Similarly, those who use a mobile phone are more likely to visit semipublic spaces than
those who do not own a phone.

= Mobile phone users are 82% more likely to attend church, 81% more likely to
visit a fast food restaurant, 63% more likely to visit other restaurants, and 56%
more likely to visit a bar.

In addition, compared to other internet users, those who accessed the internet at work
at least a few times per day were more likely to visit a range of public and semipublic
spaces.

= Those who frequently access the internet at work are 49% more likely to go to a
non-fastfood restaurant, 35% more likely to visit a community center, 21% more
likely to visit a public park, and 71% more likely to go to a bar.

= However, frequent internet users at work were 26% less likely to visit a library.

We also found that:

= Those who contribute to a blog are 61% more likely to go to a public park than
internet users who do not blog.

= Users of social networking websites are 40% more likely to visit a bar, but 36%
less likely to visit a religious institution.

= Users of instant messaging are 21% less likely to visit a library than those who do
not use IM.

Example: The probability that an average, single, 35-year-old man will visit a public park at least once a
month is about 39%. However, if he is an internet user, the probability is higher; there is a 48% chance he
will visit a park. If he also maintains a blog, there is a 60% chance he will visit.

As with other local community activities, the relationship between internet use and
participation in public and semi-public spaces is likely a combination of self-selection
and an outcome of internet use. For example, those who are in occupations that require
frequent internet use in the workplace are probably more likely as a result of their
socioeconomic status and stage in the lifecycle to visit a range of public and semipublic
spaces. At the same time, the internet may also enable visits to public spaces through
opportunities to coordinate rendezvous and search for new places to visit.

Internet use is a common activity in many kinds of public and semipublic spaces.

Although home and workplace are the dominant locations from which people access the
internet, it has become increasingly possible for people to incorporate internet use into
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their everyday experiences in public spaces. Internet access in parks, cafés, and
restaurants has been made possible through the proliferation of broadband wireless
internet in the form of municipal and community wi-fi (e.g., NYC Wireless) and advanced
mobile phone networks (e.g., 3G). We found that a significant proportion of people who
visit public and semipublic spaces are online while in those spaces using a computer,
mobile phone, or other devices:

= 36% of library patrons

= 18% of those in cafés or coffee shops

= 14% of those who visited a community center

=  11% of people who frequented a bar

= 8% of visitors to public parks and plazas

= 7% of customers at other restaurants

= 6% of customers at fast food restaurants

= 5% of people who visited church, synagogue, mosque or temple.

Are internet and mobile phone users’ networks more diverse?

Scholars have shown that the average American’s social network consists of hundreds of
people [30]. Although it is relatively simple to enumerate a person’s “core networks”
(which by definition consist of a small set of relatively strong ties) or to ask about
participation in different social settings (such as neighborhoods, voluntary groups, and
public spaces), it is nearly impossible to ask someone to accurately list everyone they
know. However, to get a picture of the diversity of a person’s social networks, it is not
necessary to ask about everyone in their life. Instead, we can ask them if they know
people with a variety of backgrounds and experiences. The current survey used a
methodology called a position generator that has been used extensively by those who

study social networks [31, 32].

The position generator is based on the understanding that people in different social
locations in society can provide different types of resources, information, and support.
Occupation is a good measure of difference. Occupations vary in prestige, and people in
high prestige occupations tend to have special resources tied to income, education, and
authority. However, even people in middle and lower prestige occupations have special
skills and can offer unique opportunities. The more people someone knows of in
different occupations, particularly a range of occupations, the more likely he is to have
access to a range of information and resources. A number of studies have shown that
the position generator is a valid and reliable measure of network diversity [31]. Using a
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list of 22 occupations that ranged from very low prestige (such as a bell boy) to high
prestige (such as a CEO of a large company), people were asked if they had a relative,
friend, or an acquaintance working in each occupation.3

Network diversity was measured as the number of different occupations in which a
person has a social tie. We found that the mean person knows someone in 9.25 of the

22 occupations that were sampled.
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Figure 3d: Diversity of full personal network

Internet users, particularly those who are frequent users at work, and those
who use social networking services, have broader social networks.

A regression analysis, Table 18 in Appendix D, confirms that compared to those who do
not use the internet, those who use the internet have more diverse social networks.
Higher levels of diversity associated with internet use are independent of participation
in neighborhood social networks, voluntary associations, and public and semipublic

spaces.

= Compared to non-users, those who use the internet tend to know at least one
additional person in the occupational spectrum (0.71).

= Those who used the internet at work at least a few times per day know people,
on average, in one and a half additional occupations (1.46).

* The list of occupations used is based on the work of Nan Lin, Yang-chih Fu, and Chih-jou Jay Chen, conducted by
the Institute of Sociology, Academia Sinica.
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= |n addition, those who use a social networking service score on average .60
higher on the diversity scale.

Although no evidence was found that the use of ICTs reduces the overall diversity of
social networks, the association between internet use and network diversity was
relatively low compared to other demographic factors.

The single strongest predictor of diversity was age. A curvilinear relationship exists
between age and network diversity, such that diversity increases steadily with age,
although not as steadily for the elderly. After age, which accounts for time to build a
diverse network, participation in diverse social settings (such as visiting public and
semipublic spaces), participation in voluntary groups, and neighborhood involvement
were most influential in predicting a diverse network. The size of core networks,
presumably a means to access other networks, was also highly influential on network
diversity. Although being a “frequent internet user at work” was also among the most
influential variables in predicting diversity, this variable captures more about
socioeconomic status and the participants’ occupational prestige than a causal
relationship between internet use at work and the extent of a person’s overall social
network. Heavy internet users at work have more diverse networks because of the type
of work they do, not because of the internet.

Example: A white (non-Hispanic), married, 30-year-old male, who has a four-year university degree, an
average core network (3 ties), visits an average number of public/semipublic spaces each month (12),
knows at least some of his neighbors, and belongs to one voluntary group, on average knows people in
seven of the twenty-two occupations on the scale (6.95). If he is an internet user, and uses a social
networking service, on average he knows people in 8.26 occupations: a network that is 19% more diverse
than someone who does not use the internet or own a mobile phone.
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Part 4

Conclusion

Our findings suggest that the extent of social isolation in America is not as high as has been
reported through prior research. Today, the number of Americans who are truly isolated is no
different, or at most is only slightly higher than what it was 30 years ago. Few people have no
one with whom they can discuss important matters, and even fewer have no one who is
especially significant in their lives. The more pronounced social change, since 1985, has
occurred in the size and diversity of Americans’ core networks.

