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Summary of findings

Questions have been raised about thecialimpact of widepread use of social networking

sites (SNS) like FacebookkedIn, MySpaceand Twitter Dothese technologiessolate people

and truncate their relationships? Or atteere benefitsassociated witlbeing connected to
othersinthiswak ¢ KS t S¢ wSaSINOK /SyidSNRa LyGSNySia s
examineSNSn a survey that explored p&df $v@rallsocial networksind how use of these

technologies is related to trust, tolerancggcial supportand community and political

engagement.

The findingspresentedhere paint a rich and complex pictuoéthe rolethat digitaltechnology

playsh y LIS 2 LIWSI@saAWhé&revé polssibles S aSS1 G2 RAASYGry3IES 4
varying social behaviors and attitudes are related to the different ways they use social

networking sites, or to other relevant demographic characteristics, such as age, gender and

social class.

The number of those using social networking sites has
nearly doubled since 2008 and the population of SNS
users has gotten older.

In this Pew Internet sample, 79%Axinerican adultsaid theyused the internet and nearly half
of adults (47%), or 59% of internet users, saytbse at least one of SNHhis is close to

double the26%of adults 4% ofinternet users) who used 8NSn 2008 Among other things,
this means the average age of ad8INS users has shifted fr@8in 2008 to 38n 201Q Over
half of alladult SN®isers are now over the age of 35ome 56% of SNS users now are female.

Facebook dominates the SNS space in this survey: 92% of SNS users are on Facebook; 29% use
MySpace, 18% used LinkedIn and 13% use Twitter.

There is considerable variance in the way plecuse various social networking sites: 52% of
Facebook users and 33% of Twitter users engage with the platform daily, while only 7% of
MySpace and 6% of LinkedIn users do the same.

On Facebook on an average day:

1 15% of Facebook users update their owrntista

f Hw: O02YYSyYyl 2y Iy20KSNRa Lk2ad 2N adl Gddzao
T HmE: 02YYSYyl 2y |y2GKSNJ dzaSNRa LIK2G23a00

T He 2 A[A1Sé Fy20KSNJ dzaSNRa O2yidiSyido

1 10% send another user a private message
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Facebook users are more trusting than others.

2SS Fa1SR LIS2LXS AT (KSS FRHzai8R&E (2 KBV (106 8ISaB
analysis to control for demographic factors, we found that the typical internet user is more than

twice as likely as others to feel that people can be trusted. Further, we found that Facebook

users are even more liketg be trusting.We used regression analysis to control for other

factors and found that &acebook user who uses the site multiple times per day is 43% more

likely than other internet userandmore than three times as likely as narternet users to feel

that most people can be trusted.

Facebook users have more close relationships.

Theaverage American has just over two discussion confidants (2@} is, people with

whom they discuss important matter$his is a modest, but significantly larger numifnemn

the average of 1.93 core ties reported when veked this same question in 2008ontrolling

for other factors we found thasomeone who uses Facebook several times per day averages 9%
more close, core ties in theaverallsocial networkcompared wih other internet users

Facebook users get more social support than other
people.

We looked at how much total support, emotional support, companionship, and instrumental
aid adults receive. On a scale of 100, the average American scored 75/100 on @f sotl
support, 75/100 on emotional support (such as receiving advice), 76/100 in companionship
(such as having people to spend time with), and 75/100 in instrumental aid (such as having
someone to help if they are sick in bed).

Internet users in gemal score 3 points higher in total support, 6 points higher in

companionship, and 4 points higher in instrumental support. A Facebook user who uses the site
multiple times per day tends to score an additional 5 points higher in total support, 5 points
higher in emotional support, and 5 points higher in companionship, than internet users of

similar demographic characteristics. For Facebook users, the additional boost is equivalent to
about half the total support that the average American receives as a refsbéing married or
cohabitating with a partner.

Facebook users are much more politically engaged than
most people.

Our survey was conducted over the November 2010 elections. At that time, 10% of Americans
reported that they had attended a politicedlly, 23% reported that they had tried to convince
someone to vote for a specific candidate, and 66% reported that they had or intended to vote.
Internet users in general were over twice as likely to attend a political meeting, 78% more likely
G2 GNB YR AYyTtdzSyO0S az2vyS82ySsSQa @2G6Sz IyR po:
Compared with other internet users, and users of other SN$ophas, a Facebook user who
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uses the site multiple times per day was an additional two and half times more likely to attend
a political rally or meeting, 57% more likely to persuade someone on their vote, and an
additional 43% more likely to have said theguld vote.

&AAAAT T E OAOEOAO OAI Oi AT 06 OAI
In our sample, the average Facebook user has 229 Facebook fildmysteported thatheir
friendslist contains:

22% people from high school
12% extended family

10% coworkers

9% college friends

8%immediate family

7% people from voluntary groups
2% neighbors

= =4 4 48 -4 -9 -9

Over 31% of Facebook friends cannot be classified hresd categories. However, onl6/of
Facebook friends are people users haeger met in person, and only3are people who have
met onlyone time. Theemainder idriends-of-friends and social ties that are not currently
ach @S NI | G A 2y d&ids thiat haypatizdbmedpdirg iNdifrie ybécome an important
source of information.

Social networking sites are increasingly used to keep up
with close social ties.

Looking only at those people that SNS users report as their core discussion confidants, 40% of
users have friended all of their closest confidants. This is a substantial increase from the 29% of
users who reported in our 2008urvey that they had friended all of their core confidants.

MySpace users are more likely to be open to opposing
points of view.

2S YSI AdzZNBR GLISNRLISOGAGS Gl {Ay3zé 2N 0KS | oAf
There is no evidence that SN&ets including those who use Faceboake any more likely

than others to cocoon themselves in social networks offikeded and similar people, as some

have feared.

Moreover,regression analysis found that those who use MySpace have significantly highe
levels of perspective taking. The average adult scored 64/100 on a scale of perspective taking,
using regression analysis to control for demographic factors, a MySpace user who uses the site
a half dozen times per month tends to score about 8 pointsdrigim the scale.
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Part 1: Introduction

There has been a gredeal of speculation about thienpact of social networking siteSN$ on

dza S NE Somé feaptbad SINS use might diminish human relationships and contact, perhaps
increasing social isolation. Others exult that pervasive connectivity using technology will add to
LIS2 L) SQa ada2NBa 2F az20Alf OFLAGEE FTyR €SIR G2

We tacklethese important issues with the results of what we believe is the first national,
representative survey of American adults on their us&Nfand theiroverallsocial networks.

Some 2,255 American adults were surveyed between Octob&@®@mber 282010, including
1,787 iqternet users. There were 975 users of SNS such as Facebook, MySpace, LinkedIn, and
Twitter.

In this report, we recognize that there is a great deal of variation in how peopl8N$eén the
types of platforms that are availablend the types of people that are attracted to different
sites. We pull these variables apart and provide a detailed picture of @iN&sers look like,
which SNS platformdifferent people useand the relationship between uses tgichnology and
the size @ R & G NHzO (i dzbl\Brallogial nad@rksiVeSald@ examinthe amount of
supportSNS useneceive fromtheir social ties, their ability to consider multiple view points,
their levels of social trust, and their community, civic, and political gpgimn, and we
compare them with users and narsers of other technologies

We also provide an update to findings first published in 20@@ewInternetQ®B LJ2 NI 2y & { 2
Laz2fl A2y | yR [1hBthat i@ We/exdmha kdncesdibat the number and
RAGSNEAGE 2F ! YSNAOIYyQa Of2aSail a2 OMekchusdi A Sa K
of technology use. Wiound that while there had been a decline in the size and diversity of

LIS2 L)X SQa Of 2aSad NBf I GA 2y aKirtedetdr noliile phdnéln v 2 i NB
most cases use of the internet and cell phones was associated with larger and more diverse

social networksGiven the rapid uptake in the use 8NSince 2009, and interest surrounding

how the use of these services influendelS 2 Lfffleaid onlinerelationships, we revisit this

issue with new data on the extent of social isolation in Aogeri

! The margin of error on the entire survey is plus or minus 3 percentage points, on the internet users is plus or
minus 3 percentage points, and for the SNS users is plus or minus 4 percentage points.
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Part 2: Who are social networking site
users?

Most online Americans use at least one social
networking site , and the demographics of the SNS
population are shifting to older users

Of the thingsAmericanslo online, few activities have received as much recent attention as the

use ofsocial networking site SN$. These sites, which include Facebook, MySpace, LinkedIn,

FYR ¢gA0GGSNI I NB RSTAYSR o0& GKSANI dzyA haeS T2 Odza
content with other users. By some accounts, Americans spend more tirS@&&man doing

any other single online activif].

In this Pew Internesample, 79% oAmerican adultsaid theyusead the internet and nearly half
of adults (47%)or 59% of internet usersay they use at least one of SNBisis close to
double the26%o0f adults(34% ofinternet users)who used éSNSn 2008[1].

Internet users of all ages are more likely to usNSodaythan they were in 2008. However,
the increase ilBN3use has been most pronounced among those whooaer the age of 35In
2008only 18% ofinternet users36 and olderused aSNSby 2010 486 ofinternet usersover
the age of 35were using &NSThis is aboutwice the growth experienced hinternet users
18-35; 63% ofwhomuseda SN3n 2008compared with80% in 2010Among other things, this
means the average age of adidNS users has shifted fr@8in 2008 to 38n 2010 Over half
of alladult SNSusers are now over the age of 35.
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Age distribution of social networking site users in 2008 and 2010

% of social netwding site users in each age group. For instance, in 2008, 28% of social
networking sites users were -2, but in 2010 that age group made up 16% of social network

site users.

m 1822

m 2335

m 3649
50-65
65+

% of SNS user

Sourceit S wS &SI NOK / BnyeficBrIRiSodiayNétddddStelsunay conducte
on landline and cell phone between October¥Bvember 28, 2010. N for full sample is 2,255
and margin of error is +2.3 percentage points. N for social network site and Twitter users is
975 and margirf error is +£ 3.5 percentage points.

As withthe use ofmost social mediaSNSusers are disproportionately female@%).\Women
alsocomprise the majority oémailusers(52% women)users ofinstantmessagg55%),
bloggers(54%), andhose who use photo sharing service 886).
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Sexdistribution of social networking site users in 2008 and 2010

% of social networking site usarseachsex For instance, in 2008,/% of social networking
sites users wermen, but in 2010nenmade up44% of social netwding site users.

60

56
50 53

40 - —

30 - —— mMale

% of SNS user

20 - Female

2008 2010

Source:t S wSaSINOK / SyiSNRa LYyGSNySd s ! YSh
on landline and cell phone between October@0vember 28, 2010. N for full sample is 2,255
and margin of error is +2.3 percentage points. fr social network site and Twitter users is
975 and margin of error is +B.5 percentage points.

Who uses what social networking site platform

There is a great deal of variation in the age, sex, race, and educational attaimmeng those
who usedifferent SNSlatforms.

T

T

Nearly twice as many men (63#%gwomen (37%) use LinkedIn. All ott&X Jlatforms

have significantly more female users than male users.

The averagadult MySpace user is younger (32), and the aveddt LinkedIn user

older @0), thanthe averagd-acebookuser(38), Twitteruser(33), andusers ofother

SNSusers (35).

MySpace and Twitter users are the most racially diverse mainstream social network

LI FGF2NXVad |1 26SOSNE | £ F NABS LINE MeeNdrd 2y 2 F
racial minorities.

MySpace users tend to have fewer years of formal education than users of other social
network services, whereas most LinkedIn users have at least one university degree.
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Agedistribution by social networking site platform

% ofsocial networking site users on each site who are in each age.gfoumstance29% of MySpace users are
18-22 years old

45
40
35
g 30 m 1822
g 25 m 2335
° 20 u 36-49
S 15
10 50-65
5 65+
0

MySpace Facebook LinkedIn Twitter Other SNS

Sourceit S wSASINOK / SydiSNRa LYGSNYySd g ! YSNRAOLIY [ A
phone betweernOctober 26November 28, 2010. N for full sample is 2,255 and margin of error &53+/
percentage points. N for social network site and Twitter users is 975 and margin of erro8.is pércentage
points.

Sexdistribution by social networking siteplatform

% ofusers on the following social networking sites who are male or ferkaleinstance43% of MySpace users ar
male.

