, there were enough people to provide enoutgreinces in background to make
answering these questions feasible. Even if everggm in the community only knew the
answer to one question, there were still more gethan questions, so most things got
answered. Thus, there truly were no stupid questieamything that was asked was
something that at least one other person wantkddw, and that someone else wanted to
answer as a way of contributing to the practicechefcommunity. Asking and answering
became community service. It also became additismgport for Jenkins’ (2006) idea
that am imbalance of knowledge and experienceconamunity can make the
community more successful—being forced to talk simake and exchange information
with one another in a sense of paying it forwaradlendne community stronger, not only
in the knowledge base that was formed, but alsbanelationships and sense of trust
that was built among members.

In a community of practice, the focus can so olieron amassing information
and presenting it fully formed, when in realityetprocess of building and sharing
information is one of growth and increased commusiiability. Information was also
able to be tailored specifically to the audienoeyays that were both feasible and
familiar. There was an entire thread based on d¢eel o fill the freezer with plastic bags
full of water, and individuals seemed to greatlyogmot only learning of this tip, but of
sharing how well the tip had worked for them.

This becomes tricky when the community moves flamg able to answer

guestions to being expected to predict the futimeividuals want to know when
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something will happen (when the storm will reaaidlaor when it will hit a particular
area/street), or whether or not a particular stollebe open the next day, or all sorts of
other things that people just cannot know with seyse of certainty, but the questions
are asked as if, somewhere within the communisretimight be someone with a specific
answer that can be counted on. Meteorology, fomgia, is not an exact science, but
most community members were not interested in relpeeimg that fact, and they would
get actively mad when reminded of it. There waglgebthat there was an absolute
answer, a correct answer, a definite answer avaitalthem, and all they had to do was
ask.

These findings have a clear impact on the pradi@ecommunity of practice.
The information was tailored to the community, imstead of solely focusing on
traditional news values, the community focusedtsmivn values. It answered the
guestions deemed important by the members, anthiefest alone. This is also helpful
for emergency managers, who then are better allederstand which pieces of
information were the salient ones, and what kinfdguestions they should be prepared to
answer in specific situations.

Personal information sharing.The practice of a community becomes the
property of everyone who has a hand in creatingtimemunity, and thus we refer to
those groups as communities of practice (Weng@91Within those communities,
people are more likely to be interested in learr@ngd sharing information with those
online groups with whom they have direct accessimtedaction (Jin, Liu, & Austin,
2011). This harkens back to the need for a broadéerstanding of domain, one that

includes the complexity notion of history and clelitly, where access and interaction
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and granted to a wider variety of people, evendhwlso are more tangentially connected
to the challenge, as those less obvious conneatiaysallow them to make noteworthy
contributions to the practice of the community. &edlly, a structurally diverse network
will have members from a wide variety of differemganizations, roles, and positions
within them, and that increased knowledge allowedetter exchange of information
and improved feedback with customers, expertsofimers (Cummings, 2004).

Personal information is also shared as generalnrdton. Individuals in these
communities shared their address, the names andsstd various family members,
intimate memories of major life events, and otidormation seemingly without a
second thought. This may be a side effect of alacgltural willingness to overshare on
social media, but there is clearly also an eleréttie crisis involved. For example, Jean
talked about how she did not care what people dlil er posted address, concern and
anxiety over the state of her home supersedectttimely. She got the help that she
needed; someone saw her address, went to her haohegported back on how it had
fared during the storm. But, she also opened Harpeb additional problems and
concerns by sharing such personal information-@stflosure of this sort helps to make
the community culture more complex, as it shar@ersdetails understanding of other
community members, giving us additional insighoittie other agents that are helping to
define the community and its rules and regulatiasch can have major and long
lasting impact.

It also should not be ignored that there was afstgnt double standard prevalent
in the community with regard to in-person informatigathering. The community was

hungry for information, and members wanted to katwut their specific street, but
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those same members also were quite vicious abeytebple who stayed and did not
evacuate from the area. Those people who did rextusate, or the rescue workers who
were sent in after them, were the ones taking ittenes, and providing the information
about the immediate aftermath. But, those samelpedpo did not evacuate were in turn
both asked for their help and railed against fdtipg themselves and others in perhaps
unnecessary danger. This duality of need, the tyapieemotion, provides valuable
insight into understanding a community of practsdt searches for information,
particularly an online one dealing with the desoreise social media space as an
emotional outlet (Macias, Hilyard, & Freimuth, 2009

From an emotional standpoint, these communitieg Wlines to the individuals
who needed to talk about their experiences andratadelings of the situation in order to
process them effectively. Community members watddse around others who were just
as scared and uncertain as they were, people whigwave both sympathy and
empathy. This is also a solid reason for wantingdagart of the community; to have a
place where that empathy would come through, thalidcbe returned to throughout the
storm, and allow a person to be seen at a timeenhé&elt like the government would not
acknowledge you and Sandy did not care about yemlinigs, but the people online did.
However, the current community of practice modklvas for learning (practice) and for
building connections (community), but does notyfuliscuss the ability for these
communities to provide such strong (and basic) @mnat connections between
individuals. Within social media, where individudlave become used to expressing their
every thought and need as it occurs to them, thenamity of practice model should

expand to make room for an expanded notion of g&acthe learning that comes from
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sharing our emotions and hearing about the emdtreaations of others has the power
to impact our choices and our chances for recowy,they should be given additional
attention.

Rettberg (2009) talked about the importance ofisganformation and
memories, and how doing so allows for an increasmnnection. JSHN certainly
afforded individuals that opportunity, where evease who posted basic comments such
as “wow!” or “that’s terrible” were thus able tormeect themselves to the larger group, to
feel more like they had a place in the world, arat tonnection would allow them to
move forward with their recovery.