Compared to the relatively recent past, most Americans now have fewer people with whom
they discuss important matters, and the diversity of people with whom they discuss these
issues has declined. There is a wealth of scholarship to suggest that the implications of this
trend for individuals and for American society are starkly negative. Smaller and less diverse core
networks diminish personal well-being by limiting access to social support. There are simply
fewer people we can rely on in a time of need — whether it is a shoulder to cry on, to borrow a
cup of sugar, or to help during a crisis. Small and narrow core networks also impede trust and
social tolerance; they limit exposure to the diverse opinions, issues, and ideas of others. If we
increasingly rely and trust only a small inner circle of likeminded others, it becomes increasingly
difficult to recognize, accept or understand opposing points of view. A great deal of research
has shown that diversity within our closest relationships — even in the age of the internet —is
vital for the flow of information, for informed deliberation, and to maintain the participatory
ideals of a democracy.

What is the source of this change? We don’t know. But, we believe we have ruled out one likely
source: new information and communication technologies such as the internet and mobile
phone. Our survey finds the opposite trend amongst internet and mobile phone users; they
have larger and more diverse core networks. True, our survey is based on one point in time, we
cannot completely exclude the possibility that those technologies that we associate with larger
and more diverse networks were, at some point in the recent past, responsible for a sharp
decline. But, it is not the case today, and given the evidence it seems unlikely there was some
recent switch. We do not know if use of new technologies contributes directly to larger and
more diverse core networks, or if those who use technology in a certain way are likely to have
better networks from the beginning. We suspect both to be true, but we also offer a third
explanation. We believe that at least some of our findings are explained by changes in how
technology allows people to share information within their network. Most people mistakenly
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think they share much more in common with their core ties than they really do. The finding, for
example, that those who do certain internet activities like share digital photos are more likely
to have cross-political party discussion partners, suggests that new technologies may provide
better surveillance of our network members than we had in the past. The “pervasive
awareness” that comes with the use of many new “social media” may not change the
composition of our social networks as much as it increase our understanding of those who are
already in our social circle.

Our findings also suggest that there is little to the argument that new information and
communication technologies decrease participation in traditional, local social settings
associated with having a diverse social network. When we look beyond people’s core network,
to their full network of relations, we find that most uses of the internet and mobile phone have
a positive relationship to neighborhood networks, voluntary associations, and use of public
spaces. There is some evidence that very specific internet activities, such as use of social
networking services (e.g, Facebook, MySpace, LinkedIn), substitutes for some neighborhood
involvement — the internet allows people to obtain traditional forms of neighborhood support
from a social circle that extends outside of their neighborhood. Yet, internet users continue to
give support to their neighbors, and the level of face-to-face contact with neighbors is the same
for internet users as it is for non-users. In addition, many internet users take advantage of the
additional communication channel that email affords for local contact. While only a small
number of neighborhoods have an organized channel of communication online, such as a
neighborhood discussion forum (e.g., www.i-Neighbors.org), those that belong to these

discussion forums are far more involved locally than are other Americans. In addition, while
participation in traditional social settings — neighborhoods, voluntary associations, and public
spaces — remain the strongest predictors of a diverse social network, internet use, and in
particular use of social networking services, has emerged as a new social setting that is directly
linked with having a more diverse personal network. People who participate in these traditional
settings, as well as new ones afforded by the internet, are likely to benefit from the novel
information streams to which they are exposed.

Although the reasons for a historical shift toward smaller, less diverse core networks do not
seem to rest with internet and mobile phone use, the solutions may. We do not espouse
technological determinism. It is clear that people shape technology far more than the other
way around. For this reason, our survey results suggest that people’s lives are likely to be
enhanced by participation with new communication technologies, rather than by fearing that
their use of new technology will send them into a spiral of isolation.
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Appendix A

Extended Literature Review

What role might new technologies play in how core networks have changed in
the past 20 years?

McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears suggested that widespread adoption of the internet
and mobile phone may contribute to the constriction of core discussion networks observed in
the 2004 GSS. In particular, they suggest that there is evidence that these information and
communication technologies (ICTs) encourage distant, relatively weak social ties over more
locally-based, strong ties. The implication is that internet and mobile phone use encourage a
withdrawal from local social settings that have traditionally been associated with network
diversity: neighborhoods and voluntary associations [7]. McPherson et al. suggest that the cell
phone might enhance some contacts outside the home (e.g., arranging meetings in restaurants
or bars), but they argue that these encounters do not contribute to the number of confidants.
The exchange of weak ties for strong ties, and the withdraw from local social contact, are the
reasons they suggest for why the internet and mobile phone could be responsible for smaller
and less diverse core networks (our strongest social ties).

Other scholarship provides some support for the notion that mobile phone use may play a role
in a trend toward smaller, less diverse core networks.

The mobile phone has dramatically changed how people access social support. In the discussion
of important matters, mobile phones make those with whom we are closest and most
comfortable easily accessible anytime, anywhere [33]. Studies of mobile phone users confirm
that most interactions over the phone are with strong social ties [34, 35]. As a result, critics
worry that mobile phone use may lead to intense participation in closed networks at the
expense of broader social participation [36]; a pattern that might resemble the small, low-
diversity networks what were observed by McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears.

At the same time, there is less evidence to suggest that internet use narrows and constrains
social networks.

The internet has become a deeply integrated component of the everyday lives of the majority
of Americans. Some early studies of online Americans found that some types of internet use -
e.g., home internet use, but not use at work — had a negative impact on interaction with strong
social ties as well as time spent on broader public activities [37]. However, these findings have
not been replicated in more recent studies [38, 39].

Most resent research provides little indication that internet use is detrimental to social ties [40,
41]. Some internet activities, such as email, blogging, and the use of social networking websites
have even been associated with larger and more diverse personal networks [42-44]. There is
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evidence that a substantial number of internet users form new social ties as a result of their
online activities [45-47].

There is also little evidence to suggest that internet use encourages people to withdraw from
neighborhood networks, local institutions, or public settings.

Studies of internet use and geographic communities — neighborhoods — find that internet use
increases the number of local social ties [16, 48] as well as participation in local civic activities
[49, 50]. Studies of wireless internet use in public spaces find evidence that the presence of a
wireless infrastructure may attract new people and more frequent use of public spaces, and
that this is associated with large and diverse discussion networks [28, 29]. And, a recent meta
analysis suggests that there is a positive relationship between internet use and political
engagement [51].