70
60
50

63 64
57 58
40 - —
30 43 37 m Male
20 Female
10 - —
0 1 T T T T

MySpace Facebook Linkedin  Twitter ~ Other SNS

64

% of users

Source:it S¢ wSaSINOK /SydiSNna LyGSNySid g ! YSNAROIY [ A
phone between October 2November 28, 2010. N for full sample is 2,255 and margin of error B53+/
percentage points. N for social network site and Twitter users is 975 and margin of erro8.5 pércentage
points.
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Education distribution by sociatetworking site platform
% ofusers on the following social networking sites with the following levels of educati

Forinstancem ' 2 F ae&{ L)} OS dzaSNE KI @S | ol OK
MySpace Facebook Linkedin Twitter Other SNS
Less than high school 11% 5% 2% 6% 7%
High school 35% 26% 7% 16% 36%
Trade or some college| 36% 34% 16% 3% 32%
Bachelor's Degree 12% 20% 37% 21% 14%
Graduate School 6% 15% 38% 18% 11%

Source:it S wSaSI NOK / BnyeficArNIsSociayNétSadShelsunay
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobefN\&f¥ember 28, 2010. N for full
sample is 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points. N for social hetwork sit:
and Twitter users is 975 and margiherror is +£ 3.5 percentage points.

Race and ethnicity by social networking site platform

% ofusers on the following social networking sites of each race/ethnkeityinstance,
70% of MySpace users are white.

MySpace Facebook Linkedin Twitter  Other SNS

White 70% 78% 85% 71% 68%
Black 16% 9% 2% 9% 13%
Hispanic 12% 9% 4% 12% 9%
Other Race 14% 12% 13% 21% 19%

Sourceit S wSASINOK / SydiSNDRa LYydSNySia g !
conducted on landline and cell phone betwe®otober 20November 28, 2010. N for full
sample is 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points. N for social network sit
and Twitter users is 975 and margin of error is3tb percentage points.

The rise and fall of different social networking site
platforms

Twitter is theSNShat has experienced the most recent growth in new membéns.the other
hand avery small number of peopleave joinedMlySpacen the past yearFewer than 3% of

all MySpaceausers joined within the past-ionths, 10% joined within the past yeddver 75%

of MySpace users joining the site two or more years dgoomparison, early60% of Twitter
users,39% of Facebook use@nd36% of LinkedIn usejsined within the past year.
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Length of time on differentsocial networking site platforms

% ofusers on the following social networking sites who have been on those sites for the following lengths of
For instance76% of MySpace users have been on MySpace for two or more years.

Less than 6 months

Between 6 months and 1 yeg
m More than 1 year, but less than 2 yea
® Two or more years

% of users

MySpace Facebook LinkedIn Twitter Other SNS

Source:Pew Research C&iNRa LY GSNYySdG g ! YSNRAOIY [AFS {20Alf
phone between October 28lovember 28, 2010. N for full sample is 2,255 and margin of error B3/
percentage points. N for social network site and Twitter use®3%sand margin of error is +3.5 percentage
points.

Facebook is th@early universalsocial networking siteand it hasthe highest
aKINB 2F dzASNBQ RIAf& @QAaAritas ogKAES aedf
destinations.

Facebook is, by far, the most poputsiNS Of those who use &NSalmost all use Facebook
(92%). Facebook is followed in popularity by MySpace (29%), LinkedIn (18%), Twitter (13%), and
other social network services (10%).

There is notable variation in the frequency of use of SNS. Facebook and Twitter are used much
more frequently by their users than LinkedIn and MySpace. Some 52% of Facebook users and
33% of Twitter users engage with the platform daily, while only 7% op&bteSusers and 6% of
LinkedIn users do the same. By compari€#%o of MySpace user0% of Twitter users, and

44% of LinkedIn useengage with theiSNSess than once per monti©nly 86 of Facebook

users use this platform less than once per month.
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Frequency of use for users of different social networking site platforms

% ofusers on the following social networking sitaso use that site with the following frequency. For
instance, 3% of MySpace users use the site several times a day.

MySpace  Facebook LinkedIn Twitter Other SNS \

Several times a day 3% 31% 3% 20% 15%
About once a day 5% 21% 3% 13% 17%
3-5 days a week 2% 15% 4% 6% 14%
1-2 days a week 17% 17% 18% 9% 16%
Every few weeks 12% 11% 28% 12% 1%
Less often 33% 5% 35% 23% 14%
Never 2% 1% 9% 18% 5%

Source:t S wSASINOK / SydiSNRa LYdSNySid s ! YSNROIY
and cell phone between October 200vember 28, 2010. N for full sample is 2,255 and margin of error
+/- 2.3 percentage points. for social network site and Twitter users is 975 and margin of error 3.5/
percentage points.

What do people do on Facebook?

Social network servicdSN$have a number of common features. These include the ability of
userstoONB I 4GS | f AARIZS @aRKSASY RE&L$ ( dzd Ddatue? O2 YYSy
andcontenti2 AYRAOIFGS GKI (G GKSandtbsehddivateyiegsaaigésS NJ dza S NI
We asked survey participants to report on the frequency at which grerjorm these various

activitieson Facebook

On an average day:

1 15% ofFaceboolusers update their own status.

f v O02YYSyld 2y Iy20KSNRa Ll2ad 2N adl Gddzao
T HmE: 02YYSYyl 2y |y2GKSNJ dzaSNRa LIK2G23a00

f Hes: Q[ A1Sé Fy20KSNJ dzaSNRa O2yiSyido

1 10% send another user a private rsage

Most people update theirstatus less than once per week

The act of contributing a status update is an infrequent activity for most uéarsjority of
Facebook users (56%) update their status less than once per ®egk15% of Facebook users
update their status at least once per déyearly one in six (16%) have never updated their
status.

Women and the young driv&acebook usage

Some 18% of women update their Facebook status at least once per day. Only 11%daof men
the same At the same time, &ebook users over the age of 35 are the least likely to have ever
updated their Facebook profile or to update their status more thahdays per week.
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Frequency of Facebook status updates by age

% ofFacebook users in da@age group who post with the following frequenEgr instancel3% of Facebook
users ages 182 post status updates on Facebook several times a day.

ACIJISZNSS Age 1822 Age 2335 Age 3649 Age 5065 Age65+
Several times a day 6% 13% 7% 1% 1% 1%
About once per day 9% 18% 12% 6% 2% 2%
3-5 days per week 12% 21% 15% 13% 3% 3%
1-2 Days per week 17% 21% 22% 15% 9% 13%
Every few weeks 18% 15% 21% 20% 15% 10%
Less often 22% 10% 19% 24% 33% 33%
Never 16% 4% 5% 18% 36% 3%
N (weighted) 946 156 314 234 185 58

Source:t S wSaASINOK / SYyiSNRa LYGSNYySd g ! YSNRAOIY [ A
cell phone between October 28ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error 8.3/
percentage points. N fdfacebook users=877 and margin of error is3t6 percentage points.

Frequency of Facebook status updates $Bx

% ofFacebook users of each sex who post with the following frequEncynstance3% of male Facebook user
post status updates oRacebook several times a day.

25

20

21—
15 16 16 17—
10 1208 = Male
10 Female
5 8 i )
0 'j T T T T T T 1

Several Aboutonce 3-5days 1-2 Days Every Fewless Often Never
times aday perday perweek perweek Weeks

% of users

Source:t S wSaSINOK / SyidSNRa LyGSNySid g ! YSNAOFY |
cell phone between October 28ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error &.3/
percentagepoints. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of error-i8.6/percentage points.
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Facebook userare more likely to comment on another us@r status than to
update their ownstatus.

Despite the relative infrequency at which mosets update their owrstatus, nost Facebook
userscomment on other usefstatuses at least-2 days per weekb3%)More than one in five
CFrO0So0221 dzaSNA O6HH:0 O2YYSyd 2y Yowigeri KSNJ dzid SN
Facebook users are mdgkely to comment at least ongeer day;23% of Facebook users under

the age of 36 comment at Isdonce per day. Howeverhile commentfrequency decties with

age, one in fivg18%)Facebook users under the age of&ll commensat least once per day.

Women are much more likely tedve comments on dailyasis 25% of female Facebook users

comment on a post at least daily, the same is truemf 126 of male users.

Frequency of commenting on Facebook posts by age

% ofusers on the following social networking siteéso comment wittthe following frequencyFor instance21%
of Facebook users ages-28 comment on Facebook posts several times a day.

ﬁlsigs Age 1822 Age 2335 Age 3649 Age 5065 Age65+
Several times a day 13% 21% 15% 13% 5% 1%
About once per day 9% 16% 8% 8% 6% 10%
3-5 days per week 13% 16% 16% 13% 6% 7%
1-2 Days per week 18% 21% 25% 12% 18% 7%
Every few weeks 15% 10% 13% 17% 20% 15%
Less often 18% 12% 16% 20% 1% 26%
Never 15% 4% 8% 17% 26% 34%
N (weighted) 941 156 309 237 182 57

Source:t S wSaASINOK / SyiSNRa LYGSNySd s ! YSNRAOFY [ A
cell phone between October 28ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error 3.3/
percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and manfgerror is + 3.6 percentage points.
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Frequency otommenting on Facebook postsy sex

% ofFacebook users of each sex who comment on Facebook posts with the following frefaemstance8% of
male Facebook users comment on Facebook gestsral times a day.

20
18

19 19
16 18 17 17 17
14 16
12 13 14 13—
10 . B m Mal
ale
10 —
j | Female

% of users

O N M OO
I

Several Aboutonce 3-5days 1-2 Days Every FewLess Often Never
timesaday aday perweek perweek Weeks

Sourceit S wSASIENOK / SydiSNRa LYdGSNYySd g ! YSNRAOLIY [ A
phone between October 2B8lovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error B.3fpercentage
points. Nfor Facebook users=877 and margin of error i34 percentage points.

Half of Facebook users comment on phadat least 12 times each week

bSFNI & |a LR2LzZ N Fa O02YYSyuAy3a 2y | y2iKSNI dz
'y 20 KSNJ dzaHaINEa FatekadkiuBelis©9%) comment on a photo that was

contributed byanother user at least-2 timesper week.Some20% of Facebooksers

O02YYSyild 2y I y2iKSNI dza S NFéquebify 8f Go2nménig ori pfidtoda & 2y OS
declineswith age.However, the frequency of comments on photos is still very high amongst

older age groupsSomel0% of Facebook users over the agé@icommemn on a photo each

day, while33% of Facebook usenserthe age of 50 comment on a photo at leas? 1imes per
week.Women are much more likely to comment on photos than are men. 19% of men have

never commengdon a photo, while only 13% of women have aeeommented on a photo.

Only 13% of men comment on photos on a daagis whereas 25% of female Facebook users
comment on a photo at least once per day.

pewinternet.org Pagel7



Frequency otommenting on Facebook photdsy age

% ofFacebook users in each age group who controari-acebook photos with the following frequenegr
instance,13% of Facebook users ages2ZBBcomment on Facebook photos several times a day.

AL\J”sersS Age 1822 Age 2335 Age 3649 Age 5065 Age65+
Several times a day 9% 13% 12% 9% 5% 1%
About once per day 11% 16% 12% 10% 6% 9%
3-5 days per week 10% 10% 14% 11% 6% 3%
1-2 Days per week 18% 20% 19% 17% 1% 15%
Every few weeks 17% 13% 16% 16% 20% 21%
Less often 20% 18% 19% 21% 20% 23%
Never 15% 10% 8% 17% 25% 28%
N (weighted) 949 156 314 237 184 58

Source:t S wSaASINOK / SyYyiSNRa LYGSNYySd g ! YSNRAOIY [ A
cell phone between October 28ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error 8.3/
percentage points. N fdfacebook users=877 and margin of error is3t6 percentage points.

Frequency otommenting on Facebook photdsy sex

% ofFacebook users of each sex who comment on Facebook photos with the following fregaency.
instance 4% of male Facebook usexsmment on Facebook photos several times a day.

25

20

19
15 17
15
10 13 12 - e = Male
i i Female
0 _j T T T T T T 1

Several About once 3-5 days 1-2 Days Every FewlLess Often Never
timesaday aday perweek perweek Weeks

% of users

a1
|

Source:it S wSaSINOK / SyiSNRa LydiSNySidi g ! YSNROIY
and cell phone between October 20ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of errdr is +
2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of errel3$-plercentage points.

pewinternet.org Pagel8



Cl 086221 dzaSedkhother] S (2 6f Al SE

In addition to the option of commenting on status updates and content contributed by other

users, Facebootlza SNE ' f 42 KIFI @S (GKS 2LIiA2y 2F Ot AOlAy3
another use® content or statusThis activity was more popular than any other Facebook

activitywe measured.

 26% of all Facebook usétsy RA OF S & K|  cankiluied by pnbthe ¢ 02 y (i Sy
Facebook useat least once per day

1 44% of Facebook userswho are8 &SI NA 2f R @onterit & réadailyk SA NJ F N
basis While declining with age, a full 12% of Facebook usersovér@e8 2 F pn a[ A
content at leat onceper day.

T aSy IINB YdzOK Y2NB fA{1Ste (2 Eanteh2806DIISNI o[ A
YSyYy KI @S vy So@m&hiy contribtesl Bré Faceboskmpared withonly 18%
of women.