Challenging Understandings of Community

The community of practice framework notes that wiiigital spaces and social
networking platforms are not necessarily a comnyyhidving that technological
framework and tools are what makes online commesidf practice possible. During
crises, individuals who join these communities rhaydoing so because they want to
throw their knowledge out into the void, or becatis®y hope someone will come and
rescue them, but they stay because they are ablgltbrelationships and share
information with others who are in a similar siioatand are interested in engaging in
concrete and substantial ways.

The intersection of complexity and communityHere is where the intersection
of complexity theory and the community of practiaedel is helpful, and is relevant to
both research questions, as this section will laokow both connection to the
community (RQ1) and connecting beyond the crisi@ZRwork together to improve

recovery. Gilpin and Murphy (2008) note that stigypik not the desired state for a
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complex system, and thus communities will be maezassful when they are as
complex as the environment in which they find thelwiss. Hurricane Sandy was a very
complicated, complex crisis situation, with a lbpeople, moving pieces, information
and misinformation, all in a time-sensitive and #omal process. Thus, in order to be
successful, JSHN needed to be just as complexidungvanswers just as often as it was
given questions, and working to make sure thatrtfoemation presented was accurate,
free from rumor, and helpful by including as maifyetlent sources as possible, again
increasing the complexity.

However, not all attempts at this sort of commubiiylding are equally
successful—people who worked to get #AuroraRISE& tasnding hashtag had almost
no success, and nothing else was establishedaattaglace. One possible explanation
for this is the lack of cultural ideas to cling teven though the depiction of someone
who lives or vacations at the Jersey Shore is ofegjative, and not helped along by
MTV’s show of the same name, it did give peopl@mmon starting place with which to
either agree or disagree. MT\dsrsey Shorbecame such a common joke or topic on
JSHN that people began to use it as an examplake targer points about response and
recovery. The fact that being from New Jersey chsaucultural touchstone makes it
possible that this sort of pride, or perverse pridéeing from the area means that the
domain connection is unique to that area. In otlends, perhaps people from New
Jersey need to be more prideful than people frdraraireas because they’'ve been the
butt of cultural jokes for so long. There is a atdt surrounding Batman and comic books
that may have been utilized in a similar way foriftev; one of the most commonly

retweeted pieces on Twitter was a cartoon of thd Blaight in mourning. However, this
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particular subculture did not seem to have the shpaunity with one another, perhaps
because this piece was not so heavily linked t@wtimemunity. With New Jersey, the
domain was not only where the crisis happened Isotan important part of the
community and how people formed relationships, mgki even more relevant to
recovery. On Twitter, Batman was part of the prgtbut only a part, and that part was
not connected to any other aspect of the commupghaps making it less relevant.

This also becomes relevant when we think aboutr@fteaips of people who are
outside the community but would find it benefidialeither interact with the community
or to act as a legitimate peripheral participatgaging information as it is passed among
others. Wenger, White, and Smith (2009) talk altloigtin the understanding of medical
communities of practice, where doctors are integest learning about the patient
perspective for research or treatment or emotiknalvledge, and thus often become
legitimate peripheral participants. Often, they raoe afflicted with the disease or
treatment under discussion, but they have muclaitofgom seeing how those who are
handle themselves. In a crisis like a natural desas act of violence, the doctors hoping
to learn from a community of practice become emmarygeesponse personnel or crisis
communicators, or, in the case of JSHN, the NewaejeDffice of Emergency
Management. NJ OEM used JSHN to see what peopke seging, to see who needed to
be rescued and where they were located, and ottpariant pieces of information that
would otherwise be almost impossible to gathewuchsa clear and timely manner.

The idea that the OEM came into the community thejainformation, to offer
information and help those that could be helpelipvieed Gilpin and Murphy’s (2008)

idea that a crisis communicator needs to engadeawfariety of voices from the
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community in order to best understand how the pabiish to move forward with the
crisis. In all of the discussion that occurred almliticians and city ordinances and the
suggestions that were made for how to improve rexgofor people, this is what the
community was doing—Iletting its voice be heard owthey would like to recover.
New Jersey's OEM listened, at least partially, thetre are plenty of other governments
and crisis communicators who could have signifigaimiproved their response by
paying attention to what was being posted in agli&ke JSHN. Retroactively looking at
the community can also aid a postmodern undersigritiat it is both possible and
important to learn from the past and to use thatrimation to improve situations moving
forward.

Offering offline options. Offline communication and connection can be one way
to help communities of practice stay stable andotiffe as they change and grow over
the course of a crisis. The ability to merge o#lend online communication allows
community members to feel connected to other growpshare information gleaned
from offline interactions, to enhance volunteer aecbvery efforts, and to help those
outside of the community learn from and better usi@d@d what the community can
offer.

Community of practice interview participants diseed the connection they had
with other groups that existed both outside ofdbemunity and outside of social media
entirely, something that was infrequently discuss@tin the content analysis. Jean
talked about being invited to see a documentarytthe Sandy recovery efforts due to
her interaction on JSHN, and how that helped et &dditional peace with the crisis and

the process of recovery.
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Individuals within the community are also cleawyking to individuals outside of
the community, and then posting the informatiorhgegd from those interactions. It
appears that there is a lot of other community Kedge building and sharing occurring
offline, and then the online communities of praetare getting the overflow and benefit
of that. With Twitter, a number of people sent mgssages that clearly indicated they
had heard about the shooting from another platen dfecause they would include the
link to the news outlet in their tweet. This bridgetween offline and online (or at least,
outside and inside the community) knowledge is lagokey consideration for crisis-
centered communities of practice. Lack of eledlyiprobably plays a role here as well;
an individual has to ration out their Facebook ticausing them to gather information
offline to supplement or add to the online knowlkedtigse. This may account for the large
number of likes and shares that JSHN posts wouglkeive; people were unwilling to
waste their phone or computer battery with lengtbmnmunity engagement, but wanted
to maintain a connection, so they would come ortiinglean the most recent
information, share something relevant to help alsearching for information from good
sources, and then leave.

