LIVING THE WIRED LIFE IN THE WIRED SUBURB:

NETVILLE, GLOCALIZATION AND CIVIL SOCIETY

by

Keith N. Hampton

A thesis submitted in conformity with the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Phil osophy,
Graduate Department of Sociology
University of Toronto

© Keith Neil Hampton 2001



ABSTRACT
Living the Wired Life in theWired Suburb: Netville, Glocalization and Civil Society
Keith Neil Hampton
Doctor of Philosophy
Graduate Department of Sociology
University of Toronto
2001
Thisdissertation addressesthe question, whatwill be the fate of community and social relations
asaresult of thegrowth of new home-based i nformati on and communi cati ontechnol ogies? How
have social networks, social capital and community involvement been affected by the rise of
personal computers, the Internet and computer mediated communication (CMC)? Will the
Internet reconnect the disaffiliated, or will CMC only contribute to afurther disengagement of
American community life? Survey and ethnographic datafrom along-term study of “Netville,”
awired suburb near Toronto, are used to investigate the effects of advanced communication
technology on social relationships. Netville was one of the first residential developmentsin the
world to be built from the ground up with a broadband high-speed local computer network.
Netville provided a unique opportunity to observe the effects of advanced information and
communication technology on peopl€e s daily interactions withfamily, friends and neighbours.
The“wired” residents of Netville are compared with asimilar group of non-wired residentswho
lived in the same neighbourhood, but who were never connected to thelocal computer network.
Greater involvement with friends, family and neighboursislinked to use of CMC. Internet use
is associated with high levelsof in-person and telephone contact, the exchange of support, the

growth of personal network and increased community involvement.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the mid-1850s, scholars have debated how technological innovation affects community
(Durkheim [1893] 1964; Tonnies [1887] 1957). The debate continues as a combination of
Internet use and home computing increasingly movesactivities, oncealmost exclusively ascribed
to the public realm, into the private home. It isincreasingly possible to socialize, shop, work,
learn and participate in leisure activities, all from within the refuge of the private residence.
Computer-mediated communication allowsfor greater connectivityto resourcesand information,
but simultaneously it may disconnect people from members of their social networks and reduce
public participation. Wha will be the fate of community and social relations as aresult of the

growth of computer-mediated communication?

Critics argue that new technologies, such as the Internet, contribute to an incomplete
lifestyle that withdraws people from in-person contact and disconnects us from our families,
friends and communities (Stdl 1995; Kraut, Lundmark, Patterson, Kiesler, Mukopadhyay and
Scherlis 1998; Nie and Erbring 2000; Nie forthcoming). On the opposite side of the debate,
technological utopians suggest that the widespread introduction of the Internd, and its
corresponding connectivity, can only save to benefit the individual and society. Primarily
anecdotal evidence emphasizes the ability of computer networks to connect people in strong,
supportive relationships that blindly extend beyond characteristics of ethnicity, religion or

national origins

Thisdissertation addresses the question of what effect home computing and I nternet use

have on community relations. Will peoplebecome privatized in their homesand cut off from
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their social networks as aresult of new communication and information technologi es? Through
a series of hypotheses, this dissatation argues that computer-mediated communication
encourages the growth of social capital, in the form of community involvement and in the

expansion and strengthening of sodal networks.

Whether home computing and Internet use contribute to a loss of community, or a
dramaticincreasein social involvement, theideal setting to view the effects of home computing
and Internet use on community would be a neighbourhood equipped with the most advanced
technology available. Following in the tradition of research pioneered by urbanists such as
Herbert Gans (1962; 1967) and S. D. Clark (1966), this study provides an in-depth examination

of lifein anew urban form, the wired suburb.

Netvillewas one of the first residential developments in the world to be built from the
ground up with a broadband high-speed local network. Moving to Netville meant more than
purchasing anew home, it meant access to the most advanced communication and information
services available. Netville's local computer network reliably delivered network access at 10
Mbps, data transfer speeds 300 times faster than conventional dial-up Internet access and 10
times faster than what is available through most commercial cable and Digital Subscriber Line
(DSL) services. Netvilleresidentshad accessto servicesthat included: high-speed Internet access
(including electronic mail and Web surfing), a videophone, an online jukebox, online health
services, local discussion forums and a series of online entertainment and educational
applications. The consortium of companies providing thistechnology intended to connectall of
Netville's households to the local computer network, but unforseen organizational problems