Frequencyofif A{ Ay 3¢ O2y ibyvagel 2y CI OSo

% ofFacebook useryi S OK ' 3S 3INBdzZL) 6K2 at Al Sé
31% of Facebook usersagesHl& af A1 S¢ O2yuSyua 2y CI

Acljlsizs Age 1822 Age 2335 Age 3649 Age 5065 Age65+
Several times day 15% 31% 17% 12% 7% 9%
About once per day 10% 13% 11% 12% 5% 5%
3-5 days per week 11% 12% 14% 11% 6% 3%
1-2 Days per week 15% 14% 19% 13% 13% 9%
Every few weeks 10% 3% 10% 10% 15% 12%
Less often 17% 13% 17% 13% 24% 27%
Never 22% 13% 13% 30% 30% 36%
N (weighted) 936 156 307 236 184 54

Source:t S wSaASINOK / SyiSNRa LYGSNySd s ! YSNRAOFY [ A
cell phone between October 208ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error 8.3/
percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of error3sGHercentage points.
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Frequencyofi f A{ Ay 3¢ O2y ibysgxi 2y CI OSo2
%ofCl OS6221 dzaSNE 2F SIOK aSE 6K2 af Al SéFordatghces
9%2F YItS ClLOSo6221 dzaSNE afAlSe O2yiaSyld 2y Ct

30

m Male

25 28
20
20
15 19 18
s 15
10 14 |
11 11
:ﬂ i 9 i I 9 Female
5 I
O i T T T T T T 1

Several About 3-5days 1-2 Days Every FewLess Often Never
times a once a dayper week per week Weeks
day

% of users

Source:t S wSaASIENOK / SydiSNRa LYGSNYySid s ! YSNAOIY
and cell phone between October 20ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,25&lanargin of error is +/
2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of erreld$-percentage points.

Private messages are infrequeht used

In addition to status updates, commenting, and liking content, Facebook users caeatso
each other private messageBhe majority of Facebook users have sent private messages
(82%), but only 37% send at least one message per Werlkger users are modestly more
likely to sendorivate messagesA5% of 182 year olds send at least opevate message per
week,compared with32% of those age36-49 and 27% over the age of 5Dhere is little
difference between men and women in their use of Faceboolfiwate messages.
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Frequency okendingprivate messages on Facebook by age

% ofFacdook users in each age group who send private messages on Facebook with the following fréauer
instance 2% of Facebook users ages2Bsend private messages on Facebook several times a day.

Adlsi\lss Age 1822 Age 2335 Age 3649 Age 5065 Age65+
Several times a day 1% 2% 5% 1% 1% 0%
About once per day 7% 11% 7% 5% 5% 2%
3-5 days per week 8% 7% 10% 10% 6% 2%
1-2 Days per week 19% 24% 23% 13% 16% 14%
Every few weeks 21% 16% 25% 21% 20% 15%
Less often 24% 21% 22% 22% 30% 30%
Never 19% 18% 9% 25% 20% 38%
N (weighted) 940 154 309 236 184 57

Source:t S wSASINOK / SyiSNRa LYGSNySd s ! YSNRAOFY [ A
cell phone between October 28ovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margerafr is +£ 2.3
percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of error3sGHercentage points.

Frequency okendingprivate messages on Facebook by sex

% ofFacebook users of each sex velemd private messages on Facebuwdtk the following frequencyror
instance 3% of male Facebook usessnd private messages on Facebseieral times a day.

30

25

20

21 22—
15 19 18
m Male
10 — Female
w0 —
o | MT . . . . . .

Several Aboutonce 3-5days 1-2 Days Every FewlLess Often Never
timesaday aday perweek perweek Weeks

% of users

Source:t S wSaSINOK / SyiadSNRa LyGSNySid g ! YSNAOFY |
cell phone betweerDctober 26November 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error 8.3/
percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of error3sGHercentage points.
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Part 3: Social network Iing site users have
more friends and more close friends

Social networlng sites(SN$provide people with the opportunity to frienadnembers of their
overallnetwork offamily members, coworkers, and other acquaintanddach has been made

2T (KS dzaS 2F (GKS 62NR & 7FNRSyfRehdsdngNSmdgA a O2y (i S
indeed be friends in the traditional sense, but they can also be old acquaintances (e.g., from

high school) or very casuabnnections betweepeople who havenever have met in person.
Someworry that as a result of using these servic@eoplemaybecomemore isolated and

substitute less meaningful relations fagal social supportOthers believe this might enrich and

expand relationshipddere kelow are our findings on all of this.

,TTEET C AO PAI PI A0 1T OAOAI 1T Ol
their online ties, the average American has 634 ties in

their overall network, and technology users have bigger

networks .

Most Americansoverallnetworks contaira range okocial tieghat consist offriends, family
coworkers,andother acquaintances. fiis includes &andful ofvery close social tieend amuch

large number ofveaker ties.tlis nearly impossible fanost people to reliably listll of the
peopletheyknowt KA & YI 1{Sa AlG OSNE RATFTTFAOdzZ #Howéver, YSI & dzl
social scientists have developed methodsdetimatingthea A 1T S 2 Tnetld®s L) S Q&

The approach that we use®@l f f SR -lpKn®thod 30 This &proachas been

embraced by social network analysts and its history and rationale are described in Appendix

The methods based on the knowledge that the people a person comes to know in a lifetime

are made up of various subpopulations (eagtegories of people, suasfamily, doctors,

YIEATYSYy > LIS2 LIies). Ifywe MG\Rhe gize dfaa Subpopulation from publicly

available statistics, such as how many mailmen there are or how many people there are named

& w Z & we know how many people a person knows fiitws subpopulation, we can make

Ly | OOdzNI 68 SadAYlE (S 2%ThidapprdscNassuyhésdhatihe Gt y S g
O2 YLJ2 a A (A gocigl etwbisnirdbrStie presencka specific subpopulation in

society(e.g.,if one out of 100 people ithe population have a characteristic, 1/100 people in a
LISNE2YyQa ySig2N] akKz2dZ R AaKFNB (GKA&a &l yYS OKI NI

B
B

of person'Qxw is the number of people that persdfknows in subpopulatiofQ( is the size of subpopulatidk
ando is the size of the populatiof#].

2 where® is the network size

%This is achieved using a maximum likelihood estimate of the f@rm:
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This assumption is generally true, but canfis¢her adjusted to increase accuraayhich
depends orfour other factors The first isietwork knowledge(e.g., you may know someone,
but not know they are a mailmanJhe second is recall accura@g,people tend to
overestimatethe number of people they know froramallsulbpopulations and underestimate
from larger one¥ Thethird is knowledge balargenumber of subpopulations, and the fourit
exposureor social mixinge.g., older women may have been exposed to more people named
& w 2éa Si, aly younger men)To maximize the accuracy of our estimate ave four things:

1) we asked abowtubpopulationsthat havehighrecall¢ LIS 2 LifrsGn@mies?2) we chose
names thatrepresent between 0.1909.2% of the populatiorg subpopulation sizes that has
been found to minimize recall errof5], 3) we used a relativellarge number of subpopulations
¢ 12 unique names, 4) andle selected a balance of male and female names that were popular
at different time periodg; they roughly balance each other out in terms of likelihood of
exposure over timand minimize any bias asresult of agend gender’ Scaling upising this
method, we found that the(see Appendix Blable Blfor a detailed tablg

1 average American has awerallnetwork of 631 social ties

1 average internet user has 669 social tfiesmpared with norusers, vino have an
average of 506 ties.

1 average cell phone user has 664 social ties

9 average SNS user has 636 social ties

Similarly, the more frequently someone ssthe internet, the larger his netwotiendsto be.
The average person who uses the Internet at hoseeeral times per day, has a network of 732
ties, while someone who uses the Internet only once a day has a network of 616 ties.

In addition, nobile phone users avera@®4 ties, and those who haweternet access through a
mobile devicdike a smartphone or tablet computéend to haveabout 717 ties.

Seltselection forsocial networking siteplatforms means that.inkedIn and
Twitter users havdarger overall networks.

While the average person who useSESas about the same numbef social ties as the
average American, there is considerable variabgisN$latform. Users of MySpacé94)and
FacebookK648)have astatisticallysimilar number of social tiesJsers ofLinkedIn(786)and
Twitter (838)have significantly largesverdl networks than Facebook usefsee Appendix B,
Table B2, for a detailed table)

Once we control for demographic factors, most types of technology use are not related to
having either a lager or smaller number of overalbcial tieqsee Appendix C, Ta&bC1, for the
regression analysidyor examplel.inkedIn and Twitter users have mareerallsocial ties
because of the demographics of their usaihen we controfor demographic factors, wend
no difference in the size ¢f]S 2 Lfveéalirietworks based omhich SNS they usé.inkedh

®We asked how many people they know named: dfalRose, Bruce, Tina, Kyle, Emily, Ralph, Martha, Alan, Paula,
Adam, and Rach§b]. We used data on the popularity of first names provided by the U.S. Census.
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users tend to have moriiends because, nlike most social medidhey are disproportionately
male, and theyalso tend tohavemore years of formal educatiot the same time, while
Twitter users are moralely to be women than users of any otfeNS$they are also
disproportionately more educated?s a resulton averagd witter usergend to have larger
social networks

Mobile phoneuseand instant messaging useare associated with having a
largeroverall network.

Unlike the use of specifE@N$latforms, the use of a mobile phone arttie use of instant
messaging servicgbM) are associated with having moverallfriends even when &
controlledfor demographic factordMobile phone users have social networks that on
averagel5%larger(an additional 73 ties) than those who do not use a mobile phdhese
who use intant message tend to havkE7% more social tiehan those without theinternet and
those who do not us IM (an additional 85 ties).

We do not know if mobile phone and IM users have larger social networks because of how they
use these technologies, or if they use these technologies because they have larger neltworks.

is possible that theelationshipruns in both directionsEither way, if loneliness is measured by

the deficit of social ties, we find no evidence that technology plays a negativeQotbe

contrary, the use of a mobile phone and IM are associated with largenallsocial networks.

Owerall, Americans have more close friends than they did two years ago

We found that the average American has just over two discussion confidants (2.16). This is a
modest, but significantly larger number than the average of 1.93 core ties reported when we
asked this same question in 200&. Similarly, 9% of Americans reported that they had no one
with whom they could discuss important matters; significantly less than the 12% of Americans
whotold us in 2008 that thehad no one with whonthey could discuss important matters
addition to fewver people being socially isolated, more people reported having more than two
confidants than was reported in 2008n average, one in five Americans added a new close
social tie over the past two yesfsee Appendix B, Table B3, for a detailed table)

The average user of social networking sitehas more close ties and is half as
likely to be socially isolateésthe average American

The average internet user is less likely to report having no digsmusonfidants (7%), and they
tend to have more close ties (average of 2.27) than-imd@rnet users (15%f nonrinternet
usershave no close ties, and they average 1.75 discussion partners). SNS users are even less
likely to be socially isolated; only&report having no discussion confidants, with an average
2.45 close ties.

Facebook users have more close connections

However, as when wexamined the size of ped®IQa Fdzf t a2 OMflthe ySGig2NJ ax
differencein core network size and the use or raee of different technologiesan be
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explained by the demographic differences betweeternet users and those on the other side
of the digital dividgseeAppendix CTableC2, for the results of our regression analysis) .

Education is one of the stronggstedictors of having more close social ties. For example, those
with a 4year university degree average 12% more close ties than thdbkeonly a high school
diploma (ve also note that we again replicate a wietlown finding on social networks, while
womey Qa 2 @SNI ff ySnali@heyhave m@e/cRse Sagial ie®bout one

extra core confidant

Still, even when we control fodemographic variables, we find that the use of some
technologiesare still associated with having more close tieétere are the examples:

1 Internetusers average 24 more discussion confidants than nosers.

1 Those wio use instant message averageéd ore core confidants than otherternet
users or 25%more than noninternet users.

1 The se of SNSn generalwas notfound to have a negative relationship with the
number ofoverallclose tiesHowever, fequent uses of Facebookhave largercore
networks. For example, someone who uses Facebook a few foeeday tends to have
about 9% morestrong ties.

To summarize hen, dter we control for demographic characteristics, we dot find that use

of anySNSlatform isassociated with having a larger or smalieneraloverallsocial network.
However, wado find that Facebook users are more likely to have a larger number of close social
ties. Facebook usseems tosupportintimacy, rather than vndermine it.

How muchof SAAAAT | E dfald AedOr&is I O
connected on Facebook? About half.

Using our scalingp method, we compared the size & | OS 0 2 2 qveralziet@di&t@the
number of people that theyad friended on FacebookWe also asked Facebook users to report
on how many of theiFacebook friendsere family, coworkers, neighborslassmates or

former classmatesandcontacts fromvoluntary groups of which they are a member.