Community members would post about their volunédgarts, or donation needs,
and there would be responses within minutes agkindirections and additional
information to help fulfill the needs. The ability help in a physical way was also
discussed online, and those who had participateffline events were lauded and
congratulated. Wenger, White, and Smith (2009) éhlkut people who are stewards in
order to gain personal status in the communitypancrease their level of respect; this

appears to be true for those who participate ilnefinteraction as well. That level of
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stewardship, even though it took place outsiddvefcommunity, added benefit to the
community of practice, and thus made that individnare admired and the community
as a whole feel more operational. However, evenghdhere may have been external
benefits to acting as a community steward for JSHHBke were also the more altruistic
motives, or even motives of personal gain that wetecommunity related, like the
woman who asked Justin to solicit tips for hurre@meparedness. Theoretically, the
online community of practice framework should bempo the potential for, and benefit
from, offline connections, especially during a isisvhere volunteering and donating are
seen as worthwhile and necessary actions towaoveeg. Practically, the online
community of practice should also open itself tatasting and connecting with offline
groups that already exist, and look to build relahips in order to facilitate this mutual
benefit.

Wenger, White, and Smith (2009) discussed how anwonity of practice can
create new perspectives for those existing outsidiee community but seeking to work
with it. Their example is doctors participatingdisease-based communities of practice,
trying to understand and learn the patient pergsgeon both disease and recovery in
order to improve their own actions within medicifidis is applicable to crisis
communicators and emergency managers looking tasatinformation is required by
a community, the types of recovery needs that eaist how individuals are handling the
event emotionally, which may impact their willingiseto engage in other recovery
options.

A number of individuals on JSHN discussed theirivest for evacuating or not

evacuating prior to Sandy, which may help crisisiownicators craft better messages
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for future storms; individuals on Twitter talkedoalh how they were afraid to go to the
movies after the shooting, which might encouragaroanicators to focus on their safety
measures in encouraging people to come back tindager. Complexity theory would
support this idea of offline and online connecta@well, as it brings in both the
importance of history as impacting future events] the need for organizational learning
as a way of moving forward and beyond a crisithuls seems possible that having
offline or external community members pay attentimthe community can reap many
benefits in increasing communication effectivenessovery efforts, and preparation for
future events.

One-on-one communicationSocial media are challenging the one-to-many
communication focus that occurs with other formsneidia (Enli, 2009). These platforms
not only make it possible, but expected, that thelebe the potential for one to one
communication, particularly in a community of piaet where part of the purpose is to
come together and share information and experieN¢gBin these two communities, the
expectation of one-to-one communication focusedeiting direct aid from
organizations, obtaining information about how basses or residences fared in the
storm, and being able to connect directly with cdhe the community. Thus, anyone
who participates in the community, even as a legite peripheral participant, is
expected to potentially offer solutions or ideasemovery to those who need it. This is
also a clear response to Seeger, Sellnow, and Wif2802) call for improved
understanding of novel communication processesciises; the ability of communities of
practice to make one- to-one communication feas#béa area ripe for study and

increases in both theoretical and practical knogded his one-to-one focus is both
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desired and practiced by community members; pebpleght that posting to JSHN or
tweeting about the issue would allow them the oty to engage with others in a
more direct fashion.

Justin mentioned in his interview that he had peopéssaging him, saying they
could not get through to 911, but that they cowdtgo JSHN, and they needed help.
This expectation of being saved through direct caimication was compounded by the
types of posts that would occur through JSHN. dustuld ask people to post whether
or not they had power, or what they needed, butldvoat say anything about what he
would do with that information. From the intervielwvas clear that he had connections
to emergency responders and the New Jersey OEMyanid be passing on that
information to them. In some relatively rare caslesse workers or the OEM would post
themselves, offering help or suggestions directlggmmunity members, but it was
never clear how they would choose who to respondrtevhether or not they actually
followed through on those promises. Practicallynownities of practice going forward
should consider making that information more tramspt. It may cause community-wide
need and expectation, but it might also help irtiliais feel better about their own
recovery options to know that one to one commuitnaras possible, and could bring
them tangible results.

The disconnect over information needs is perhapggitome of the desire for
one-to-one communication during a crisis. It wasemmugh for JISHN to post a picture
of one street and its specific flood damage; peole lived on the next street over, or
three towns away, wanted someone to go and talauagof their street and post it.

There was a tension between wanting things tollabalt the individual, and wanting to
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help the community as a whole. They are glad talsegeneral information, to know
how things are, especially when it's a place ofggahinterest like the boardwalk or
certain stores and restaurants, but what commumatybers also wanted was
information about their neighborhood, their stréfeg¢jr home.

One of the other benefits of online communitiepmaictice is that the platforms
are set up to offer quick and easy one to one camuation. On Twitter, the @mention
offers one of the main ways to build community.Kliady @ someone means you've
invited them into the conversation, or that younkhihey should see the conversation
that’s happening. This is similar to putting somgemame in a comment on a Facebook
post. It's a way of saying that they should knowattthe information or the community,
and that the original poster is, in a quiet wayijting them to be part of it. These one to
one invitations occurred with regularity in botmamunities.

The power of community stewardsThe search and need for one-to-one
connection also inspired one main individual, Jysis creator of JSHN, to step up and
act as community stewards, or those individuals tdnge an insider perspective or
information that is particularly important to thenamunity. Other individuals would step
up within JSHN when they had information of a spedype that was generally useful.
For the community at large, based on the intervesponses, it was unimportant who
filled the roles of steward, as long as someoneaxagnd to be in charge and to be
responsible for certain types of information andtrenship building. The one-to-one
conversation could be with anyone willing to hatvand potentially be considered
successful. Similarly, complexity theory says tihetre are not clear boundaries between

the stakeholder and the organization, or in thiecthe community (Gilpin & Murphy,
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2008). With Twitter, and its focus on being a biegkhews source, most community
members had the unrealized potential to be stewdrdsv impact to others, putting out
information that would potentially establish themaa authority on the crisis. Instead of
this, what mainly occurred was the simple retweptihinformation that was available
from other sources. This was especially distressinge there was no consistent leader
for the community as a whole. With JSHN, Justingrasitor of the page, could be
considered the organization, although he was assopally impacted by Sandy. With so
many individuals being stewards of their own areexpertise, and with everyone
searching for that one to one communication, it wexy easy to blur those lines between
individual and community entirely.