ultimately left 45 of Netville's 109 homes unconnected.
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Dataabout community involvement and local and distant social networkswerecollected
through a cross-sectional survey administered to a sample of wired and non-wired Netville
residents. The existence of a local, demographically similar, group of non-wired residents
provided anatural comparison group. In addition, survey datawere re-enforced through theuse
of ethnography and participant observation. In early 1997, shortly after the construction of the
firsthomes, | began attending and participatinginlocal community events(barbecues, meetings,
etc.). In October 1997 | moved to Netville where | conducted an ethnographic study for nearly
two years. The opportunity to live and work amongst Netville residents provided an in-depth

understanding of what life was like in awired neighbourhood.

Netville provided a unique opportunity to observe the effects of advanced information
and communication technology on people's daily interactions with family, friends and
neighbours. For thefirst time, asignificant number of homes equipped with afuturistic form of
high-speed Internet technology were built from the ground up and concentrated in a new
residential community. If, as critics suggest, home computing and Internet use damage social

relations and contribute to aloss of community, the evidence should be visible in Netville.

The first chapter establishes the general organization of the dissertation. Despite the
“breathless presentism” of current discourse about the colonizing of cyberspace (reviewved in
Wellman and Gulia 1999), scholarly debate about the nature of community arises out of earlier
concerns regarding the transition from agrarian to urbanized industrial societies. This chapter
reviews the literat ure about community sociol ogy, and relates the current debate on the effects
of the Internet on social relations back to historical concerns for aloss of community. Just as

early community theoristsworried about the effects of acomplex division of labour, urbanization
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and industrialization on community, Internet researchers are concerned about the effects of
computer-mediated communi cation on community. Thischapter stressesthe perspectivethat the
Internet should not be privileged as a distinct social system, but that online relationships are
intertwined with relationships maintained through other means of social contact. The social
network approach, embraced by the Netville study, differentiates itself from related studies of

how the Internet affects community.

The second chapter focuses on the research setting and on the methods used in this study.
Methodological proceduresrelated to the survey and ethnogrgphy areexplored. Thetechnol ogy
availableto residents, and the role of the consortium that provided these services, are described
in detail. To addressissues of self-selection and generalizability, wired and non-wired Neville

residents are compared and contrasted to the general Canadian population.

The third chapter focuses on social contact and the exchange of support with social
network members outside the neighbourhood setting. Within the perspective that online social
contact should not be privileged, in relation to other means of social contact, | test a set of
hypothesesto determine how social contact and the exchange of support are affected by access

to computer-mediated communication.

The fourth chapter focuses on neighbourhood social networks and the impact of
Netville’' shigh-speed network onlocal social capital. Theroleof thelocal neighbourhood e-mail
list is explored in relation to the formation of early socia ties. Wired and non-wired resdents
are contrasted in testing hypothesesrelated to tie formation, the density of neighbourhood ties,
the spatial distribution of neighbourhood ties and differencesin local communication patterns:

in-person, on the phone and by e-mail. Use of the local neighbourhood email list in the
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exchange of informal support and local surveillance is discussad. The chapter’s focus is on
highlighting the potential for computer-mediated communication to affect very local socia

relations.

The next chapter looksin more detail at qualitative examples of the effect that accessto
Netville' shigh-speed local network had an on neighbourhood social capital. Particular attention
is given to the process and result of residents attempts to mobilize against the local housing
devel oper in dealing with percelved housing deficiencies, and against the consortium providing
Netville's technology, when it was announced that the technology trial would be coming to an

end and services would be withdrawn.

The final chapter is introduced with a summary of findings from the analysis of how
livinginawired neighbourhood effectscommunity. Findingsarerel ated back to existing Internet
and community research, theorizing that the growth of home-based information and
communi cationtechnol ogiescould lead to aglocali zation of community relations. Glocalization
is described as the growth of social capital, locally and with ties at a distance, as a result of
computer-mediated communication. The rise of glocalization may bring about a return to the

civil society argued to be in decline in the Western world.
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CHAPTER 1

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

1.0 Introduction

With the publication of the now famousNew Yorker cartoon “ On the Internet, Nobody Knows
You're a Dog” (Steiner 1993) the Internet stepped widely into the public consciousness.
Technologies that until recently were bound by size and cost to the locaions of commerce,
industry and education, have become widely accessible in the home. Atthe turn of the century,
over half of all Canadian and American households own a home computer, and the mgjority of
those have in-home Internet access rates similar to what can be found across Western Europe,
Australia and in parts of Asia (Marron 2000; Pricewaterhouse Coopers 2000; United States
Department of Commerce 2000). Theavailability of personal computersand computer-mediated
communication (CMC) has opened up the opportunity for individuals to have almost
instantaneous access to resources and people located around theworld. Thisaccess hasignited

adebate into the nature of community and the effects of cyberspace on social relations.