The averageadult Facebook usereports thatthey have 229 Facebook friendsWhen we

O2YLI NB (KS ydzYoSNJ 2F CI 0So6221 FNASYyRe&Galliz (KS
social networks, wéind that the average usdrasfriended48% othis/her total network on
FacebookHowever, we also find something that at first glance seems unusual.

Somell% of Facebook users report havingre Facebook friendthan their estmatedoverall
network size.

There are two possible explanations for this trend. The first is that these extra people are
F Olidzr ffte& &GNl y3ISNRZI y20 GNHzZ & GFNASYyRaé¢ |4 | ¢
0dzi I NB & ®RBEoNddrt t¥siare $oci8l fies that were once potentially very important
FYR FOGABS Ay &a42YS2ySQa a20Alt ySGe2N)] > odzi ¥
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jobs, have become dormant. Since they are not active ties, these ties are not as likely to be
recalledby respondentss part of the method we used to measure total network size. To
conclude if these are strangers, or if they are dormant ties, we need to know more about the
O2YLRaAldGAzy 2F dzaSNhR ClF O0S0221 AGaFNASYRADE

t SNOSYd 27F LIS2 LI Sothat tRe@ifavel -
WFNRASYRSRQ 2y CIl OS022]

%ofC 0S6221 dzaSNRAQ 2@0SNrftft &a20AFt yBadig
instanceH M2 2F CI 0S06221 dza SNE10% of B&r oveINshelly

networks on Facebook.

25

20

15

10

% of social network

Sourceit S wSASIFNOK / SyiSNna LyadSNySia s
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobeiN2fvember 28, 2010. N for
full sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points. N for Facebook
users=877 and mang of error is +/ 3.6 percentage points.

The largest sigle group of Facebook friendsonsists of people from high school.

We asked people to classify their Facebook friends into the following categories: immediate
family, extended family, coworkers, neighbors, people they went to high school with,
classmates from college/university, members of voluntary groups/associatienp)e@they had
never met in person, and people they had only met in person one tieefound:

- A

T ¢KS | @SNIF 3S CI Okbcangdidts otiza Sebdide dronith ik sShyiziRoa of
their total friends list.

9 This is followed by extended family, which reakp 12% of people friends list,
coworkers (10%), college friends (9%), immediate family (8%), people from voluntary

groups (7%), and neighbors (2%).
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1 Over 31% of Facebook friends are not classified by Facebook users as family, coworkers,
neighbors, classneas from school, or people from voluntary groups. We speculate that
these remaining ties are predominantiprmant ties andriends-of-friends.

| SNIF IS ydzYoSNI 2F CIF OSo622]
The average numbafC | OS6 2 2 | dza Srigih @ th&Frald&ichghigioizinstange, 3
the average Facebook user has 56 friends from high school.

60
50
40
30
20
10

Average number

Source:t S wSaSINOK / SydiSNRa LYaGSNySd s !\
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobefN\2¥ember 282010. N for full
sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877
and margin of error is +3.6 percentage points.

Only a fraction ofdzd S NB Q f@dnd3 & @ dleusers have nevemet in
person or met onlyonce.

A very small number of Facebook friends are people that we might refer to as strahgers.
average Facebook user has never megbénson with 7% of their Facebook friends
additional 3% are people they have only ever mep@nson one time.
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The average Facebook user has never mpeison with 7% of their Facebook
friends. An additional 3% are people they have only ever mErson one time.

People never met in
person

People met in person
only once

m Met more than once

Source:t S wSaSI NOK / Sy i SNXSocidl NeiwSrki$fité& survey
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobeN2Wember 28, 2010. N
for full sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points. N for
Facebook users=877 and margin of error is3t§ percentage points.

Social networking sites are increasingly used to maintain contact with close
social ties

While most people tend to have a very small core network of close social ties, a large segment
of users maintain these ties using social networking services. Fully 40% of social networking site
users have friended all of their core discussion confidartss. i€ an increase from 29% in 2008.

In 2008, it was primarily SNS users under the age of 23 who friended their closest social ties. In
2010, with the exception of those who are-68, 40% or more of social networking site users in

all other age groups including those over the age of @have friended all of their core

discussion confidants.
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t SNOSYyid 2F O2NBE RA&aOdzaarzy O2y FTARL
site, in 2008 and 2010

% ofsocial networking siteiza Schdn@w2 NJ G K I J( S & BRAD&in 201040% ofsocial
networking sitedza S NBR K I & 8ll ofdh€ilNRAr&Soprii
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All SNS Use}: Age 1822 ‘ Age 2335 ‘ Age 3649 ‘ Age 5665 ‘ Age >65 ‘

Sourceit S wSASIENOK / SydiSNDRa LYGSNYySd s ! YSNRAOLIY [ A
phone between October 2B8lovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of error B.3fpercentage
points.N for social network site and Twitter users is 975 and margin of error &5-percentage points.
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Are social networking site usersooverall social networks
less diverse?

2SS YSIadaNBR (UKS RAGSNEAGE 2F LIS2L) SQa az2O0Alf
know from differentsocial positiongthis is a broad measure of diversity, not specifically a
YSI adzNBE RA @S NE A § éontdctg with Sdsdyféom Btifer radal driathrc@roups
or their political perspectiveyOurmeasure is based on the understanding that people in
different social locations in society can provide different typeseeburcesPeople in high
prestige pogions tend to have social resircestied to income, education and authoritwhile
those in lower prestige positions have special skills and can offer unique opportunities. The
more different people someone knows, the more likely he or she is to havesadcea range of
resources We asked people if they knew anyone in twetwyp different occupations that
ranged in occupational prestida/Ve transformed these items into an additive scale that
ranged from 8100to ease interpretability

Theaverageinternetdzi SN A Yy SU62NJ] A& Y2NB RAODGSNAES
the internet.

In 2010, bhe average American scored 42 on the scale of network diver$ity.is identical to

GKS FTAYRAYy3Ia NBLIR NI S RonisycialtisSlatiofl]. YniaSaddgenie@et v nny
users (vho score43 on our diversity scajehavesignificantlymore diverse social networks than
non-users Yho score38) (see Appendix B, Table B4, for a detailed table)

Seltselection forsocial networking sitgplatforms means thatLinkedIn users
have more diverse social networks than users of otlsercial networking site
platforms.

There is variation in the diversibf SNSusersoverallsocial networks depending on the
platform they use. On average, LinkedIn (47) users baeeallnetworks that are more diverse
than those who use MySpace (37), Facebook (39), and Twittefs@)Appendix B, Table B5,
for a detailedtable).

However, the difference in overall network diversity betwaesers of differentSNS platforms

can be explained bihe characteristics of users that are drawn to each &ee Appendix C

Table C3for the results of our regression analysi@pntrolling for demographic factors, we find

that internet users score just over 3 points (3.3) highertloascale of diversityButwe find no
relationship between the usENS Yy R (1 KS R A @ Sov@rallsodal retlorkig)8se isJt S Q a
not associatedvith a more or less diverse network.

* This list of occupations is based on the work of Nan Lin,-¥aihg=u, and Chifou Jay Che, at the Institute of
Sociology, Academia Sinica.
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Nonetheless,we do find that thosanternet users who maintain a blog are likely to have
slightly more diversaetworks. The average blogger sconmegre than3 points (3.4) higher
than otherinternet users

How strongis the relationship betweennternet use and the diversity of people
overall social networks?

Education is the best predictor of a diverse social network. Each year of education is associated
with 1.5 additional points on the diversity scale. From fresspectivejnternet users have a

boost in network diversity that is equivalent tb@ut two years of formag¢ducation, bloggers

have a boost of aboubur years.
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Part 4. Trust, support, perspective taking ,
and democratic engagement

These survey findingaiggest that the structure cfocial networking siteiser€social networks

is asgood as obetter than mostpeopl@a Ay (G SNX a 2 HowavkrjdBesthig R RA JSN
make them better people or better citizensr doesthe use ofSNScut people off from their

physical communities? Are they less supportive? Less trusting? Are they isolatedrd

looking silos, unable to explore multiple opinions and points of Yi€yare SN3usersas or

more engaged with their communities, voliary associations, and politie¥he survey set out

to probe these issues, too.

Are social networking site users more trusting of
others?

To get a measure of how much trust people have in their fellow citizeassked people
GDSYSNYffe aLlSrlAy3ar g2dAZ R @2dz aleée (GKIFG Yzad
OF NBFdzf Ay RS KI%ofAerisangiskid thdSnfoktipeSiescan be trusted. This is
much higher than th&2% of Americans who said that most people barrusted, the last

time Pew Internetasked this question in 2009.

Internet users tend to be more trusting than narsers 46% ofinternetdza SN& &l AR G KI
people can be trusted  CiKsigrdficantly highethan non-internet users Only27%of them
aFAR OKIFG ayz2aid LIS2LXS OFy 0SS (UNMzaAGSR®E

®> September 2009 trends based on the September Tracking 2009 survey, conducted Au§eptet@ber 14, 2009
(N=2253).
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Thosewho @ NBES (KIF G aywz2as LISad.
technology use

%oft Rdzt Ga Ay SFOK 3INRBdzZL) gK2 | ANBS (KL
use.For instance46% of internet users agreethatYy 2 a 4 LIS2LJX S Ol y
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Source:it S wSaSINOK /SyiSNRa LyGiSNySi s
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobeiN2fvember 28, 2010. N for
full sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentaggoints. N for Facebook
users=877 and margin of error is-8/6 percentage points.

There is a strong relationship betweémose demographic factors associated with not having
access to thénternet and social trustSpecifically, those with fewer yeav§formal education

and those who are of a race other than White or Caucasian tend be less trusting of people in
general (sed\ppendix CTable(4, for the results of our regression analysis).

However, even when we control for demographic factors, we firvad internet users are
significantly more likely to trust most peopl€ontrolling for demographic factorsiternet
users are more than twice as likely (2.14x) to think that most people can be trusted.

Facebook users are more trustirigan other people.

Also, whernwe control for demographic factorand types of technology us&ve find that there

is a significant relationship between the useSMSand trust, but only for those who use
Faceboolg not other SN$latforms A Facebook userho uses the service multiple times per
day is 43% more likely than othieternet users, otthree times (3.07x) more likely than a non
internetdza SNE G2 F¥SSt (KIGO &ayz2aild LIS2LXS OFy 068

pewinternet.org Page33



What is the relationship between social networking site
use and the ability to consider multiple points of view ?

We are interested imnderstanding the relationships between the useSidSandthe ability to

explore multiple points of viewSpecifically, we measured whagychologists cafiperspective

takingé  éhKshoedimension ofwhat isreferred to asi S Y LJI¢ Bespective taking is the
FoAftAGe G2 ITR2LI GKS GASGgLRAYG 2F | yFhieKSNI LISN.
ability to takean2 (1 K S NJ LJS NA 2 y Caisoasdachatgdiwitr2pisoddhb8haviofs &
RANBOGSR |G A YLINE JAThdsurzeipsk& peopldSsaviedi dif@ent 6 St T NB @
guestions that measure perspective taking and combined their answers into a scale that ranges

from O to 100.

MySpace userbave a greater propensity toake multiple viewpoints.

The average American scored 64 out of 10@h@perspectivetaking scaleThere was noa
statistical difference betweemternet and noninternet users(see Appendix B, Table B6, for a
detailed table) However, once we control falemographic characteristics that are also likely to
predict perspective takin(such as age and educatipmwe found a relationship between
perspective taking and theseof specificSNSlatforms(seeAppendix CTableCs, for the

results of ouregression analysis)

Controlling for demographic characterist&sd other types of technology us®lySpace users
tend to have a greater ability to consider multiple sides of an issue in comparison to other
people. For example, a MySpace user who Visgssite about 6 times per monttends to
score 8 points higher on the perspective taking scale.

The magnitude of the relationship between MySpace use and perspective taking is very high in
comparison to other predictors of perspective taking. For examptamen tend to score 5

points higher than men, and people with aydar university degree tend to score 2 points

higher than those with a highchool diploma.

Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter users are no more or less able to consider alternative points.
However, here is negative, busignificantrelationship between the use &NServices other

than MySpace, Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter and perspective taking. Someone who averages
6 monthly visits to an alternativBN $latform averages about one halbint lower on the
perspectivetaking scale.

Internet users get more support from their social ties
and Facebook users get the most support.

Peoplereceivea wide range osupport from their social netwosk Thisincludesemotional
support such as offering advice, information, and understandaognpanionshipsuch as
having people available ®pend timewith; andinstrumental or tangible supparsuch as
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having someone to help you if you are sick in bdds surveysked people 15 queisins from

the MOS Social Support Scale to measure their perception about how ohdidfferent types

of support they have availabl@hese 15 questions were used to construct a scale that ranges
from 0O to 100 for total support, and stdrales that also rage from 6100 for emotional

support, companionship, and instrumental aid.