Blurring those lines also helps make the casstfonger connections between
offline and online community. Granovetter (1973ks$aabout how trust is more likely
within a community if there are ties and persomaitact between an individual and a
steward, which allows for increased perceptiorhefsteward as trustworthy. These
stewards can also act as structural holes, thoak tiebridges between two networks
full of strong ties (Burt, 2005; Granovetter, 197B)inging an additional network of
well-connected or well-informed individuals inteettommunity is an important role for
a steward, and has significant benefits for a comtyin an information-depleted crisis
situation.

When these stewards and strong tie networks cogstlter, they create collective
intelligence, an alternative source of power f@& tommunity (Jenkins, 2006), which can
be used as a source of hope for other communitideei future (Stoddard, 2011). Here

again is the impact of history, but in a forwarthking way. Strong community stewards
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allow for the community of practice to be stron@egh to act as an example for future
communities who may face similar situations. Thialso a benefit for the original
community; should its members find themselves f@enother crisis, similar or not, they
know they have this community to rely on.

Relatedly, Coombs discusses the need for “knowlbages” (2012, p. 75), but
his conception is broad and general, and comes & distinctly organizational focus.
However, the idea can be made relevant to onlinenwanities of practice by paying
attention to the potential for sublevels. We knbattdisparate knowledge that was once
difficult to capture now comes together to help ¢bexmunity exist, maintain and sustain
itself (Butler, 2001; Williams & Cothrel, 2000; Zhg & Watts, 2008). Rather than
focusing on the need for knowledge of social matdigeneral, as Coombs (2012)
suggests, these communities of practice advocateikg how social media platforms
work, but also how to interact with individuals enihe community exists, and how to be
a steward or source of specific knowledge, and twlwuild beneficial offline
connections. This is not an organizational perspecbut a personal, community-
focused perspective. Online communities of pracespecially those utilized in a crisis,
are personal, and as such, so are the knowledge hasessary to make them successful.

The literature also mentions the idea that beingramunity steward is often
done in order to build self-esteem or rank wittia tommunity (Wenger, White, &
Smith, 2009). This was a concept that Justin ralgainst quite strongly in his reasoning
for creating the community and why he continueluitd the community. Yes, he won
awards for it, but that was not what drew him tandat, and he makes that point rather

clearly. Instead, it is more accurate to thinkref steward in these communities as
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working toward Putnam’s (1995a, 1995b) vision dfiabcapital. This is a more
community-oriented understanding, a move toward#st interest of the collective
group over the individual, based on trust and i@tghips established within the network.
Thus, our understanding of stewards should be @quhto hold this new, and more
complex, balance between helping the self and hglffie community.
Suggestions for Improving Online Communities of Pratice

When choosing an online space for a community aétore, there is a lot to
consider. This section will detail some ways thatent platforms can improve by
making conversations easier; increasing abilitgather and sort information, especially
guestions and answers; and facilitate relationshifaling in general. Justin mentioned
that Facebook reached out to him after the suafe¥SHN, wanting “the world to know
that Facebook is more useful than just sharing Ipddoyos.” This project has discussed
already why some people choose to go online (elaséoomation sharing, to stay in
control, or to verify and get what is seen as nuoeglible information), but there were
almost no opinions as to why people went to Facklood witter to start with. Many
interviewees noted that they saw JSHN pop up oméines feed from a friend, or that
someone they knew was already using the site,esodiecked it out and decided to get
involved with the community. With Twitter, there svane brief discussion with a
community member refusing an interview of his temeto use trending hashtags to
garner more acknowledgement of a particular mealiace. Additionally, Twitter is seen
as having broad pickup as the place for breakingsr(&abbatt, 2013), so it makes sense

that people would go there for the initial rusimefvs. However, a deeper look at how
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these online communities can improve might allonionging people in more directly
during a future crisis.

As online communities grown and become more affect helping people
navigate crisis response and recovery, it is atefulto see how they might be
improved, because while the community members stuldere were generally positive in
their discussions of what being online and in awwmity of practice offered them, they
also had a wide range of suggestions. Some of thema for the community, some of
them were for social media in general, and sonthexh were for Facebook specifically.
No one in the Twitter community made platform-sfieguggestions.

One of the biggest suggestions dealt with the tdag while the community did
its best to gather and sort information based ay@hic area, that gathering and
sorting could still be improved. If each post anbsequent comment thread is taken as
its own entity, those threads should have a wdeteorted, processed, and easy to find.
So many people were saying the same things, talddogit the same issues, or posting
the same questions, but in the noise of so mamadtls; it becomes clear that having
somewhere to spread out the information and hightige most important parts would be
a welcome addition to the community.

Instead of worrying about threads on Twitter, camity members or stewards
should be concerned with hashtag usage. Peoplawddonversations on Twitter, but if
they do not include the correct or consistent regg)tconversations become all but
impossible to find, making the community that muldificult to coalesce. While it is
possible that individuals took their conversatitofé hashtag,” and continued to build

relationships solely through @mentions as suggestede, there would be connections,
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but no one else would be aware of them, making ttadinfar short of the requirements
for a community of practice. This means that ogaifcant practical suggestion for
organizations or would-be community stewards igrtvide a hashtag, or set of
hashtags, early in the communication process, lagdtb enforce its usage as much as
possible. Twitter is viewed here as an informatiorework, in part, because of the ease
of splintered conversations on the platform. Withibws clarity of conversation, Twitter
is set up to be more difficult to host an individlbammunity of practice, one space
where everyone knew or could learn to gather. ilmgtudy, the practice was lost in the
hundreds of people retweeting the same informathmout the shooting, or putting out
duplicate updates without adding any of their onfioimation. Twitter may also be a
platform where people go to find the most releVaghtags or conversations, add their
news, and then leave, assuming the informationheilb someone else but not
considering the potential for relationship buildinghe sharing of that information.