In sum, while the rise of the internet and mobile connectivity coincides with the reported
decline of core discussion networks, the mixed evidence on mobile phone use and internet
activities does not provide a clear link between these trends. However, until now, no study has
focused directly on the composition of core networks and the role of internet and mobile
phone use.
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Appendix B

The GSS Controversy

Are things really as bad as we thought?

The findings of the 2004 GSS rely on a key question that asks survey participants to list by
name, those people “with whom you discussed matters that are important to you.” The authors
of the original study point to a number of possible “technical problems” with this question that
may have created or inflated the trend that they observed [13, 52, 53]. Claude Fischer, the
author of a number of seminal works on social networks [14, 54], has also emphasized that the
2004 GSS contradicts other relevant data on social isolation, and suggest that the data contain
serious anomalies [55]. Although there is no “smoking gun” that clearly demonstrates a
technical problem with the GSS data, these authors suggest the following:

Problems with the survey instrument. Surveys can introduce unexpected bias into how
participants respond to questions. Context effects, as a result of having placed
particularly onerous questions ahead of the GSS module on core discussion networks or
questions that trained respondents to answer with fewer names (knowing that more
names would lead to even more questions) may have introduced an unknown bias.

A random technical error. The unexpected increase in the number of Americans who
said that they have no one with whom they discuss important matters may be a result
of an unknown artifact in how the survey data were coded. It would be unusual for a
survey as large and reputable as the GSS to have such a problem. However, in
September 2008, the National Opinion Research Center, the organization that runs the
GSS, discovered that forty-one of those who declined to answer the question on
discussion partners were misclassified in a way that lumped them in with those that said
that they do not have anyone with whom they discuss important matters [11]. These
cases should have been excluded from the analysis. Other errors may exist that cannot
be detected.

Problem with the question wording. There may have been a change since 1985 in how
some people interpreted the meaning of the word “discuss.” They may have interpreted
the word in a way that excludes important conversation that does not take place in
person. One possible reason for such a change between 1985 and 2004 is that
communication increasingly occurs online, on the internet and through other
communication devices. If people were not considering those conversations in their
answer to the question “with whom do you discuss important matters?” then a
potentially significant amount of communication was excluded from the analysis of
what is happening to Americans “discussion networks.”
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Appendix C
Methodology’

The Personal Networks and Community Survey, sponsored by the Pew Internet & American Life
Project, obtained telephone interviews with a nationally representative sample of 2,512 adults
living in households in the continental United States. The survey was conducted by Princeton
Survey Research International. The interviews were conducted in English by Princeton Data
Source, LLC between July 9, 2008 and August 10, 2008. Statistical results were weighted to
correct known demographic discrepancies. The margin of sampling error for the complete set
of weighted data is +2.1%.

Sample Design

A combination of landline and cellular random digit dial (RDD) samples was used to represent
all adults in the continental United States who have access to either a landline or cellular
telephone. Both samples were provided by Survey Sampling International, LLC (SSI) according to
PSRAI specifications.

Numbers for the landline sample were selected with probabilities in proportion to their share of
listed telephone households from active blocks (area code + exchange + two-digit block
number) that contained three or more residential directory listings. The cellular sample was not
list-assisted, but was drawn through a systematic sampling from 1,000 blocks dedicated to
cellular service according to the Telcordia database.

Questionnaire Development and Testing

A guestionnaire was developed by PSRAI in collaboration with Keith N. Hampton and staff of
the Pew Internet & American Life Project. To improve the quality of the data, the questionnaire
was pretested with a small number of respondents using RDD telephone number samples. The
pretest interviews were conducted using experienced interviewers who judged the quality of
the answers and the degree to which respondents understood the questions. Using recordings,
PSRAI staff reviewed the pretest interviews. Some final changes were made to the
guestionnaire, based on the reviewed pretest interviews.

Contact Procedures

Interviews were conducted between July 9, 2008 and August 10, 2008. As many as ten attempts
were made to contact every sampled telephone number. Samples were released for
interviewing in replicates, which are representative subsamples of the larger sample. Using

! Provided by Princeton Survey Research International.
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replicates to control the release of the sample ensured that complete call procedures were
followed for the entire sample.

For the landline sample, interviewers asked to speak with the youngest adult male currently at
home. If no male were available, interviewers asked to speak with the youngest female at
home. This systematic respondent selection technique has been shown to produce samples
that closely mirror the population in terms of age and gender. For the cellular sample,
interviews were conducted with the person who answered the phone. Interviewers verified
that the person was an adult and in a safe place before administering the survey. Cellular
sample respondents were offered a post-paid, cash incentive for their participation.

Weighting and Analysis

Weighting is generally used in survey analysis to compensate for sample designs and patterns
of nonresponse that might bias results. A two-stage, weighting procedure was used to weight
this dual-frame sample. A first-stage weight of 0.5 was applied to all dual-users to account for
the fact that they were included in both sample frames.” All other cases were given a first-stage
weight of 1. The second stage of weighting balanced sample demographics to population
parameters. The sample was balanced to match national population parameters for sex, age,
education, race, Hispanic origin, region (U.S. Census definitions), population density, and
telephone usage. The basic weighting parameters came from a special analysis of the Census
Bureau’s 2007 Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) that included all households in
the continental United States that had a telephone. The cell phone usage parameter came from
an analysis of the July-December 2006 National Health Interview Survey.

Weighting was accomplished using Sample Balancing, a special iterative sample-weighting
program that simultaneously balances the distributions of all variables using a statistical
technique called the Deming Algorithm. Weights were trimmed to prevent individual interviews
from having too much influence on the final results. The use of these weights in statistical
analysis ensures that the demographic characteristics of the sample closely approximate the
demographic characteristics of the national population.

Response Rate

The response rate estimated the fraction of all eligible respondents in the sample who were
ultimately interviewed. At PSRAI, response rate is calculated by taking the product of three
component rates:?

= contact rate —the proportion of working numbers where a request for interview was
made;*

? Dual-users are defined as [a] landline respondents who have a working cell phone, or [b] cell phone respondents
who have a regular landline phone where they currently live.

* PSRAI’s disposition codes and reporting are consistent with the American Association for Public Opinion Research
standards.