The average American scored 75/100 on seale of total support, 75/100 on emotional
support, 76/100 in companionship, and 75/100 in instrumental suppbidwever, theaverage
internet userreports that he/she hasore support tharthe averagenon-internet users (see
Appendix B, Table B7, for a detailed table)

When we control for demographic characteristarsd technology usehe relationship between
internet use and most type of social support remains significgaeeAppendix CTable(s, for
the results of our regression analysis)

Controlling for demographics, the averaigéernet user scores 3 points higher on our scale of
total social support, 6 points higher in compamship, and 4 pointkigherin instrumental
support.

Compared wittother internet users, Facebook users report significantly higher levels of social
support. On averagea Facebook user who uses the site multiple times per siegyres 5 points
higher in tol social support than othenternet users (8 points higher than nenternet

users) 5 points higher in emotional support than eithieternet or non-internet users, and 5
points higherin companionshighan otherinternet users (11 higher than neimternet users).
They do not report any more or leascess tanstrumental support than otheinternet users.

We also found that thosternet users who maintain a blog report significantly higher levels of
total support @ points) and companionshig points) than othelinternet users.

To put the finding that Facebook users get more support into perspeciimeone who uses
Facebook multiple times per dayets about half the boost in total suppdtiat someone
receives from beingnarried or liing with a partner.

Neighboring in America is up. But are social networking
site users less engaged with their local community?

In this survey, & asked Americans if they know all, most, or some of their neighbors by name.
The last time we asked this gst@n, n 2008 a full 31% of Americans reported that they did

not know any of their neighbors by nami. In 2010 when we asked peopfehey knew the
names of their neighbors, a substantially larger number reported that that they knew at least
some Only 18% of Americans do not know the name of at least some of their neighbors.
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Do you know the names of your neighbors who ligose to
you? (2008 and2010)

% ofadults whoknowall, some, or nonéhe names otheir neighbors who live close to
them, by yearFor instancein 2008 40% of adults know all or most of their neighbors
2010, 51% of adults know all or most of their neighbors.

2008

31% B Yes, know all or mos
Yes, know some
Do not know any
30%
2010
18%
B Yes, know all or mos
Yes, know some
30% Do not know any

Source:t S wSASINOK / SyiSNRa LYGSNySia s
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobeiN&ivember 28, 2010. N for
full sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points.

What explainghis trend?As with our finding that there has been a shtetm increase in trust,
caution should be taken in interpreting these findings. Measures of trust, neighboring and civics
often experience shorterm gains and losses in response to economictipalj and social
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events.lt might bethat the persstence of the pooeconomic conditions of the American
economy ha promptedc or necessitated- that peopleto turn to their neighbors for informal
support.It would be premature to suggest that this cent trend is part of a gradual increase in
social capital in America.

As in 2008, wexpecedto find that many of those who reported no connections to their
neighbors are disconnected because of their stage in the life cycle and not because they are
socally isolated For example, young adults who have yet to put down roots in a commangy
less likely to know their neighbargvhen we control for demographic characteristics, we find
much the same as we did in 20Dgounger people, apartment dwellers, @those who are
neither married nor cohabitating are typically at a stage in their lives when neighbors are less
important than other types of relationshig4].

When we control fodemographic characteristics, we find no indication that different types of
technology use predict neighborinipternet and noninternet users areequallyas likelyas
othersto know at least some of their neighbofseeAppendix CTableC7, for the results of our
regression analysisThis is a departure from our findings in 2008 when we found $iNG

users were less likely to kmothe names of their neighbors.

Americans ar e more civically engaged than they were
two years ago. But are social networking site users more
civically engaged?

We also asked Americans if they belonged to any voluntary associations. We asked if they
belongtoorworks A 1t K a I O2 Y Y dzy Aothéod asdhRiatibrd that fotugeS dnisues

or problems in your community & f 2 OF ¢ &402 NL2AO H £S | é8dash 2 OB NP @K«
synagogue, mosque ortempde Gl f 20F f &20Alf OFf dz8 N2 HR ORI BE & N
other local groug

We found that 746 of Americans belong to at least one local graups is significantly higher
thanthe 65% of Americans that belonged to at least one voluntary gro@p0a.

What explains this trendRgain,it seems likelyhat the current economic conditions at least in
part explain the higher rates of volunteering. People may be reorganizing theitdime
participate in morevoluntary activities.
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Percent of adults who blong to a local volutary group, by technology use
(2008 and2010)

% ofadults in each group whioelong to a local voluntary groupy technology usé-or instancein 2008 17.4% of
internet users belonged to community group; in 2010, the percent of internet users who belonged to a com
group was 28.%.

Internet NMELEN Cell Phone [okile
All adults Internet SNS User Internet
User User
User User
Type of Group 2008 2010 2008 2010/ 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010
gr‘;T;n“”'ty 16.1 | 27.0| 17.4| 28.3|11.9| 22.3| 169 | 27.9]| 15.9| 26.7 29.8
N 2500 | 2250 1914 | 1768| 586 | 482 | 2037 | 1712| 652 | 1047 689
Local sports 160|194 188| 221| 66| 95 | 182 | 21.1| 21.5| 22.8 23.8
league
N 2510 2250| 1920| 1767 589 | 483 | 2046 | 1712| 652 | 1045 686
;?gjéyoum 158 | 215|181 | 236 8.1 | 13.7| 17.3| 22.4| 20.7| 23.8 25.7
N 2506 | 2252 | 1919| 1769 588 | 483 | 2043| 1715 652 | 1048 689
Religious group | 46.2 | 54.6 | 45.9 | 54.1 | 47.3| 56.5| 48.6 | 54.8 | 36.6| 52.5 51.8
N 2500 | 2249| 1918| 1768 590 | 482 | 2046 | 1712| 652 | 1045 688
Local social clud 245 | 38.0| 26.1 | 409194 27.2| 25.6 | 39.1 | 24.5| 39.0 41.2
N 2503 | 2249| 1914 | 1767| 589 | 482 | 2040| 1711 | 652 | 1045 687
Other group 108 | 125 12.0| 128 72 | 116 | 115 | 12.4| 11.0| 12.0 11.4
N 2493 | 2234|1904 | 1754 588 | 480 | 2032| 1702| 650 | 1043 682

Source:t S wSa&ASIENOK / SyiSNRa LYGSNySd s ! YSNRAOFY [ A
cell phone between October 2Q@ovember 28, 2010. N fdull sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3
percentage points.

MySpace users ammarginallyless likelyto belong to a voluntary group

9RdzOF A2y fS8S@Sta yR 138 SELIXIAY YdzOK 27
belonging to a voluntary group. The higher LJS NeHugagiofldvel and the oldehe/she is,
the morevoluntary grouphe/she belong.

We also explored the pogslity that SNSuse mightbe associated witlvoluntary participation.
The only type of internet use thas tied tothe number ofvoluntary group is use of MySpace
(seeAppendix CTableCB, for the results of our regression analysidge of all otheSNS
platformsdoes not predict belonging to a voluntary groufowever, the relationship is not
substantive Controlling for other factordylySpace userselong tomarginallyfewer voluntary
group.For example, MySpace user who visits the site an averagé tines per month
belongs to .024 fewevoluntary grous.

pewinternet.org Page38



Are social networking site users more politically
engaged?

This survey was conducted duritige November 2010 miterm elections. We asked people if

GKSe KIFR a32yS (2 raliey, 8pedcied, dr tund@isers inspBoit af ¢ 3 &4 >
particular candidatg AT (G KS& AGGNASR (G2 02y @AyOS &a2YS2yS
candidate¢  lifyhByhad or planned to vote in the November election.

1 10% of Americans reported that they hattended a political rally.

1 23% reported that they tried to convince someone to vote for a specific candidate.

1 66% reported that they intended to or had voted in the electinnté: this is much
higher than the 41% of American who were eligible to vot®whbtually did voteThis is
a common poselection poll finding[7]).

Facebook users are more politidglengaged.

There is considerable variation in the likelihood that a person attended a rally, tried to
persuade someone to vote, or intended to vote depending on their use of diffe3big
platforms.

Users of LinkedIn are much more likely todwditically engaged thansers of othelISNS14% of
LinkedIn users attended a political rally, 36% tried to persisaaeeone to vote, and 79%
reported that they did or intended to vote.

MySpace users are the least politically active. Only 9% attended a political rally, 18% attempted
toinfluencea 2 YS2y SQa ©@20SZ FyR pt: @208SR 2NJ AyiaSyRS
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Level of mlitical participation, by use of social networking site
platforms

% ofsocial networking site users in each group who participated in politics in the followin:
ways, by social networking platforRor instance9% of MySpace users have attended a
meeting or rally.

m Attended meeting or rally
Tried to influence someone's vot
Voted or intended to vote

90

80
79

70

60 65 62
50 57 _

40 -

% of SNS user
o1
[N

30 36 =
31

‘s @ B B @

MySpace Facebook LinkedIn Twitter Other SNS

Source:t S wSaSINOK / SyidSNRa LyGdSNySid s ! Y¢
conducted on landline and cell phone between OctobeN\&f¥ember 28, 2010. N for full
sample 2,255 and margin of error is 2/3 percentage points. N for Facebook us8&~and
margin of error is +/3.6 percentage points.

However,education and gender are highly predictive of theslihoodof a peison being

politically engaged. Older and more educated Americans are more likely to be politically
involved. Since Linkeadlsers tend to be older and more educated, and MySpace tesedsto
be youngerandlesseducated, this explains most of the differenwe observed betweerSNS

platforms.

Yet even when we control for demographic characteristics we foundititatnet users and
Facebook users particular were more likelyto be politically involved than similar Americans
(seeAppendix CTable, for the results of our regression analysis)

1 Controlling fordemographic characteristicgternet users are nearly tworal a half
times more likely to have attended a political rally (2.398f%6 more likely to have
attemptedtoA Y Tt dzSy OS & and 532 yn6r@lkely@ohave reped voting or
intending to votethan nontinternet users.
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1 Controlling for demographicnd other types ofnternet use,compared withother
internet users a Facebook user who visits the site multiple times per day is tva an
half times more likelyo have attended a political rally or meeting, 57% more likely to
have tried to convince someerto vote for a specific candidate, and 43% more likely to
have said they voted or intended to vofeompared withnon-internet users: 5.89 times
more likely to have attended a meeting, 2.79 times more likely to talk to someone about
their vote, and 2.1%imes more likely to report voting).
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Part 5: Conclusion

The report is thdirst national survey of how the use of social netwiagsites(SN$by adultsis
related toLJS 2 Ldfvedalsdeial networks. The findingsiggests that there is little validity to
concernsthat people who us&SNSxperience smaller social networks, less closeness, or are
exposed to less diversitWe did find that people who are already likely to have laogerall
social networkg those wth more years of educatioqg gravitate to specifiSNlatforms, such
as LinkedIn and TwitteThe size of theioverallnetworksis nolarger (or smaller) than what we
would expect given their existindharacteristics angropensiies

However, total etwork size may not be as important aher factorsg such as intimacy
Americans have more closecial ties than they ditivo years agoAnd they ardess socially
isolated.We found that the frequentuseof Facebooks associated with having mooseradl
close ties.

In addition,we found that only a smaltaction of Facebook friendare peoplewhom users
have never mebr met only once.

We find many outcomeassociated wittEN3use thatcannotbe explaired by the demographic
characteristics of those who uses these serviEasebook users are more trusting thamilar
AmericansMySpace users have a greater propensity to take multiple viewpdiatebook
users have morsocialsupport, and theyare muchmore poltically engageddompared with
Americans of a similaxgeand education

The likelihood of an American experiencing a deficit in social support, Hagsexposure to
diverse others, not being able to consider opposing points of view, being untrusting,
otherwisebeingdisengaged from the communityand American societyenerallyis unlikely to
be aresult of how they uséechnolagy, especially in comparison ttmmon predictorsA
deficit of overallsocial ties, social support, trust, and communitygagement is much more
likely to result fromtraditional factors such agower educatioral attainment
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Appendix A: Methodology

Sampling and Weighting

This report is based on the findings of a survey on Americans' use ofténeet. The results in

this report are based on data from telephone interviews conducted by Princeton Survey
Research Associates International from October 20 to November 28, 2010, among a sample of
2,255 adults, age 18 and oldénterviews were conducted in English. For resbhsed on the

total sample, one can say with 95% confidence that the error attributable to sampling is plus or
minus 2.5 percentage points. For results bagethternet users (n=1,787), the margin of
sampling error is plus or minus 2.8 percentage mini addition to sampling error, question
wording and practical difficulties in conducting telephone surveys may introduce some error or
bias into the findings of opinion polls.