The idea of breaking up the information was alsscpeal, especially as it related
to the discussed concerns over electricity anaigryo streamline online interaction. On
JSHN, early on in the storm, there were a couplgosts asking whether or not people
had power, and what area they were in. One post b@domments, and another had
3,315. On the post with 3,315 comments, the fiostiment went up within one minute of
the post, and although the final comment did neuoantil almost five days later, most
of the comments occurred within the first hour,hsiindreds of comments coming in
every minute. This sort of mass sharing of infoioratneant that the stewards interested
in knowing where power was out had almost morermédion than they could handle,

but also that people were not taking the time ®isether people had posted similar
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information. This sole focus on practice signifitgrcut down on the potential for
community, and greatly inhibited the benefit ofngsFacebook for improving either of
those, even if it was only to see who else in youm was sitting in the dark.
Additionally, if you were out of power, and thereddooking to conserve it, you were
much less likely to surf through over 3,000 comméatfind people in a similar location
and use that post to build community. Here, thrdasemmenting, or commenting based
on geographic area, might be two specific suggestior improvement.

Another, similar issue is that people might resptnd question, but they might
do so 40 comments down thread, and then eitherarwilling or able to link to the
person directly to let them know their questiobesng answered. This is a shame for the
person who might not ever read far enough to kriir guestion was answered, for the
person whose answer never gets utilized, and coatptl for the person reading the
thread who may or may not be aware enough to cotimneguestion and the answer,
leaving them with multiple pieces of disconnectaag thus unhelpful, information. If
there was a way to link questions and answers, asithreaded commenting, that would
be even better. Trying to figure out what thisdfitnformation is supposed to answer,
and why it might be relevant, is too time-consumamgl irritating to be of much good in
the middle of a crisis.

Other suggestions are basic but speak to the laeclonical or platform
knowledge that has been addressed. Some JSHN catymmambers were quite upset
about having to click a Like button on a topic thats so devastating to them, even as
they knew that doing so was the best way to gegls@uk to continue to show them

JSHN updates and information in their News Feeduber of people also had trouble
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sharing posts from their smartphones, and would@skuggestions or make suggestions
on how to fix that for the future.

Other suggestions can focus on crisis communicatbosmay wish to join a
community of practice or informational network irder to spread helpful crisis recovery
information. Emergency managers or others commtingc& a crisis should pay
attention to the culture of the community befornaijopg—to look at how individuals are
organizing themselves, and what codes of condughwaritten rules they may have
established for how to interact with one anothee(gér et al., 2009). It may be helpful
to try and build a relationship with the commurstgward prior to simply jumping into
the community. For example, Justin from JSHN dgwetba strong relationship with the
New Jersey OEM and then was able to help thenzetihe community more effectively
based on his knowledge of how it worked and wasmzgpd.

Engaging with communities of practice may be ovetwting for a
communicator or emergency manager, where multigeviduals may need intense help
or aid at the same time, or ask the same questiersand over without acknowledging a
response provided because they cannot find ityedsithese cases, communicators and
managers should focus on providing the aid anduress that they can, and to make
appropriate expectations clear to the communitynftbe very beginning.

Crisis communicators also should not be discourag#da lack of intense
interaction either. As shown in these two casdsrmmation may have been heavily
interacted with, minimally interacted with, or noteracted with at all. This idea of
differing interaction levels is supported by th@seticipants who noted they went onto

Facebook briefly, and only to post questions orckHer specific updates, because they
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were concerned about battery life on a smart ploomeasting what little electricity was
available to them. This general idea is also nbteWenger et al. (2009), who discuss
the need for legitimate peripheral participantsegéparticipants are those who may only
take information in and not respond within the camnity, but that does not mean the
information was not necessary or helpful to thenthat they should be ignored by the
more robust participants or the community stewards.

There are also practical information needs thatishioe met before the
information from a community of practice can bepel to emergency responders and
other crisis communicators. People within theseroamities often left out key
information that would be helpful or necessaryiides to provide them with aid; for
example, one man posted to JSHN that he had beékauwwpower since 3:30 p.m. that
day, which fit into the broader post topic, butatsade it impossible for the information
to be helpful, as he did not include where he waated. So, he connected to the
community, but not in a way that was going to Halp beyond relieving him of the
burden of the knowledge.

For a community of practice, part of the balarsckelping people build
relationships online when they do not know one lagioin any other way. As we saw
with these communities that was not always true—pfgewould invite those they knew
offline to join the online community, or they wousérendipitously find offline friends in
the mass of people online. When it came to wayspyove online communities, helping
people build offline connections as another wairtprove the actual connection was a

common suggestion.
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Future Research

One avenue for exploration lies in better undeditamthe differences between
the kinds of questions people were asking in ticesemunities and the ability for them
to be answered. Future research should explordiffieeences between what people were
asking for within these online communities and what of information people were
actually provided. Understanding the news covethgeexisted, and comparing that to
the information that was being requested and areivenline could provide insight to
emergency managers or crisis communicators lodakiqpyepare messages and
comprehensive understandings for individuals whghtnface a similar crisis in the
future. Future research could also explore the idatasocial media may allow for
longer-term community sustainability, especiallycommunities where ever-present or
reoccurring crises may sustain the online commesibiver time.

As a broader way to understand these questionsgefuesearch should look at
other crisis types and additional social mediafptats, to see whether or not the
community of practice model or the concept of ainfational network exists in those
situations. Future research should also attemipetatify if the physical location remains
important in crisis situations that are less botmnd specific place than the ones studied
here.