* PSRAI assumes that 75% of cases that result in a constant disposition of “no answer” or “busy” are actually not
working numbers.
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= cooperation rate — the proportion of contacted numbers where a consent for interview
was at least initially obtained, versus those refused;

= completion rate — the proportion of initially cooperating and eligible interviews that
were completed.

The response rate for the landline sample was 21%. The response rate for the cellular sample
was 22 %.
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Appendix D

Regression Tables

Table 1: Core discussion network size — Poisson regression (N=2061)

Independent Variables Coefficient (B) Exp(B)
Constant | -0.271 | 0.763
Demographics

Female 0.119%** 1.127***
Age 0.009 1.009
Age Squared 0.000 1.000
Education 0.033%** 1.033***
Married or living with a partner 0.006 1.006
Children under 18 live at home -0.028 0.972
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.085 0.919
Other race (compared to White) -0.155** 0.856**
Hispanic 0.056 1.057
Media Use

Internet user 0.085 1.088
Cell phone user 0.116** 1.123**
Frequent internet user at home! -0.010 0.990
Frequent internet user at work? 0.015 1.015
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.075 1.078
Blogging 0.063 1.065
Sharing digital photos online 0.086* 1.090*
Instant messaging 0.087* 1.091*

! Use internet at home more than once per day

? Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer
questions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 2: Size of kin core discussion network - Poisson regression (N=2061)

Independent Variables Coefficient (B) Exp(B)
Constant |-0.836%*+ | 0.433%*+
Demographics

Female 0.192%*** 1.212%**
Age 0.010 1.010
Age Squared -0.000 1.000
Education 0.028*** 1.028***
Married or living with a partner 0.243%** 1.275***
Children under 18 live at home -0.003 0.997
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.100 0.905
Other race (compared to White) -0.141 0.869
Hispanic 0.059 1.061
Media Use

Internet user 0.004 1.004
Cell phone user 0.140* 1.150*
Frequent internet user at home! -0.061 0.941
Frequent internet user at work? -0.017 0.983
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.113* 1.120*
Blogging 0.024 1.024
Sharing digital photos online 0.063 1.065
Instant messaging 0.035 1.036

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer

questions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 3: Likelihood of having a spouse/partner as only confidant — logistic regressions

(N=1443).°

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant -0.212 0.809
Demographics

Female -0.566*** 0.568***
Age 0.007 1.007
Age Squared 0.000 1.000
Education -0.007 0.993
Children under 18 live at home 0.416* 1.515*
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.777* 0.460*
Other race (compared to White) 0.521 1.683
Hispanic -0.779* 0.459*
Media Use

Internet user -0.460* 0.631*
Cell phone user -0.388 0.679
Frequent internet user at home! 0.015 1.015
Frequent internet user at work? 0.025 1.025
Internet Activities

Social networking services -0.130 0.878
Blogging -0.037 0.964
Sharing digital photos online -0.315 0.730
Instant messaging -0.438* 0.645%*
R-squared (Nagelkerke) 0.092%**

! Use internet at home more than once per day
? Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512 (total sample size) because this analysis is limited to those who
are married or cohabitating, and some respondents did not answer the question about

their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 4: Likelihood of having a nonkin core discussion tie — logistic regression

(N=2061)

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant -1.243%* 0.288**
Demographics

Female 0.083 1.087
Age 0.023 1.024
Age Squared 0.000* 1.000*
Education 0.049** 1.051**
Married or living with a partner -0.687*** 0.503***
Children under 18 live at home -0.149 0.862
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.148 0.863
Other race (compared to White) -0.202 0.817
Hispanic 0.008 1.008
Media Use

Internet user 0.441%** 1.554**
Cell phone user -0.047 0.954
Frequent internet user at home! -0.114 0.893
Frequent internet user at work? 0.048 1.049
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.135 1.145
Blogging 0.110 1.117
Sharing digital photos online 0.163 1.177
Instant messaging 0.191 1.211
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.084***

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512 (total sample size) because some respondents did not answer
guestions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 5: Likelihood of having a cross-race/ethnicity core discussion tie — logistic
regression (N=1827)*

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant -1.507** 0.222**
Demographics

Female -0.318%** 0.728**
Age 0.019 1.019
Age Squared 0.000 1.000
Education 0.008 1.008
Married or living with a partner -0.328** 0.720**
Children under 18 live at home -0.001 0.999
Black/African-American (compared to White) 0.755%** 2.129%**
Other race (compared to White) 1.508*** 4.516%**
Hispanic 1.483%** 4.405%**
Media Use

Internet user 0.054 1.056
Cell phone user -0.306 0.736
Frequent internet user at home! 0.424** 1.528**
Frequent internet user at work? -0.178 0.837
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.184 1.202
Blogging 0.661%** 1.936***
Sharing digital photos online 0.276 1.318
Instant messaging -0.280 0.756
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.254%**

! Use internet at home more than once per day

2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer
guestions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 6: Likelihood of having a cross-party core discussion tie — logistic regression

(N=1156)°

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant -4.058*** 0.017***
Demographics

Female -0.025 0.975
Age 0.113%** 1.120***
Age Squared -0.001*** 0.999***
Education 0.036 1.037
Married or living with a partner 0.101 1.107
Children under 18 live at home -0.285 0.752
Black/African-American (compared to White) -1.066*** 0.344%***
Other race (compared to White) -0.921** 0.398**
Hispanic -0.026 0.974
Media Use

Internet user -0.134 0.874
Cell phone user -0.069 0.934
Frequent internet user at home! -0.098 0.907
Frequent internet user at work? 0.092 1.096
Internet Activities

Social networking services -0.195 0.823
Blogging 0.348 1.417
Sharing digital photos online 0.473** 1.605**
Instant messaging -0.023 0.977
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.087***

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day

N is smaller than 2512 (total sample size) because this analysis is limited to those who
self identified themselves and their ties as Republicans or Democrats, and some
respondents did not answer the question about their discussion network,

demographics, or media use.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 7: Likelihood of having at least one unique significant core tie — logistic
regression (N=2107)

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant 1.143%* 3.136**
Demographics

Female 0.163 1.177
Age -0.021 0.979
Age Squared 0.000 1.000
Education -0.030 0.970
Married or living with a partner 0.193* 1.213*
Children under 18 live at home -0.165 0.848
Black/African-American (compared to White) 0.024 1.025
Other race (compared to White) -0.246 0.782
Hispanic 0.048 1.049
Media Use

Internet user -0.065 0.937
Cell phone user 0.050 1.052
Frequent internet user at home! 0.001 1.001
Frequent internet user at work? -0.023 0.977
Internet Activities