A combination of landline and cellular random digit dial (RDD) samplessgdsa 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 landlineptanvere selected with probabilities in
proportion to their share of listed telephone households from active blocks (area code +
exchange + twaligit block number) that contained three or more residential directory listings.
The cellular sample was notthassisted, but was drawn through a systematic sampling from
dedicated wireless 10Blocks and shared service 0bcks with no directoryisted landline
numbers. The final data also included callback interviews with respondents who had previously
been inerviewed for 2008 Personal Networks and Community survey. In total, 610 callback
interviews were conducted 499 from landline sample and 111 from cell sample.

A nrew sample was released daily and was kept in the field for at least five days. The sasiple wa
released in replicates, which are representative subsamples of the larger population. This
ensures that complete call procedures were followed for the entire sample. At least 7 attempts
were made to complete an interview at a sampled telephone numbee.chlls were staggered

over times of day and days of the week to maximize the chances of making contact with a
potential respondent. Each number received at least one daytime call in an attempt to find
someone available. The introduction and screeningcpdures differed depending on the

sample segment. For the landline RDD sample, half of the time interviewers first asked to speak
with the youngest adult male currently at home. If no male was at home at the time of the call,
interviewers asked to speak thithe youngest adult female. For the other half of the contacts
interviewers first asked to speak with the youngest adult female currently at home. If no female
was available, interviewers asked to speak with the youngest adult male at home. For the
celluar RDD 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. For landline or cell callback sample, interviewers started by askiall with the

person in the household who had previously completed a telephone interview in the 2008
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survey. The person was identified by age and gender. Cellular sample respondents were offered
a postpaid cash incentive for their participation. Allentiews completed on any given day
were considered to be the final sample for that day.

Weighting is generally used in survey analysis to compensate for sample designs and patterns
of nonresponse that might bias results. A twtage weighting procedure vgaused to weight

this dualframe sample. The firsdttage weight is the product of two adjustments made to the

data¢ a Probability of Selection Adjustment (PSA) and a Phone Use Adjustment (PUA). The PSA
corrects for the fact that respondents in the lana@lisample have different probabilities of

being sampled depending on how many adults live in the household. The PUA corrects for the
overlapping landline and cellular sample frames.

The second stage of weighting balances sample demographics to populatenegiars. The

sample is balanced by form to match national population parameters for sex, age, education,

race, Hispanic origin, region (U.S. Census definitions), population density, and telephone usage.
The White, norHispanic subgroup is also balancedage, education and region. The basic
gSAAKGAY T LI NI YSGSNE OFYS FTNRBY | &ALISOALT Fylf
and Economic Supplement (ASEC) that included all households in the continental United States.
The population density paramet&ras derived from Census 2000 data. The cell phone usage
parameter came from an analysis of the JDlgcember 2009 National Health Interview Surfey.

The disposition reports all of the sampled telephone numbers ever dialed from the original
telephone numbe samples. The response rate estimates the fraction of all eligible respondents
in the sample that were ultimately interviewed. At PSRAI it is calculated by taking the product
of three component rates:

1 Contact ratec the proportion of working numbers wher request for interview was
made

1 Cooperation rateg the proportion of contacted numbers where a consent for interview
was at least initially obtained, versus those refused

1 Completion rateg the proportion of initially cooperating and eligible interviewst
were completed

Thus the response rate for the landline sample was 17.3 percent. The respoagerrtite
cellular sample was 19ercent.

Following is the full disposition of all sampled telephone numbers:

® Blumberg SJ, Luke JV. Wireless substitution: Earlyseetefaestimates from the National Health Interview Survey,
JulyDecember, 2009. National Center for Health Statistics. May 2010.
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Table Al:Sample Disposition

Landline Landline Landline Cell Cell Cell
Fresh  Callback Total Fresh Callback Total
22057 1996 24053 12685 476 13299 T Total Numbers Dialed
1078 28 1106 198 6 204 OF Non-residential
959 19 978 32 0 32 OF Computer/Fax
12 1 13 0 0 0 OF Cell phone
9930 372 10302 4856 84 4940 OF Other not working
1331 37 1368 163 4 167 UH Additional projected not working
8747 1539 10286 7436 382 7957 Working numbers
39.7% 77.1% 42.8% 58.6% 80.3% 59.8% Working Rate
444 12 456 54 1 56 UH No Answer / Busy
1874 222 2096 1780 71 1851 UOyc Voice Mail
53 113 166 9 1 10 UOyc Other Non-Contact
6376 1192 7568 5593 309 6040 Contacted numbers
72.9% 77.4% 73.6% 75.2% 80.8% 75.9% Contact Rate
276 85 361 592 44 636 UOgR Callback
4774 585 5359 3631 140 3771 UOg Refusal
1326 522 1848 1370 125 1633 Cooperating numbers
20.8% 43.8% 24.4% 24.5% 40.5% 27.0% Cooperation Rate
263 15 278 262 11 273 IN1 Language Barrier
0 447 1 448 IN2 Child's cell phone
1063 507 1570 661 113 912 Eligible numbers
80.2% 97.1% 85.0% 48.2% 90.4% 55.8% Eligibility Rate
53 8 61 26 2 28 R Break-off
1010 499 1509 635 111 884 | Completes
95.0% 98.4% 96.1% 96.1% 98.2% 96.9% Completion Rate
14.4% 33.4% 17.3% 17.7% 32.1% 19.9% Response Rate
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Analyses

In thisreport, we are trying to understand how technology and other factors are related to the

&A1 ST RAGSNEAGE YR OKFNIOGSNI 2F LIS2L) SQa az20
simply to compare the social networks of people who are heavy users of tedynwaith those

who do not use technology, we would have no way of knowing whether any differences we

observe were associated with demographic or other differences between these groups, rather
GKFY gA0K GKSANI RAFTSNAY I aude soinésSdedfofraphidtraits S OK y 2 f
such as more years of education, are associated with langémore diversaocial networks.

And those with more formal education are also more likely to use technology.

To deal with this challenge, we use a statistical teghe called regression analysis, which

allows us to examine the relationship between technology use and network size while holding
constant other factors such as education, age or gender. Thasyof the results reported

here are not shown as simple cparisons of the behavior of groups on our key measures,

which is the typical approach of Pew Internet reports. Rather, the findings compare the social
networks of people who use certain technologies with demographically similar people who do
not use the tehnologies. For example, we use regression analysis to compare the average size
of the social network of a demographically typical American who uses the internet and has a
cell phone with an American who shares the same demographic characteristics butatoes

use the internet or a cell phone.

Another common type of analysis in the report estimates how much more likely a certain
outcome is (such as having at least one person of a different race or ethnic group in a social
network) for people who use certaiechnology compared with people who do not, all other
things being equal. For example, holding demographic characteristics constant, the regression
analysis finds that a person who blogs is nearly twice as likely as a demographically similar
person (e.g.the same sex, age, education and marital status) who does not blog to have
someone of a different race in their core discussion network.

As with all studies that use data collected at only one point in time, none of the results we
report should banterpreted as explanations of cause and effect. We cannot say from these
findings that internet and mobilphone use cause people to have bigger, more diverse
networks. We can and do say that technology use is often strongly associated with larger and
more diverse social networks.
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Appendix B: Additional T ables

AA1T S 2F LIS2L SQa 20SNI ff &:

TableB1! @S NJ IS
technologies

Total Network Internet Not an Internet  Cell Phone SNS  Mobile Internet
Size User
Mean| 634 669 506 664 636 717
SD| 697 733 527 738 625 764
N (weighted)| 2237 1754 483 1700 1037 684
{ 2dz2NDOSY tS6 wSaSINOK /SyiSNnDa LYyGSNYySa g ! YSNRAOIY

landline and cell phone between October-Rdvember28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of
error is ++ 2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of errei3i$ percentage
points.

Table BY I @S NI 23S avirdllSocid fetwhdd pyuse & spéial
networking sites

Total Network Size MySpace Facebook Linkedin Twitter Other SNS

Mean 694 648 786 838 737
SD 736 635 595 876 677
N (weighted)] 304 947 181 | 138 98
{ 2dzNDOSY t Sg wSaS| Mibdican Lie/IpGaNNREvork SjfeisGriel cdriducted on

landline and cell phone between October-R@vember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of
error is ++ 2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of errei3i$ percentag
points.

pewinternet.org Paged7



Table B3 Size of core discussion networks: 2008 and 2010

Cell Phone
User

2008 2010

Not an Internet
User

2008 2010

Internet
User

2008 2010

Mobile Internet
User

2008 2010

Sample SNS User

2008 2010 2008 2010

0 120 89 97 73 190 150 111 87 89 46
1 349 297 328 278 415 36.7 328 285 275 258
2 231 265 235 27.0 219 246 242 270 26.1 252
3 154 166 17.7 178 80 119 164 172 195 21.0
4 78 85 87 91 49 62 81 81 9.6 106
5 68 98 7.4 11.0 47 57 74 104 84 127
Mean 1.9 22 21 23 15 1.7 20 22 22 25
Mode 1.0 10 10 1.0 1.0 1.0 10 10 10 1.0
SD 14 14 14 14 10 1.3 14 14 14 14 .
N 2162 2006 1642 1577 520 429 1671 1532 495 947 631
{ 2dzNDOSY tS6 wSaSINOK /SyiSNna LYyGSNYySa g ! YSNRAOLY

landline and cell phone between October-R@vember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of
error is ++ 2.3 percentage pointdN for Facebook users=877 and margin of errori8#8 percentage
points.

Table B4 Diversity of total social network008 and 2010.

Cell Phone
User

Not an
Internet User

Internet
User

Mobile

Sample Internet User

SNS User
Network

Diversity 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010 2008 2010

Mean| 42.0| 41.9| 454 | 43.0| 31.2 | 37.8 | 443 | 42.6 | 44.8 | 38.5
SD| 24.1| 22.6| 23.1| 22.0| 24.0 | 24.4 | 23.3 | 22.3 | 22.4| 20.0

43.4
21.5

{2dz2NOSY tS6 wSaSINOK /SydadSNRa LyiSNyYySid g ! YSNAOIY
landline and cell phone between October-R@vember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of

error is ++ 2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=&7d margin of error is +3.6 percentage

points.

Table B5 Diversity of total social network 2008 and 2010.

Network Diversity MySpace Facebool{ LinkedIn Twitter Other SN§

Mean| 36.8 39.1 46.9 | 420 38.0
sD| 19.3 20.1 18.7 | 21.9 21.5
N (weighted) 305 955 184 | 138 99

{ 2dzNOSY tS¢6 wSaSkNOK /SyiSNRa LYGSNySa s ! YSNAROIY

landline and cell phone between October-Rovember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of
error is ++ 2.3 percentage points. N for Facelkoosers=877 and margin of error is 3/6 percentage

points.
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TableB6: Perspective taking a00) by technology use.

Not an Cell Mobile
Internet  Internet Phone SNS Internet
Perspective Taking  Sample  User User User User User
Mean| 63.8 63.6 64.4 63.9 63.1 62.9
Mode | 71.4 71.4 71.4 71.4 71.4 60.7
SD| 16.4 14.6 21.8 15.5 14.2 13.6

{2dz2NOSY tS6 wSaSINOK /SydadSNRa LyiSNyYySd s ! YSNAOIY
landline and cell phone betweddctober 20November 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of

error is ++ 2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of errei3i$percentage
points.

Table B7 Social suppor{0-100) by technology use.