When discussing how and what individuals are mgllio share during a crisis,
other avenues for exploration also become availdihle public health literature has
some work that discusses a person’s willingneselfedisclose during an iliness,
including the lack of choice between withholdinglamaring information when an

iliness has visible side effects (Johansen, Andrélasikanes, & Lilleaas, 2014) and the



217

need for preservation of family and community bfgdeciding when and how to self-
disclose an illness (Jowsey, Ward, & Gardner, 208)ile neither of these works looks
at crisis on a larger scale, it does provide distapoint for understanding self-disclosure
in a crisis, particularly to those who are notrnmiely involved or as negatively affected.
A theory or work that looked into how and why seiclosure rates and interests change
in a crisis situation would be of benefit to théseking to build better and more helpful
communities of practice. When looking at interagtiavithin a community of practice,
care should also be given to notice when communitaiccurs on a one-on-one level in
order to improve our understanding of the impacbiild have on the field.
Strengths and Limitations

The strengths of this dissertation lie in the @pth knowledge gathered to better
understand how and why individuals form relatiopstonline during a crisis. This
information is helpful from both a professional gretsonal perspective; professionals
who can understand the need for communities oftipeam a crisis can help to create and
maintain better communities of practice in a crigikich will, in turn, help prepare a
welcoming and beneficial space for the individu@lows interested in going online for
information about their own crisis experience. Ti@ough research completed for this
project allowed for new insights into two spec#icd commonly used social media
platforms, Facebook and Twitter, and how they @iadpused outside of their original
purveyance. From a practical standpoint, both @tats could now be equipped with
small changes that would make a large impact oexperience of individuals trying to

navigate a complex crisis.



218

There are also a number of necessary and helgatetical additions, first in
introducing the community of practice model to isrisommunication literature, and then
in expanding that model to accommodate what waadela The community of practice
model should expand its stages; instead of assutinatgll communities will transform,
or end, crisis-based communities may move towandirmgation, or the need to exist on a
smaller scale in preparation for future events. Moelel should also broaden its
understanding of domain to include the possibdityan inextricable link to physical
place, even if the community isn’t tied to a looatiand that the balancing between those
who have the domain connection and those who dmpéacts the community in a
myriad of ways.

The model should also be expanded to include csatienal communities like
the one on Twitter studied here, where the focamismformation and not relationships.
Finally, the field of crisis communication must exyl its organizational, one-to-many
communication focus to include the potential forrgividual, one-to-one
communication potential through online communitégractice.

This project also took one of the first steps tawawilding bridges between the
academic areas of communities of practice, complegiisis, and social media, a
direction ripe with potential and interesting qums$ and answers. Practical suggestions
can revolve around the specific platforms studwath threaded comments on Facebook
and hashtag specifications on Twitter. There is #ig need for crisis communicators to
understand the importance of location, informatieeds, and the confluence of multiple
relationship types within a community. Finally, m@ communities of practice should be

built prior to a crisis; allowing relationships baild or preparation information to
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disseminate before the crisis occurs may not balfafor certain crisis types, but for
the more easily predicted, like natural disast@msas with reoccurring crises should
develop these communities before they are necessary

Limitations exist for this project as well. Whilee research completed was robust
in content analysis, there were only nine interg@empleted for JSHN, and zero
interviews completed with individuals from the Tigit Batman community. The nine
interviews with members of JISHN were enlightening helpful in parsing through some
of the ideas from the content, and additional ineavs could have provided analytical
insights. Additionally, since finding willing inteirew participants was so difficult, it is
possible that those who were interviewed showcagditferent or smaller than normal
subsection of the population of the community.

Based on geographical constraints, interviews wahg conducted via the
telephone, which would reduce some of the impadtadinof the nonverbal aspects
normally helpful to providing insight in an inteew (Chen & Hinton, 1999; McCoyd &
Kerson, 2006). Participants in online communitieslthve some concerns about their
anonymity, and, based on the response rate faviates, were perhaps uninterested in
being interviewed at all, indicating that | may bawaterviewed a subset of the population
with more willingness or interest in having theamne and ideas associated with the
project or the community Thus, active members efabmmunity may have been more
willing to participate in interviews, limiting theariety of experiences or knowledge that
would be based on community participation. Intewwing and content analysis was

conducted by one researcher, who was not persanathyved or significantly impacted
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by the crises discussed, which may have impactdatipants’ willingness to disclose or
discuss the events to the level of detail preferred

Another limitation is that, only two crisis typere examined in this project and
there are a lot of other types of crises that esush as... (Coombs, 2012). This work did
not focus much on the differences in the commusiie a function of the crisis type;
future research should look at crisis type for po& impact on how a community of
practice is formed and utilized. Similarly, the taocial media platforms chosen are two
of the five most widely used by American adults §gan & Smith, 2013), but again, it
would be valuable to look at other platforms andlgze their potential for hosting or
adapting communities of practice.

Finally, the crises chosen here both occurrederithited States, even though
anyone in the world with an internet connectionldqand did) contribute to these online
communities of practice. Additional insights mayé&deen missed by not focusing on
crises with international impact, or crises thakiplace entirely outside of the United
States, to see what additional implications magtexhen the domain changes so
pointedly.

Conclusion

This dissertation aimed to understand the intéigeof the community of
practice model, crisis communication, complexitgdty, and social media, filling a hole
in the literature and responding to the call ofg&eeSellnow, and Ulmer (2002) for
explicating novel communication processes in axridy looking at two potential
communities of practice, one fully realized and armaore informational network that

existed around two separate crises, on two difteseaal media platforms, this work is
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able to pull out some unique aspects of each @etliour areas, and to use them to
complement and inform one another.

Both theoretical contributions and practical recoendations have been offered
in this work. The community of practice framewoHosld be expanded to include detail
necessary to understand the impact of a crisiatgiu and crisis communication
knowledge should be expanded to include the impoet@f community building in
recovery and resilience. Findings suggest thatimcas very important in building
community, the need for adapting information to tleeds of the community, and the
acceptance of many different relationship typese Gfithe biggest discoveries is that
one- to-one communication in a crisis is not ordggble but expected through social
media.