Social networking services -0.132 0.876
Blogging 0.025 1.025
Sharing digital photos online -0.061 0.941
Instant messaging 0.169 1.184
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.015

! Use internet at home more than once per day

2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer
guestions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 8: Core network size - Poisson regression (N=2148)>

Independent Variables Coefficient (B) Exp(B)
Constant | 0.447%** | 1.563%**
Demographics

Female 0.125*** 1.133%**
Age 0.009* 1.009*
Age Squared -0.000* 1.000*
Education 0.015%** 1.015%**
Married or living with a partner 0.017 1.017
Children under 18 live at home -0.008 0.992
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.050 0.951
Other race (compared to White) -0.130** 0.878**
Hispanic 0.002 1.002
Media Use

Internet user 0.031 1.032
Cell phone user 0.112%** 1.118**
Frequent internet user at home' 0.053 1.055
Frequent internet user at work? -0.016 0.984
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.024 1.024
Blogging -0.008 0.992
Sharing digital photos online 0.050 1.051
Instant messaging 0.100*** 1.106***

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer

guestions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 9: Number of nonkin ties - Poisson regression (N=2148)

Independent Variables Coefficient (B) Exp(B)
Constant | -0.836*** | 0.434%**
Demographics

Female 0.034 1.035
Age 0.006 1.006
Age squared -0.000 1.000
Education 0.033%** 1.034***
Married or living with a partner -0.374*** 0.688***
Children under 18 live at home -0.101* 0.904*
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.009 0.991
Other race (compared to White) -0.101 0.904
Hispanic 0.047 1.048
Media Use

Internet user 0.139* 1.149*
Cell phone user 0.222%** 1.249***
Frequent internet user at home! 0.156** 1.169**
Frequent internet user at work? 0.043 1.044
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.044 1.045
Blogging 0.075 1.077
Sharing digital photos online 0.113* 1.120*
Instant messaging 0.170%** 1.185***

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day

® N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer

guestions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 10: OLS Regression on years known nonkin core network members (N=1123)

Independent Variables

Coefficient Standardized

Constant -1.646 ‘
Demographics

Female 0.242 0.015
Age 0.395*** 0.872***
Age Squared -0.002*** -0.450%***
Education -0.025 -0.009
Married or living with a partner 0.611 0.039
Children under 18 live at home -0.202 -0.012
Black/African-American (compared to White) 0.739 0.032
Other race (compared to White) -0.858 -0.033
Hispanic 0.299 0.012
Media Use

Internet user 0.845 0.041
Cell phone user -0.255 -0.012
Frequent internet user at home' -0.695 -0.038
Frequent internet user at work? 0.467 0.026
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.200 0.012
Blogging -0.849 -0.035
Sharing digital photos online -0.220 -0.014
Instant messaging -0.034 -0.002
R-squared 0.210%**

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day
* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because this analysis is limited to only nonkin, and
some respondents did not answer the question about their core network or questions about

demographics or media use.
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 11: Likelihood of knowing at least some neighbors - logistic regression (N=2130)*

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant -3.009*** | 0.049***
Demographics

Female 0.340%** 1.405**
Age 0.033* 1.033*
Age Squared 0.000 1.000
Education 0.140*** 1.150***
Married or living with a partner 0.271* 1.312%*
Children under 18 live at home 0.098 1.102
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.693*** 0.500***
Other race (compared to White) -0.559*** 0.572%**
Hispanic -0.309 0.734
Living in an apartment -0.914%** 0.401***
Years of residency 0.057%** 1.059***
Size of core network 0.170*** 1.186***
Media Use

Internet user 0.253 1.288
Cell phone user -0.137 0.872
Frequent internet user at home! 0.096 1.100
Frequent internet user at work? 0.077 1.080
Internet Activities

Social networking services -0.363* 0.696*
Blogging 0.161 1.174
Sharing digital photos online 0.144 1.155
Instant messaging 0.101 1.106
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 268%**

! Use internet at home more than once per day * Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about
their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 12: Likelihood of face-to-face contact at least once per month with neighbors - logistic
regression (N=2130)*

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant -2.961*** 0.052%**
Demographics

Female 0.128 1.137
Age 0.034* 1.035*
Age Squared 0.000 1.000
Education 0.091*** 1.095***
Married or living with a partner 0.395%** 1.484***
Children under 18 live at home 0.133 1.143
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.557*** 0.573%**
Other race (compared to White) -0.445** 0.641**
Hispanic -0.222 0.801
Living in an apartment -0.710*** 0.492%**
Years of residency 0.04Q*** 1.041%**
Size of core network 0.126%** 1.134%**
Media Use

Internet user 0.263 1.301
Cell phone user 0.061 1.063
Frequent internet user at home® -0.064 0.938
Frequent internet user at work® 0.138 1.148
Internet Activities

Social networking services -0.210 0.811
Blogging 0.136 1.146
Sharing digital photos online 0.165 1.179
Instant messaging 0.151 1.163
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.205%**

Note: Number in brackets is Beta(b).

! Use internet at home more than once per day

2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions
about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 13: Likelihood of support received from neighbors in the past 6 months - logistic regression (N=2130).}