Sample Internet  Not an Internet  Cell Phone Mobile Internet
User User User User
Total Social

Support

Mean| 75.3 77.4 67.7 76.2 79.0 78.5

SD| 20.3 18.8 235 19.6 17.2 18.2

N (weighted)| 2252 1769 483 1714 1048 689
Emotional
Support

Mean| 74.8 76.9 67.1 76.0 79.2 78.6

SD| 21.8 20.3 25.0 21.0 18.0 19.5

N (weighted)| 2252 1769 483 1714 1048 689
Tangible
Support

Mean| 75.4 77.2 69.0 75.9 77.7 78.2

SD| 25.3 23.8 29.2 24.7 23.1 23.0

N (weighted)| 2252 1769 483 1713 1048 689

Companionship

Mean| 76.4 78.9 67.2 77.3 80.2 78.8

SD| 22.8 21.0 26.5 22.4 20.0 21.2

N (weighted)| 2251 1769 482 1714 1048 689

{ 2dzNOSY tSg wSaSl Nibdican L¥fe/InGaNIevork SifdisGriely cdriducted on

landline and cell phone between October-R@vember 28, 2010. N for full sample 2,255 and margin of
error is ++ 2.3 percentage points. N for Facebook users=877 and margin of errei3i§percentag
points.
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Appendix C Regression Tables

TableClL: OLS Regression on total social network size (N=2166)

Independent Variables Coefficient
Constant | 498.983 ***
Demographics

Female -124.168 ***
Age -1.354
Education 12.110 *
Married or living witha partner -9.932
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withwhite) -67.301
Other Racedompared withWhite) -5.325
Hispanic -82.250
Media Use

Internet user 37.234
Cell phone user 72.654 *
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-D) -4.260
Facebook visits per month-@D) 0.907
LinkedIn visits per month {80) 1.891
Twitter visits per month (®0) 0.949
Other SNS visits per month-@0) 2.281
Blogging 38.594
Sharing digital photosnline -32.051
Instant Messaging 85.093 *
R-squared (adjusted) 0.027**

Note: N is smaller than 2255(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discu
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Sociahetwork site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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TableC2. Core discussion network sigzd?oisson regression (N=1909)

Independent Variables IRR
Constant 1.003
Demographics

Female 1.154 ***
Age 1.002 *
Education 1.029 ***
Married or living with a partner 1.012
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withWwhite) 0.926
Other Racedompared withWhite) 0.898
Hispanic 1.036
Media Use

Internet user 1.138 *
Cell phone user 0.990
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-D) 0.995
Facebook visits per month-@D) 1.001 *
LinkedIn visits per month {80) 1.003
Twitter visits per month (®0) 1.002
Other SNS visits per month-@0) 1.005 **
Blogging 0.966
Sharing digital photosnline 1.046
Instant Messaging 1.120 **

Note: N is smaller than 225%otal sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discus:
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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TableC3. OLS Regression on social network diversity (N=2177)

Independent Variables Coefficient
Constant 9.081 **
Demographics

Female -1.094
Age 0.144 *x*
Education 1.493 ***
Married or living with a partner 4.947 ***
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withwhite) 0.147
Other Racedompared withwhite) -1.002
Hispanic 0.017
Media Use

Internet user 3.261 *
Cell phone user 1.744
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-@D) -0.104
Facebookisits per month (€20) -0.022
LinkedIn visits per month {80) 0.049
Twitter visits per month (®0) 0.045
Other SNS visits per month-@0) -0.170
Blogging 3.437 *
Sharing digital photos online -1.926
Instant Messaging 0.710
R-squared(adjusted) 0.076**

Note: N is smaller than 2255 (total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their disci
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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TableCA. Likelihood of being trusting of otherdogistic regression (N=2176)

Independent Variables Odds Ratio
Constant ‘ 0.033 ***
Demographics

Female 0.728 **
Age 1.016 ***
Education 1.162 ***
Married or living with a partner 0.976
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withWwhite) 0.297 ***
Other Racedompared withWhite) 0.653 *
Hispanic 0.862
Media Use

Internet user 2.143 ***
Cell phone user 0.952
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-@D) 0.985
Facebookisits per month (€20) 1.004 *
LinkedIn visits per month {80) 1.003
Twitter visits per month (®0) 1.006
Other SNS visits per month-dD) 0.994
Blogging 1.126
Sharing digital photos online 0.837
Instant Messaging 1.046
R-squared Nagelkerke) 0.154**

Note: N is smaller than 225%otal sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discus:
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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TableC5: OLS Regression on tolerance of diverse ideas/points of view (N=2175)

Independent Variables Coefficient
Constant | 60.482 ***
Demographics

Female 5.424 ***
Age -0.103 ***
Education 0.465 **
Married or living with a partner 1.248
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withwhite) 1.026
Other Racedompared withWhite) -0.050
Hispanic -1.865
Media Use

Internet user 1.675
Cell phone user 0.354
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-@D) 1.390 *
Facebookisits per month (€20) 0.005
LinkedIn visits per month {80) 0.067
Twitter visits per month (®0) -0.008
Other SNS visits per month-90) -0.090 *
Blogging 0.923
Sharing digital photos online -1.175
Instant Messaging -0.758
R-squared(adjusted) 0.043**

Note: N is smaller than 2255(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discu
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table@. OLS Regression on social support

Total Social Emotional Instrumental
Support Support Companionship Support
(N=2178) (N=2178) (N=2177) (N=2178)
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
Constant | 62.397 ** | 60.735 *** | 65147 *** | 63.765 ***
Demographics
Female 2.375 ** 4589 *** 0.063 -0.359
Age -0.051 * -0.074 ** -0.044 -0.011
Education 0.255 0.424 * 0.118 0.009
Married/ partner 10.590 *** 8.731 *** 10.431 *** 14.549 ***
Black (compto White) -1.358 -2.037 -4.464 ** 2.367
Other Race (compo White) -2.223 -2.528 -2.463 -1.584
Hispanic -4.865 *** -5.528 *** -4.380 ** -3.417 *
Media Use
Internet user 3.437 ** 2.246 6.197 *** 3.802 *
Cell phone user 0.254 1.282 -0.198 -1.488
Internet Activities
MySpace visitsnonth (0-90) -0.034 -0.043 -0.065 0.003
Facebook visitsnonth (0-90) 0.051 ** 0.060 ** 0.056 ** 0.030
LinkedIn visitamonth (0-90) 0.068 0.078 0.019 0.086
Twitter visitgmonth (0-90) 0.076 0.064 0.063 0.113
Other SNS visitsonth (0-90) -0.049 -0.084 -0.031 0.007
Blogging 2.806 * 2.539 3.506 * 2.764
Sharing digital photos online 1.503 1.738 0.172 2.084
Instant Messaging 1.019 1.435 1.264 0.039
R-squared (adjusted) 0.122** 0.110** 0.102** 0.093**

Note: N is smaller than 2255 (total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their disci
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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TableC7: Likelihood of knowing at least some neighbelsgistic regression (N=2173)

Independent Variables Odds Ratio
Constant \ 0.221 **
Demographics

Female 0.939
Age 1.014 **
Education 1.131 ***
Married or living with a partner 1.945 ***
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withWwhite) 0.542
Other Racedompared withWhite) 0.568 **
Hispanic 0.478 ***
Residential Status

Years of residency 1.071 ***
Living in an apartment 0.503 ***
Media Use

Internet user 1.088
Cell phoneauser 1.182
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-@D) 0.985
Facebook visits per month-@) 0.999
LinkedIn visits per month {80) 1.021
Twitter visits per month (®0) 0.995
Other SNS visits per month-@0) 1.001
Blogging 1.168
Sharing digital photos online 1.211
Instant Messaging 0.992
R-squared (Nagelkerke) 0.247+**

Note: N is smaller than 2255 (total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their disci
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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TableC3: OLS Regression on Volunteering (N=2178)

Independent Variables Coefficient
Constant 0.159 **
Demographics

Female 0.022
Age 0.003 ***
Education 0.028 ***
Married or living with a partner 0.035
Black/AfricarAmerican ¢ompared withwhite) 0.044
Other Racedompared withwhite) -0.002
Hispanic -0.089 **
Media Use

Internet user 0.023
Cell phone user -0.023
Internet Activities

MySpace visits per month-@D) -0.004 *
Facebook visits per month-dD) 0.000
LinkedIn visitper month (090) 0.003
Twitter visits per month (®0) -0.001
Other SNS visits per month-@0) 0.002
Blogging 0.040
Sharing digital photos online -0.008
Instant Messaging 0.015
R-squared (adjusted) 0.062**

Note: N is smaller than 2255 (total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their disci
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table®. Likelihood of political participationlogistic regression

Attend Meetings Influence Vote Voted
(N=2167) (N=2167) (N=2148)

Independent Variables Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Constant \ 0.001 *** 0.014 *** 0.010 ***
Demographics
Female 0.710 * 0.723 ** 0.915
Age 1.029 *** 1.021 *** 1.043 ***
Educdion 1.196 *** 1.124 *** 1.240 ***
Married partner 1.007 1.119 1.601 ***
Black(comp.to White) 0.670 1.282 1.513 **
OtherRace (comjo White) 0.698 0.575 * 0.467 ***
Hispanic 1.626 * 0.773 0.762
MediaUse
Internet user 2.390 ** 1.782 ** 1.526 **
Cell phone user 0.804 0.853 0.927
Internet Activities
MySpace visits month {80) 0.967 0.967 0.995
Facebook visitsnonth (0-90) 1.010 *** 1.005 * 1.004 *
LinkedIn visitémonth (0-90) 0.980 1.021 1.046
Twitter visitgmonth (0-90) 1.006 1.008 1.001
Other SNS visitsonth (0-90) 0.995 0.993 0.988 *
Blogang 1.265 1.296 0.931
Sharing digital photos online 0.913 1.232 0.834
Instant Messaging 0.948 1.118 1.139
R-squared (Nagelkerke) 0.112** 0.107** 0.252**

Note: N is smaller than 2255(total sample size) because some respondents did not answer questions about their discu
network, demographics, or media use.

Note: Social network site use= visits per month
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Appendix D: The scale-up method of social
network analysis

The approach we used is based on a method that was first published in the late 1990s to
measure the size of personal netwoffi&. In this early work, the researchers selected 12 first
names that ranged in popularitfhe opinion of the authors of this work and others was that it
was a sound approach, but both the method and listirst names neded refinement.

Since this early work, much has been done to refine the method and the list of first names.
Initially, as work on this method advanced, much emphasis was placed on statistical corrections
that could be done to improve the method. A 2006i@e published in thelournal of the

American Statistical Associatiomsing 12 first names used in the original approach found an
average network size of 616].

In 2006, confidence in this approach reached ploént that it was adopted by the General

Social Survey, among the most reliable and widely embraced surveys used by social scientists
FYR adlFldAadAOAlIyadad ¢KS D{{ dzaASR I RAFFSNByld |
the analysis of this data€used on more complicated statistical adjustments that could be

done to improve the accuracy of the estimate. They came out witestimated network size

of 550[10].

The most recent work on this approach was published in 2010, also ifotireal of the

American Statistical Associatif®l. This paper accomplished three important things: 1) created

a complex statistical procedure to try and improve the method, 2) created an even better list of

first names, and 3) compared the extremelomplex statistical approach to a simpler approach
0lFlaSR 2y OK22aAy3d Fy AGARSIE tAaGéE 2F FANROG yI
best with a relatively simple statistical method, but a very whlbsen list of first names. They

identified 12 names in particular, and these are the names we used in the Pew Internet survey.

This paper came up with a network size, based on the 12 ideal first names, of 611.

We consulted with the authors of the original method, as well as the authors of the [243€Y
throughout the design and analysis of the survey. The Pew Internet survey found a total
network size of 634.

There are very few competing approaches to measuring network size. This approach has
emerged, we believe, as the gold standard.
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Questionnaire

SNS and Facebook Survey 2010 Final Topline 12/2/10
Data for October 207 November 28, 2010

Princeton Survey Research Associates International
for the Pew Research Centerdéds Internet & A

Sample: n= 2,255 national adults, age 18 and older, including 746 overall cell phone interviews and 610
interviews from 2008 callback sample
Interviewing dates: 10.20.107 11.28.10

Margin of error is plus or minus 3 percentage points for results based on Total [n= 2,255]

Margin of error is plus or minus 3 percentage points for results based on internet users [n= 1,787]
Margin of error is plus or minus 3 percentage points for results based on cell phone users [n=1,936]
Margin of error is plus or minus 4 percentage points for results based on Facebook users[n=877]

READNFORMED CONSENT

This stuly is being conducted on behalf of the University of Pennsylvania and-proén

research organization called the Pew Research Center. You are being asked to participate
because your phone number was selected at random. The purpose of this study tteto be
understand how individual and community life may be changing. You are one of about 2,500
adults that will be contacted for this study. You will be asked about your opinion on a number
of important matters and about your participation in various atigg. The research team will
make every effort to keep all the information we collect strictly confidential, as required by law.
Your participation is voluntary; you can choose whether or not to participate. If you feel
uncomfortable with any of the quesins you are asked, you are free to discontinue

participating or to decline to answer specific questions. There are no direct benefits to you for
participating; however, by participating you will be assisting scientific research. [CELL PHONE
ONLY: As a snabken of our appreciation for your time, we will pay all eligible participants $5
for participating in this survey.] The first question.is

1 DSYSNrftte aLlSI{Ay3as g2dAZ R &2dz al& OGKIFG Y2a
too careful in dealig with people?

Most people
can be You can't be (vol.)
trusted too careful it depends don't know refused
Current 41 54 3 1 *
Sept 2008 32 62 5 1 1
April 2008 36 56 5 3 -
June 200% 32 60 5 2 --

C2NJ GKAA ljdSaiAz2y YR Yrye 230KSNE (KNRdzAK2 dzi
a52y Qi 1 yPTedea SRER L (3380 5Y | yaRailable C I NB
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June 200%

March/May 2002

32
38

There is no Question 2.

Q&
QD

60
53

(63}

Do you use the internet, at least occasionally?
Do you send or receive email, at least occasionally?