Practically, social media platforms need to spime thinking through how
people might need to connect during a crisis, anddke it easier for them to get the
information they need quickly and easily. The latlower was a major concern, again
highlighting the need for speedy and effortless@eag, which would also cut down on
the duplicate postings and multiple questions amaterns that were mere repeats of one
another so the focus could be on helping individaebvery go smoothly.

Finally, this dissertation allowed information rinca variety of different fields and
understandings to come together to make concreetams about how to best help
individuals form community and improve response agubvery both during and after a
crisis. With continued research and end-user engagg it is my hope that this

information will one day help individuals feel evslightly less alone and slightly more
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confident in their ability to recover successfiuligm crises thanks to the community

available to them.
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Appendix A—Semi-structured In-depth Interview Guide

Hello! My name is Melissa Janoske, and | am a gedestudent researching crisis
communication and online communities at the Unitierdf Maryland. Thank you so
much for agreeing to be interviewed today aboutl#grsey Shore Facebook page/The
Dark Knight Rises Twitter community.

Have you read over the consent form? If so, dohaue any questions? Do you give
consent to be interviewed today?

Is it ok if you are audio-recorded today?

Great, thank you for your participation! Now, beforve get into the main questions, I'd
like to know a little more about your perceptiofi€ommunity and crises and how
people interact online.

1. How did you get involved with the Jersey Shore Back page/The Dark Knight
Rises Twitter community?
2. Explain to me the steps you took to respond tactlss as it was immediately
happening.
a. How did you know to do these things/where did tiferimation you
needed come from?
3. Explain to me the steps you took to respond tacttss in the day or two
immediately following.
a. What about in the weeks or months following?
b. What does your response to the crisis look like ,now months after it
happened?
4. How do you define an online community?
a. What things do you think are important in buildigag online community?
b. Are there limits or restrictions to who can pagate in an online

community like the one you described?
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i. If so, what kinds of limits or restrictions? If nethy not?
5. How can online communities help individuals resptmdnd recover from events
like Hurricane Sandy/the Dark Knight Rises’ shogtin
a. How can they hurt or negatively impact individuesponse and recovery?
6. Have you ever participated in other online commasi
a. What was the purpose of these communities?
b. Did you participate in any other online communitielted to Hurricane
Sandy/The Dark Knight Rises shooting?
c. How long did you participate in those communities?
d. Why did you stop participating/why are you stilipeipating?
7. How involved are you in other social media platfefhiProbe for channel,
context]
a. Are these communities? Why or why not?
b. Could they become communities? What would haveapphn for this to
be so?
8. How would you define something as a crisis?
a. Do you think Hurricane Sandy/The Dark Knight Risbsoting is a crisis?
9. Why do you go online for information about crises?
a. What kind of information is available online duriagrisis? [Probe for
platform, context]
b. How do you assess quality and accuracy of onlinecgs or information?

c. Where else do you go for information on a crisiglifee or otherwise)?
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10.How did you hear about the Jersey Shore Facebagdd plae Dark Knight Rises
Twitter online community?
a. How else do you remember hearing about this pdaticuisis?
b. Did any of these sources appear to have betteooe helpful information
than others? If so, what was the information?
11.How were you impacted by this particular crisis?
12.What made you want to seek out information abastghrticular crisis online?
13.What made you want to participate in the Faceboghkt&r community
specifically?
a. How did you participate in the community?
i. Commenting?
ii. Commenting on other people’s comments?
li. Liking, sharing, or retweeting them?
iv. Other? [Probe for specific actions or interactions]
b. How long were you/do you anticipate being a menabéhis community?
i. What made you stop participating/makes you keepqgaating?
ii. Is there anything that would make you start pgéting again?
14.How, if at all, did the community help you respdodhe crisis?
a. How, if at all, did the community negatively impaciur response to the
crisis?
15.What action did you take based on what you leaareshw in the community?

a. How were you impacted by (not) taking this action?
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16.Did you tell anyone else not in the community altbetthings you learned or
saw in the community?
a. Was this on another social media platform or in liésf
b. Who did you tell? What is your relationship to tHem
c. Why did you share this with this person?
d. Do you think they did anything based on the infaiiorayou shared?
17.What else did you do in response to something gatnked or saw in the
community?
18.What do you think this community has done for youdlation to the crisis?
19.Do you know other people who are active in this samity?

i. If yes, who?

ii. If not, why not? Did you try to form relationshipsth others?
20.What were your interactions like with other peoplé¢he community?
21.How important is it to have someone ‘run’ the conmityf

a. Were there leaders in the Facebook/Twitter commagiit

b. How did you feel about their leadership?

c. How did their leadership or actions impact the camity as a whole?
22.How would you characterize the other people inchamunity, and their

reactions and responses to what was happening?
a. How did this impact the way the community as a whelsponded or
reacted?

23.Have you ever connected with someone from this conity offline, or talked

about doing so?



227

a. If so, what was that like?
b. If not, is that something you would ever be integdsn doing? Why or
why not?
24.What would make you seek out other, similar ontasmunities if you're
affected by another crisis in the future?
25.How would you improve social media platforms to makeasier to respond to a
similar crisis in the future?
a. What would you change about the platform itself?
b. What else would you want to see from the people pdrticipated in the
community?
c. Isthere anything else you think could be donertprove the online

community?

Ask for demographics: age, gender, race/ethnicity
Is there anything else you'd like to add or elalieran? Thanks so much for your

participation!
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Appendix B—Coding Scheme

Complexity Theory

1.