Independent Variables Companionship Small Services Family Care Money
Constant -1.586*** -2.084%** -2.048%** -3,353**
(0.205) (0.124) (0.129) (0.035)
Demographics
Femnale 0.345%** -0.116 0.068 -0.716**
(1.413) (0.890) (1.071) (0.491)
Age 0.006 0.009 -0.029 0.036
(1.006) (1.009) (0.972) (1.036)
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001
(1.000) (1.000) (1.000) (0.999)
Education 0.018 0.073*** 0.038 -0.067
(1.019) (1.076) (1.038) (0.935)
Married or living with a partner 0.061 0.046 0.148 -0.636
(1.063) (1.047) (1.160) (0.530)
. . 0.188 0.263* 1.251%** 0.611*
Children under 18 live at home (1.207) (1.301) (3.494) (1.841)
k% * *
Black/African-American (compared to White) iggii) (8?11(1)) (gégi) ?1589290)
. -0.148 -0.119 -0.378 0.180
Other race (compared to White) (0.863) (0.888) (0.686) (1.197)
Hispanic -0.745%** -0.395%* -0.451* -0.705
(0.475) (0.673) (0.637) (0.494)
Living in an apartment -0.359** -0.511%%** -0.128 0.925%*
(0.698) (0.600) (0.880) (2.521)
Years of residency 0.017** 0.010 0.026*** 0.057***
(1.017) (1.010) (1.027) (1.059)
Size of core network 0.103*** 0.107*** 0.043 0.028
(1.108) (1.113) (1.044) (1.028)
Media Use
Internet user -0.078 -0.300* -0.512%** -0.665
(0.925) (0.741) (0.599) (0.514)
Cell phone user 0.001 0.004 0.177 0.279
(1.001) (1.004) (1.193) (1.322)
Frequent internet user at home® 0.043 0.163 0.158 -0.015
(1.044) (1.177) (1.1712) (0.985)
Frequent internet user at work® 0.168 0.021 0.225 -0.845%
(1.182) (1.021) (1.253) (0.429)
Internet Activities
Social networking services -0.299* -0.213 -0.4987 0.215
(0.742) (0.808) (0.608) (1.240)
Blogging 0.338* 0.230 0.300 -0.159
(1.403) (1.258) (1.350) (0.853)
% %k %k
Sharing digital photos online ?1452202) ?1112375) ?1236812) ?15;(?5)
Instant messaging -0.024 0.281* -0.075 0.507
(0.977) (1.324) (0.928) (1.661)
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.085*** 0.070*** 0.131%*** 0.145%**

Note: Number in brackets is the odds ratio. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

! Use internet at home more than once per day > Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512 (total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discussion
network, demographics, or media use.
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Table 14: Likelihood of support given to neighbors in the past 6 months — logistic regression (N=2130)°.

Independent Variables Companionship Small Services Family Care Money
Constant -2.741%** -1.608*** -2.054*** -1.739**
(0.064) (0.200) (0.128) (0.176)
Demographics
Femnale 0.335%** -0.513*** 0.008 -0.082
(1.399) (0.599) (1.008) (0.921)
Age 0.056%** 0.033* 0.028 0.011
(1.058) (1.034) (1.028) (1.011)
Age Squared 0.000*** 0.000** 0.000* 0.000
(1.000) (1.000) (1.000) (1.000)
Education 0.045%* 0.001 -0.008 -0.064*
(1.046) (1.001) (0.992) (0.938)
Married or living with a partner 0.148 0.313** 0.045 -0.224
(1.160) (1.368) (1.050) (0.800)
. . 0.136 0.342%** 0.982*** 0.096
Children under 18 live at home (1.146) (1.408) (2.671) (1.101)
k k¥
Black/African-American (compared to White) igéii) ig%;) ;8;82) ?2715372)
. -0.433** -0.239 -0.173 0.253
Other race (compared to White) (0.649) (0.787) (0.841) (1.288)
Hispanic -0.472** -0.098 -0.176 -0.105
(0.623) (0.907) (0.839) (0.901)
Living in an apartment -0.206 -0.418** -0.174 0.405*
(0.814) (0.658) (0.840) (1.499)
Years of residency in current house 0.010 0.016** 0.030%** 0.030%**
(1.010) (1.017) (1.030) (1.030)
Size of core network 0.104*** 0.118%** 0.001 0.056
(1.109) (1.125) (1.001) (1.058)
Media Use
Internet user -0.007 -0.227 -0.504** -0.646**
(0.993) (0.797) (0.604) (0.524)
Cell phone user -0.019 0.198 -0.404 0.353
(0.981) (1.219) (0.961) (1.423)
Frequent internet user at home® 0.121 0.140 0.381%* -0.035
(1.128) (1.150) (1.464) (0.965)
Frequent internet user at work® 0.040 0.200 0.026 -0.184
(1.041) (1.221) (1.026) (0.832)
Internet Activities
Social networking services -0.242 -0.222 -0.180 -0.011
(0.785) (0.801) (0.836) (0.989)
Blogging 0.272 0.580*** 0.611%** 0.656**
(1.312) (1.786) (1.842) (1.926)
Sharing digital photos online 0.363** 0.335% -0.039 0.061
(1.437) (1.397) (0.962) (1.063)
Instant messaging 0.037 0.201 0.287* -0.116
(1.038) (1.223) (1.332) (0.891)
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.098%*** 0.116%** 0.102*** 0.078***

Note: Number in brackets is the odds ratio. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

! Use internet at home more than once per day > Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discussion
network, demographics, or media use.
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Table 15: Likelihood of belong to a local voluntary group - logistic regression (N=2130)3

Independent Variables Coefficient Odds Ratio
Constant 2.714%** | 0.066***
Demographics

Female 0.172 1.187
Age -0.019 0.981
Age Squared 0.000** 1.000**
Education 0.135%** 1.144%**
Married or living with a partner 0.408%*** 1.503***
Children under 18 live at home 0.394%** 1.484***
Black/African-American (compared to White) -0.027 0.973
Other race (compared to White) -0.481** 0.618**
Hispanic -0.146 0.864
Living in an apartment -0.113 0.893
Years of residency 0.019** 1.019**
Size of core network 0.117%** 1.124%**
Media Use

Internet user -0.043 0.958
Cell phone user 0.543%** 1.721%**
Frequent internet user at home* 0.045 1.047
Frequent internet user at work® 0.378** 1.459**
Internet Activities

Social networking services -0.212 0.809
Blogging 0.544** 1.724**
Sharing digital photos online 0.054 1.055
Instant messaging -0.034 0.966
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.175%**

! Use internet at home more than once per day

2 Use internet at work more than once per day

® N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer
guestions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 16: Likelihood of visiting a space in the past month - logistic regression (N=2130)*