Current
November 2018_'
September 2014
May 2016iii
January 2010
December 2009
September 2009
April 2008
December 2008
November 2008’
August 2008’
July 2008’

May 2008"

April 2008"
January 2008"
December 2007
September2007*
February 200%"
December 2008"
November 2008
August 2008"
April 2006
February 2008"
December 2008"

September 2008

June 2005
February 2008""
January 2008*
Nov 2330,2004™
November 2004
June 2008

® Prior tow!l y dzl NE
to send and receive eimA f K ¢

pewinternet.org

HAnNnpzx

uses internet internet
79 21
74 26
74 26
79 21
75 25
74 26
77 23
79 21
74 26
74 26
75 25
77 23
73 27
73 27
70 30
75 25
73 27
71 29
70 30
68 32
70 30
73 27
73 27
66 34
72 28
68 32
67 33
66 34
59 41
61 39
63 37
jdzSadGAzy 62NRAY3

Does not use

N

g |

a

a5 2

82dz SOSNJ 32
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February 2004 63 37

November 2008 64 36
August 2003* 63 37
June 2003 62 38
May 2003 63 37
March 311, 2008*"" 62 38
February 200%™ 64 36
December 200%™ 57 43
November 2003 61 39
October 200%' 59 41
September 200¢' 61 39
July 200" 59 41
March/May 2002 58 42
January 200%" 61 39
December 200" 58 42
November 2001" 58 42
October 2001"" 56 44
September 2001"" 55 45
August 200" 59 41
February 2001 53 47
December 2000 59 41
November 200t 53 47
October 2008 52 48
September 2008 50 50
August 2000 49 51
June 2004 a7 53
May 2000 48 52

wer  Next.. Please tell me if you ever use the internet to do any of the following things. Do
you ever use the internet ta?’
Based on aihternet users [N%,787

total have have
ever not
DONE DID done R2Yy Qi

THIS YESTERD/this know refused
{SYR Ayaildlyd YvYSaa
online at the same time

Current 48 n/a 52 * 0
November 2010 46 18 54 * *
May 2010 47 15 53 * *

%t NA2NJ 02 WFydzZ NE Hnnp

A NE > |jdzSa grlyaugat £ St &
2YiAYySod 52 ydBaROENIKISNB A A S

I NBE ol as

;U‘ (/))

IS
2y

S w
puls
Q¢
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November 2008 38 11 62 * 0

July 2008 40 n/a 59 * -
May 2008 40 13 59 * -
Jan 2008 39 n/a 61 0 -
August 2006 39 10 60 * -
April 2006 37 12 63 * -
Dec 2005 37 13 63 * -
September 2005 47 12 53 * -
February 2005 40 11 59 * -
January 2005 42 14 58 0 -
June 2004 42 12 58 * -
February 2004 39 10 61 * -
May 2003 46 14 54 0 -
March 1219, 2003 48 13 52 * -
July, 2002 46 11 54 * -
Dec 1723, 2001 48 14 52 * -
Nov 19Dec 16, 2001 47 13 53 * -
Oct 19Nov 18, 2001 47 14 52 * -
Oct8-18 , 2001 46 10 54 * -
Oct 27, 2001 46 11 54 * -
Sept 200ct 1, 2001 48 11 52 * -
Sept 1219, 2001 44 10 55 1 -
June 2008 44 10 56 0 -
April 2000 46 13 54 * -
March 2000 45 12 55 * -

total have have

ever not

DONE DID done R2Yy Qi

THIS YESTERD/this know refused

Create or work on your own online
journal or blog*

Current 14 n/a 86 * 0
January 2010 14 4 86 * 0
September 2009 11 2 88 * 0
August 2008 13 5 87 * --
July 2008 13 n/a 86 1 --
May 2008 12 5 87 * --
December 2007 12 n/a 88 * -

% This item asked May 19, 2000 through J80e 2000 only [N=1,568].

™ In Sept 2005 and before, item wording waBreate a web log or 'blothat others can read on the web."

2 December 2007 trend was not asked in the standard activity series. It was an item in a separate series, with the
followind Ij dzZS&A G A 2lySNBORANYVAXYIKGSNI f Aad 2F FOGAGAGASA LIS2LX S &
you ever do each one, or not. Doyou evet...? wSadz Ga NBFESOG Ittt f1IyREtAYS AyaS
internet users [N=1,359].
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February 2007 12 5 87 * --
September 2005 9 2 90 1 --
February 2005 9 1 91 * --
January 2005 10 2 89 1 --
November 2004 6 2 93 * --
February 2004 5 1 94 1 --
September 2002 7 1 93 1 --
July 2002 3 * 96 * -
Upload photos to a website s@u can
share them with others online
Current 55 n/a 45 * 0
July 2008 46 n/a 54 * --
August 2006 37 5 63 * --
Use Twitter to share updates about
yourself or to see updates about othéf:
Current 13 n/a 87 * 0
November 2010 8 2 92 0 *
September 2010 24 13 76 * 0
May 2010 17 10 83 * 0
January 2010 19 9 81 * *
December 2009 21 11 78 * *
September 2009 19 9 80 * 0
April 2009 11 5 88 1 *
December 2008 11 4 89 1 --
November 2008 9 3 90 * *
August 2008 6 2 93 1 --

total have have

ever not

DONE DID done R2Yy QI

THIS YESTERD/this know refused

Use a social networking site like
MySpace, Facebook or LinkedIn.¢om

Current 59 n/a 41 * *
November 2010 61 37 39 * *
September 2010 62 39 38 * 0
May 2010 61 38 39 0 0
January 2010 57 32 43 * 0
December 2009 56 33 44 0 *
September 2009 47 27 52 * *
April 2009 46 27 54 * *
December 2008 35 19 65 * --
November 2008 37 19 63 0 0
July 2008 34 n/a 66 * --
May 2008 29 13 70 * --

BInAugusti nny s AGSY $2NRAY3I 6+a -af a8IAFNEGSANPNOByY adKEN N

yourselfor to see updates about others." From November 2008 thru September 2010, item wordingJaas "

Twitter or another service to share updates aboutiygelf or to see updates about othérsn November 2010,

item wording was "Use Twitter"

“Ly 580S8SY0 SNJI H ANy Use & so@avnetdw@kinidrsite/lide MySpace a@r Facebdioiugust 2006,

AGSY ¢2NRAY3 gl a a!asS 'YS2URAYBE OBZOLH OSYE24 2 RINA CRHASY RE
a 2

HnncsE AGSY 62NRAy3 41 & a!aS 2ytAyS &20ALf 2N LINETSaaA
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August 2006 16 9 84
September 2005 11 3 88 1
February 2005 8 2 91 1

sNs1 On which of the following social networking sites do you currently have a profile? Do
you have grofile on... [INSERT IN ORDER]?
Based orSNS or Twitteusers [N975

yes no 5 2 v Qi Refused
MySpace 29 70 * 1
Facebook 90 9 0 1
LinkedIn 17 82 * 1
Twitter 13 86 * 1
ly2G0KSN) a20AtLt ySig2
mentioned (SPECIFY) 9 89 1 1

After being asked the full list in SNS1, respondents were askeeSBI$32n sequential order for
each 'Yes' responge SNS1 before moving to the next 'Yes' response from SNS1.

sns2  About how long ago did you start usinlSERT YES RESPONSES FROMI&EShaN

6 months ago, between 6 months and 1 year ago, more than 1 year ago but less than 2 years, or
two or moreyears ago?

Based on internet users who have a profiletbis social networking site

OVER 1
yr. to
Under 6 6 mos. ttUNDER 2 or 5 2 ¥ Refuse
mos.  1yr. yrs. more yrsknow d
MySpace
Current [N=222] 3 7 14 75 1 1
Facebook
Current [N=877] 13 26 28 33 * *
LinkedIn
Current [N=193] 15 20 27 34 2 1
Twitter
Current [N=121] 24 35 28 11 2 0
l'y20KSN) a20A1f ySig?
mentioned (SPECIFY)
Current [N=84] 20 21 11 48 0 0

sNs3  About how often do you use [INSERT YES RESPONSES FROM SNE&MI times a
day, about once a day;3days a week,-2 days a week, every few weeks, less often or never?
Based on internet users who have a profiletbis social networking site

SeveralAbout 3-5 1-2 Every

times aoncea days a days a few  Less 52y

day day week week weeks often Never know Refusel
MySpace
Current [N=222] 3 5 2 16 12 33 29 0 1
Facebook
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Current [N=877] 31 21 15 16 11 5 1 * 0
LinkedIn

Current [N=193] 3 3 4 18 28 34 9 1 1
Twitter
Current [N=121] 20 13 6 9 12 23 18 0 0

Another social networking site |

K gSy Qi |t NBI Ré

(SPECIFY)

Current [N=84] 15 17 14 16 19 13 5 1 0

Q4 Do you have a cell phoner a Blackberry or iPhora other device that is also a cell
phone?®

yes no 52y Qi Refused
Current 82 18 0 *
November 2010 82 18 0 *
September 2010 85 15 * *
May 2010 82 18 * 0
January 2010 80 20 0 *
December 2009 83 17 0 *
September 2009 84 15 * *
April 2009 85 15 * *
December 2008 84 16 * *
July 2008 82 18 * -
May 2008 78 22 * 0
April 2008 78 22 * --
January 2008 77 22 * --
Dec 2007 75 25 * -
Sept 2007 78 22 * -
April 2006 73 27 * -
January 2005 66 34 * --
Nov. 23-30, 2004 65 35 * -

(03] Does anyonén your household have a working cell phone?
Based on nortell phone users

yes no 52y Qi Refused
Current[N=319] 41 59 0 *
November 2010 [N=339] 38 61 * *
September 201(N=516] 33 67 * *
May 2010[N=335] 35 64 1 0
January 201(N=368] 38 61 * *

' Question was asked of landline sample only. Results shown here have been recalculated tcciitpiuene

sample in the "Yes" percentage. In past polls, question was sometimes asked as an independent question and
a2YSGAYSa Fa Iy AGSY Ay | aSNAS&a® Ly odlpfoddoN® Hamnz |l dzS:
Blackberry or iPhone or other hdheld device thatis alsoa cellphamé LYy 5SO Hnnys b2@ wHnnys:
January 2005 and Nov 2B 2004, question wording was "Do you happen to have a cell phone?" In August 2008,

July 2008 and January 2008, question wording was "Do you have a cedl, pn@Blackberry or other device that

is also a cell phone?" Kpril 2008, Dec 2007, Sept 2007 and April 2006, question wordingeagou have a cell

phone Beginning December 2007, questi@am was not asked of the cell phone sample, but resulsshhere

reflect Total combined Landline and cell phone sample
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December 200fN=339] 31 68 * *

Q6 Thinking now just about your cell phon®lease tell me if you ever use your cell phone
to do any of the following things. Do you ever use yall phone to [INSERT ITEM,WAYS
ASK @ FIRST in order; RANDOMIZE ALWAYS ASK EAST in order}?

Based on cell phone users

yes no R2 Yy Qi refused
Send or receive emalil
Current [N4,936 35 65 0 0
November 2010 [N=1,918] 34 66 0 *
September 2010N=2,485 34 66 * 0
May 2010 [N=1,917] 34 66 0 0
January2010 [N=1,891] 30 70 0 0
December 2009 [N=1,919] 29 70 * *
September 2009 [NE868] 27 73 * 0
April 2009 [N=1,818] 25 75 * 0
December 2007 [N=1,704] 19 81 0 -
Send or receive text messages
Current 72 28 0 0
November 2010 71 28 * 0
September2010 74 26 * 0
May 2010 72 28 0 0
January 2010 69 31 * 0
December 2009 68 32 * 0
September 2009 65 35 * 0
April 2009 65 35 * 0
December 2007 58 42 0 -
Send or receive Instant Messages
Current 23 77 * *
November 2010 25 75 * *
September 2010 30 70 * *
May 2010 30 69 1 *
January 2010 29 70 1 0
December 2009 31 68 1 0
September 2009 27 72 1 *
April 2009 20 79 * *
December 2007 17 83 * --
Q6continued..

Pt NRA 2N G2 W ydzk NBE WA Rlease telf rdeSf §oii 2varyise gained®l phore ordBlackberry or

other device to do any of the following things. Pou ever use it to [INSERT M]E Ly WIydzZ N HamnX |
% 2 NR A y Please ltelh medif you ever use your cell phone or Blackberry or other handheld device to do any of

the followingll KA y 3 & ® 52 &2dz SOSNJ dzaS AG (2 wLb{9we¢ L¢9a{BKE
20npz +y lyaes I2NEB a/ Sttt LK2YyS OFyQi R2 GKAag ol a

a N S
iK2asS GNByRa NB O O2YOoAYSR dab2¢ FyYyR 64/ Stf LK2yS Ol y
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