Lack of exact knowledge (positive/negative): a ptede and variety of

meaning, not a lack of it; can be either good at ba

2. Interaction of agents/elements

3. Self-organizing: learning from interaction and aalagpbased on feedback
from individual and shared history

4. Unstable: constant evolution, requiring ongoingvioof energy; stability is
not a desired state

5. Dynamic and impacted by history: history is an aaéfeature of emergent
patterns; past history produces present behavior

6. Permeable, ill-defined boundaries: focus on retetiops, where the
organization is an ongoing process and seriestefantions

7. Irreducibility: a system that is more than the safivts parts; one must look at
everything in order to understand anything

8. External environment, impact: noting an environmanmpact coming from
outside of the organization or an individual agent

Social Media

1. How many interactions (Likes, shares, retweetttioes the item have?:
write number

2. Date posted to community: write date posted; gésponse, include date of
original post

3. Mention of another person or organization: nampes§on/organization
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4. Mention of a specific place (town, business, othesjne of specific place
5. How community is built or maintained through socradia: discussing ease
of community building through social media
a. General ideas of what makes a community
b. Why go online
6. Something being/going viral: the term ‘viral’ isagsby a community member
7. Mention of other platforms or communities: list gplatform and/or the
community; is the mention positive or negative?
8. Emotional response: what is the emotion associaidan event; should
have the emotion named in the comment or discussion
a. General emotion
b. Anger or disbelief (at others/actions of others)
9. Emoticons/Emoiji: use of any emoticon or emoji (nbiese appears sarcastic)
10. Sarcasm (explicitly stated or otherwise): use @y, convey contempt, bitter
or cutting expression or remark
11. Relationship building (individual) through sociaédia: do the posters
mention building relationships, the importance oilding relationships, or
how glad they are to have a relationship with samezise online?
a. Offline connection
b. Personal attacks
12.Improving Facebook: suggestions or comments fromnaanity members on

what else the platform could or should providerden to meet need
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Community of Practice
1. Information shared

a. Information from the person posting: is one pergmviding
information or answering a question from anothespe

b. Information the person posting got from another imedurce: what is
the information, indicate alternate source

c. Information the person posting got from anothesper what is the
information, indicate relationship

d. External knowledge sharing: does the poster intersthare the
information with someone else?, who they will/wemshare this
information with

e. Rumors and how they might be stopped

f. Questions asked and answered among and betweenuotym
members

g. Unrelated: what is not related to the main topitdiscussed anyway?

I. What is the response to these off topic discus8ions
2. Domain: expressing something fundamental commuméynbers have in
common

a. Jersey Strong

b. JSHN from a distance: those who live outside of Nevsey
commenting or engaging

c. Noting where people are located when they posttherg elsewhere

because of evacuation?
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3. Practice: sharing a practice, including all aciégtand techniques for coping
with a crisis
4. Community: seeking learning or socializing compasio
5. Trust and/or mutual engagement: explicit statingwst or willingness to
engage with another community member
6. Acknowledgement of community steward: mentioning skeward, either by
name or position
7. Discussion of community steward role: is the stelyaoviding positive or
negative items, information, and gathering spac¢hi® community
8. Offline connection (potential): are people inteeelsin getting together offline
to engage in some way?
9. Offline connection (actualized): have people adyugbtten together offline?
What is the response to that connection?
a. Actions taken based on JSHN
10. Social capital: evidence of ties or connectionsvieen individuals in the
community
11. Stages of development
a. Potential: individuals discover one another, coragmmmmonalities,
needs, and issues
b. Coalesce: individuals find value in communicatimgl &earning
together
c. Mature: creating additional information or matesithat would be

helpful to the community
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d. Stewardship: developing resources and materialotient new
members to the community
e. Transforming: community disbands because it isomgér useful to
members
12. Structural holes (network holes): are there missimig in the community, or
places where there should be people bridging indtion?
Crisis
1. Uniqueness of event
a. Surprise: something with a likelihood or impact beg expectations
b. Threat: something beyond a typical problem for eyanization
c. Response time: quick response is better for maimgicontrol; what
is length of response time?
2. Recovery
a. Recovery after six months
b. Recovery after one year
3. Power outage and electronics: the importance ohlggeower and the lengths
to which people would go to remain connected tanbernet
4. Government and insurance: what were the expectatbhoth? Were they
met, why or why not?
5. Laws: what laws were in place to prevent theseesfidHow can or should the

laws be changed based on this event?
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Other
1. Special needs populations: do people self-disdbeseg part of one? How does

this impact their experience?
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Appendix C—Participant Interview Request

[The following message will be sent via the messagace or system pertinent for each
social media platform (i.e., Facebook Message oitt€EmDirect Message) to individuals
| would like to interview. If those who receivestmessage indicate their interest in
participating, they will receive a simple email tikang them for their interest, which will
include the consent form and ask them what timegdame convenient to schedule an
interview. Other options for the interview can bgeed, including via email, Skype, or

in person (based on geographic ability) if the papant is interested.]

Subject: [Hurricane Sandy Facebook group/Batman shootingt@mcommunity]
interview request
[name/username of contributor],

| am a graduate student at the University of Margleesearching how online
communities can help people respond to and redower crises. I'm writing to see if
you are willing in participating this dissertatiogsearch project.

| have seen your contributions to the [HurricanedyaFacebook group/Batman
shooting Twitter community], and noted that yourseery involved in participating in
this community. | hope that you will be willing thscuss your knowledge of this
community, and what it provided you after the [leane/shooting/other], and how your
interactions with others in this community mightvadelped you.

My current project looks at how online communitiesn after a crisis, and what
is special about them being online. I'm also insézd in if people feel connected to those

they meet online in a community like that, and itbat might help you feel better after a
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crisis. | also want to know how that informatiortlggring impacted your actions, and
think you could offer some key insights.

Interviews should last no more than 45-60 minutesl, can be conducted in
person, over email or Skype, or over the teleph¥oer name will not be used in the
study.

Please let me know if this is something you wowddnilling to participate in, or
if you know of someone else who might be interesteslorking with me. If you are
willing, please send me a reply message stating ipberest and we will send you a
consent form and schedule an interview time thabis/enient for you. You are, of
course, free to ignore this message or resportdridicating that you do not wish to
participate. If you are under 18 years of ageagadegnore this message. I'm also happy
to answer any questions you might have.

Thanks for your time. Your insight would be great|ypreciated!
Melissa Janoske

PhD Candidate

Department of Communication

University of Maryland
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