Independent Variables Coffee shop Church Library Fastfood
Constant -2.985%*** -2.252%** -3.145%** 0.972*
(0.051) (0.105) (0.043) (2.644)
Demographics
Female -0.229** 0.269** 0.279%** -0.261**
(0.795) (1.309) (1.322) (0.770)
Age 0.020 0.006 -0.038* -0.027
(1.020) (1.006) (0.963) (0.973)
Age Squared 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(1.000) (1.000) (1.000) (1.000)
Education 0.124%** 0.043%** 0.181%** -0.006
(1.132) (1.044) (1.198) (0.994)
Married or living with a partner -0.154 0.290* 0.246% 0.191
(0.857) (1.337) (1.279) (1.211)
. . -0.347%** 0.414%** 0.260* 0.294%**
Children under 18 live at home (0.707) (1.513) (1.296) (1.342)
% %k %k % %k %k
Black/African-American (compared to White) (_3'72;32) ?1561753) ?15;1:1) (-(;)..902785)
. 0.163 0.149 0.235 -0.181
Other race (compared to White) (1.177) (1.161) (1.265) (0.834)
Hispanic -0.046 0.022 -0.125 0.068
(0.955) (1.022) (0.882) (1.071)
Living in an apartment 0.167 -0.093 0.360** 0.078
(1.181) (0.911) (1.433) (1.081)
Years of residency 0.000 0.005 -0.002 0.008
(1.000) (1.005) (0.998) (1.008)
Size of core network 0.100*** 0.055* 0.104*** 0.003
(0.051) (0.105) (1.110) (1.003)
Media Use
Internet user 0.370** 0.041 0.420%** 0.291*
(1.447) (1.042) (1.522) (1.338)
Cell phone user 0.237 0.596*** -0.031 0.592***
(1.268) (1.815) (0.970) (1.808)
Frequent internet user at home® 0.008 0135 0.024 0.103
(1.008) (0.874) (1.024) (1.108)
Frequent internet user at work® 0.152 0.175 -0.304% -0.191
(1.165) (1.196) (0.738) (0.826)
Internet Activities
Social Networking Services 0.235 -0.4477% 0.047 “0.159
(1.265) (0.640) (1.048) (0.853)
Blogging 0.262 0.211 0.231 0.195
(1.300) (1.235) (1.260) (1.216)
Sharing digital photos online 0.018 0.138 0.104 0.019
(1.018) (1.148) (1.110) (1.019)
Instant Messaging -0.022 -0.066 -0.239* -0.016
(0.979) (0.936) (0.787) (0.984)
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.112%** 0.099%*** 0.145%** 0.067***

Note: Number in brackets is the odds ratio. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

! Use internet at home more than once per day 2 Use internet at work more than once per day
* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discussion

network, demographics, or media use.
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Table 17: Likelihood of visiting a space in the past month — logistic regression (N=2130)*

Independent Variables Other Restaurant Community Park Bar
Center
Constant -1.868*** -3.002%** -2.073%** -3.068***
(0.154) (0.050) (0.126) (0.047)
Demographics
Female -0.155 -0.103 -0.211%* -0.438%**
(0.856) (0.902) (0.810) (0.646)
Age -0.015 -0.033 0.033* 0.058**
(0.985) (0.968) (1.034) (1.060)
Age Squared 0.000 0.000* -0.001%** -0.001%**
(1.000) (1.000) (0.999) (0.999)
. 0.120%** 0.077*** 0.099*** 0.091***
Education (1.128) (1.080) (1.104) (1.096)
. L . 0.328** 0.048 0.372%** -0.225%*
Married or living with a partner (1.389) (1.049) (1.451) (0.799)
. . -0.337** 0.236 0.176 -0.339**
Children under 18 live at home (0.714) (1.266) (1.193) (0.712)
kk ok k kK
Black/African-American (compared to White) (817;?) ?1577746) (852) (gggg)
. -0.112 0.568** -0.101 -0.511**
Other race (compared to White) (0.894) (1.764) (0.904) (0.600)
Hispanic -0.055 -0.262 -0.071 -0.139
(0.946) (0.769) (0.931) (0.870)
Living in an apartment 0.264 -0.126 -0.028 0.204
(1.302) (0.882) (0.972) (1.226)
Years of residency 0.005 0.003 0.000 0.008
(1.005) (1.003) (1.000) (1.008)

. 0.180*** 0.061* 0.143*** 0.050
Size of core network (1.197) (1.063) (1.154) (1.051)
Media Use
Internet user 0.527%** 0.346 0.352%%* 0.184

(1.694) (1.413) (1.422) (1.202)
0.489*** -0.021 0.043 0.443%**
Cell phone user (1.630) (0.979) (1.044) (1.558)
Frequent internet user at home' 0.136 -0.286 -0.151 -0.219
(1.146) (0.751) (0.860) (0.804)
. 2 0.399** 0.301* 0.188* 0.534***
Frequent internet user at work (1.491) (1.351) (1.207) (1.705)
Internet Activities
Social Networking Services 0.233 0.217 0.267 0.334*
(1.262) (1.242) (1.305) (1.396)
Blogging -0.349 0.240 0.476** -0.187
(0.706) (1.272) (1.610) (0.830)
Sharing digital photos online 0.106 0.068 0.057 0.108
(1.111) (1.070) (1.059) (1.114)
Instant Messaging 0.069 0.099 0.074 0.026
(1.071) (1.104) (1.077) (1.026)
R-Squared (Nagelkerke) 0.199*** 0.057*** 0.190%** 0.181%**

Note: Number in brackets is the odds ratio. *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

! Use internet at home more than once per day 2 Use internet at work more than once per day

* N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discussion
network, demographics, or media use.
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Table 18: Network diversity - OLS regression (N=2148)*

Independent Variables Coefficient Standardized
Constant ‘ -3.415%**

Demographics

Female -0.245 -0.023
Age 0.231*** 0.768***
Age Squared -0.002*** -0.708***
Education 0.053 0.029
Married or living with a partner 0.587** 0.056**
Children under 18 live at home 0.028 0.003
Black/African-American (compared to White) 1.028*** 0.066***
Other race (compared to White) -0.890** -0.050**
Hispanic 0.952** 0.057**
Size of core network 0.188*** 0.069***
Media Use

Internet user 0.714%** 0.058**
Cell phone user 0.355 0.026
Frequent internet user at home! -0.379 -0.030
Frequent internet user at work® 1.456*** 0.117%**
Internet Activities

Social networking services 0.595* 0.050*
Blogging 0.347 0.020
Sharing digital photos online 0.043 0.004
Instant messaging 0.091 0.008
Participation in local society

Number of visit to public / semi-public spaces 0.169%** 0.260***
Member of a local voluntary organization 0.960%*** 0.247%**
Know at least some neighbors 1.094*** 0.096***
R-squared 0.357%**

! Use internet at home more than once per day
2 Use internet at work more than once per day

3 N is smaller than 2512(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer

questions about their discussion network, demographics, or media use.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Q21 Now thinking about your neighbors that you know by name... How often would you say
[INSERT IN ORDER] over the last six months — every day, several times a week, once a
week, once a month, less often or never?

Based on those who know their neighbors’ names [N=1,853]
SEVERAL
EVERY TIMES/ ONCE/ ONCE/ LESS DON'T
DAY WEEK WEEK MONTH OFTEN NEVER KNOW REFUSED
a. You had a face-to-face
conversation with one of your
neighbors 16 29 27 17 10 2 *
b. You talked with one of your
neighbors on the telephone 5 7 12 13 16 46 1
c. You sent or received an email from
one of your neighbors 1 2 4 4 5 84 *
Q22 Do you belong to an email list, list-serv or discussion forum for your neighborhood?
CURRENT
% 4 Yes
95 No
1 Don't know
* Refused

Q23 In the past 6 months, have you helped any of your neighbors in any of the following

ways? Have you [INSERT ITEM IN ORDER] in the past six months?
DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED

a. Listened to their problems 49 50 * *
b. Helped them with household chores, shopping,

repairs, house-sat, or lent them tools or supplies 41 59 * *
c. Cared for a member of their family, either a child

or an adult 22 78 * *
d. Lent them money 9 91 * *

Q24 In the past 6 months, have any of your neighbors helped you in any of the following

ways? Have your neighbors [INSERT ITEM IN ORDER] in the past six months?

DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED

a. Listened to your problems 36 64 * *
b. Helped you with household chores, shopping,

repairs, house-sat, or lent you tools or supplies 31 69 * *
c. Cared for you or a member of your family, either

a child or an adult 15 84 * *
d. Lent you money 3 97 * *
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Q25

Q26

Do you belong to or ever work with...[INSERT; ROTATE]?

b
C.
d.
e

A community group or neighborhood association

that focuses on issues or problems in your
community

A local sports league

A local youth group, such as scouts or the YMCA

A local church, synagogue, mosque or temple
A local social club or charitable organization

Item F asked last

f.

Please tell how much, if at all, the internet has helped you do each of the following

Some other local group I haven't already
mentioned (SPECIFY)

13

DON'T
YES NO KNOW  REFUSED
16 83 * *
16 84 * *
16 84 * *
46 54 * *
24 75 * *
11 88 * 1

things. How about...[INSERT; ROTATE]? Has the internet helped a lot, some, only a
little, or not at all?

Based on internet users [N=1,922]

Becoming more involved with groups and
organizations you already belong to

Finding people or groups who share your
interests

Finding people or groups who share your
beliefs

Connecting with people of different ages or
generations

Connecting with people from different racial or
ethnic backgrounds

Connecting with people from different
economic backgrounds

Connecting with groups and organizations that
are based in your local community

A LOT SOME ?I'\‘TI:FYLQ NOA‘[l:AT Eﬁg\,/-\ll— REFUSED
14 17 12 56 *  x
18 18 14 50 *
2 15 11 61 1 %
16 17 14 52 1 *
5 15 13 55 1 1
3 15 14 55 1 1
11 17 13 58 *
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Q27 Next, I am going to ask about types of jobs and whether people you know hold such
jobs. These people include your relatives, friends and acquaintances. Do you happen to
know someone who is...[INSERT ITEM; RANDOMIZE]?

YES NO Eﬁg\l/-\ll- REFUSED

a. Anurse 74 26 * *
b. A farmer 48 52 * *
c. A lawyer 59 41 * *
d. A middle school teacher 54 45 * *
e. A full-time babysitter 34 66 * *
f. A janitor 40 60 * *
g. A personnel manager 39 60 1 *
h. A hair dresser 67 33 0 *
i. A bookkeeper 46 54 * *
j. A production manager 28 71 1 *
k. An operator in a factory 37 62 * *
I. A computer programmer 58 42 * *
m. A taxi driver 13 87 * *
n. A professor 43 56 * *
0. A policeman 62 37 * *
p. A Chief Executive Officer (C-E-O) of a large

company 30 69 1 *
g. A writer 29 71 * *
r. An administrative assistant in a large company 43 56 1 *
s. A security guard 38 62 * *
t. A receptionist 57 42 1 *
u. A Congressman 19 81 * *
v. A hotel bell boy 6 94 * *
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Q28 In the past month, how many times did you go to any of the following places and stay
for more than 15 minutes? How many times in the past month did you go to [INSERT;
RANDOMIZE; ASK d & e AS A PAIR IN ORDER] and stay for more than 15 minutes?

HAVEN'T BEEN

TIIlVIE TIZI\;I?ES TIT\4+ES HERIVIIEOII{I\ITT-IAST El(\-l)g\’/-\ll- REFUSED
a. A café or coffee shop 8 15 22 54 1 *
b. A church, synagogue, mosque or temple 7 11 35 45 1 1
c. A public library 12 13 10 65 * *
d. A fast-food restaurant 13 22 33 31 1 *
e. Any other type of restaurant 9 21 40 28 1 1
f. A community center 6 5 6 82 1 *
g. A public park or plaza 14 22 25 38 1 *
h. A bar 7 10 11 72 * *

Q29  While you were at [INSERT Q28 ITEM], did you access the internet — whether on a
computer, cell phone, P-D-A or other device?

Based on those who went to this place in the past month & stayed for more than 15 minutes

DON'T
YES NO KNOW  REFUSED

a. A café or coffee shop

Current [n=1,185] 18 82 0 0
b. A church, synagogue, mosque or temple

Current [n=1,404] 5 95 * 0
c. A public library

Current [n=891] 36 64 * *
d. A fast-food restaurant

Current [n=1,677] 6 94 * *
e. Any other type of restaurant

Current [n=1,798] 7 93 * *
f. A community center

Current [n=451] 14 86 0 0
g. A public park or plaza

Current [n=1,500] 8 92 0 0
h. A bar

Current [n=652] 11 89 0 0
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To make sure our survey includes all types of households, I have a few questions about

your household. First, how many adults are there now living in your home who are age
18 or older, INCLUDING YOURSELF?

Q30
CURRENT
% 24
52
23
*
1
Q31

CURRENT
% 15
14
9
61
0
1

One

Two

Three or more
Don't know
Refused

And how many children are now living in your home who are under age 18?

One

Two

Three or more
None

Don't know
Refused

THANK RESPONDENT: That concludes our interview. The results of this survey are going to
be used by a non-profit research organization called the Pew Internet & American Life Project,
which is looking at the impact of the internet on people's lives. A report on this survey will be
issued by the project in a few months and you can find the results at its web site, which is
www.pewinternet.org [w-w-w dot pew internet dot org]. Thanks again for your time. Have a

nice day/evening.
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Endnotes

" January 2008 trends based on the Networked Families survey, conducted December 13, 2007-January 13, 2008
[N=2,252].
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