Argumentsrelated to the effects of new communication and information technologieson
community can generally be dividedinto two opposing camps. Criticsarguethat the I nternet and
related technol ogies contribute to an incomplete lifestyle, which they see as a consequence of
turning away from the full range of in-person contads believed to be a part of our daily lives
(Stoll 1995). The growth of home-based communication and information technol ogies has the
potential to isolate peopleintheir homesand reduce the opportunity, or even the need, for public

participation (Graham and Marvin 1996; Putnam 2000). On the other side of the debate,
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technological utopians argue that the Internet has formed awhole new form of community, the
“virtual community,” whererelationships extend online and around the world without regard to
gender, race or geography (Rheingold 1993). The debate into how new technologies affect
community istreated asif thiswas the first time anyone had wondered how large-scale societal

change affects community and social relations.

Scholarly debate about the nature of community did not originate with the introduction
of new computer technologies, but arose out of earlier concerns about the transition from
agrariantourbanindustrial societies (for example Durkheim [1893] 1964; T6nnies[1887] 1957).
Over the past century, pundits have argued community tobelost, saved and even liberated inthe
industrial city (Wellman 1979; 1999). The effect of new communication and information

technol ogies on community is only the latest chapter in this ongoing debate.



10

1.1 The Community Question

1.1.1 Early Community Theory - The 19" Century

As the turn of this century marks the beginning of a discourse about the effect of
computer-mediated communication on community, the publication of Emile Durkheim’s
doctoral dissertation The Division of Labour in Society (1893), a the turn of the last century,
marked the beginning of a debate about the implications of a complex division of labour,
industrialism and urbanization on community. The problem, originating from Durkheim’'s
discussion, was a fear of aloss of community in terms of its values and support structure, as a

direct result of acomplex division of labour.

Durkheim used the term “mechanical solidarity” to define the homogeneous, pre-
industrial society that existed prior to theindustrial revolution. Mechanical solidarity according
to Durkheimisthe solidarity that devel ops out of common beliefsand sentimentswithin agroup
(Durkheim [1893] 1964: 129). Mechanical solidarity is a communal or socia solidarity that
brings people together based on similarity in their daly labour and the proximity of their daily
lives ([1893] 1964: 105). A society exhibiting mechanical solidarity islikelyto provide mutual
aid and support, as wdl as to severely protect the values of the community (as recognized in
Durkheim'’s discussion of repressive law). It is the communal and protective nature of
mechanical solidarity that has lead it to be held up as a model of what theideal civil society

should encompass.

Durkheim believed that under a complex division of labour, mechanical solidarity

declines, replaced by a second form of olidarity, “organic solidarity.” Organic solidarity is not
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acommunal solidarity, which unitesbased on common values or shared understanding; it isthe
solidarity of society’s specialized parts working together as one. Organic solidarity favours
impersonal bureaucratic control over informal support, and individualistic freedom over

community control.

Durkheim was not alone in thinking about the supportive, tightly-bound nature of
agrarian communities, or in wondering about changes in the nature of supportive community
bonds. Ferdinand T6nnies (1887) identified what he termed “gemeinschaft” relations (which
literally trandates as “community”). Gemeinschaft relations include charecteristics of
neighbourliness, informal social control, and acommunity focusover that of theindividual. Like
Durkheim, Tonnies feared that community was in decline, but instead of assodating this
transformation with a complex division of labour, Tonnies associated it with the rise of
capitalism. Tonnies identified the polar opposite of gemeinschaft as “ gesellschaft” relations,
described as a direct result of the transformation away from afolk-typesociety to acapitalistic
society. Gesellschaft rdations are characteristically formal, impersond and individualisticin

their nature.

1.1.2 Urbanization - Early 20" Century

Early in the 20" century, Durkheim’s (1893) concern for a complex division of labour, and
Tonnies (1887) concernfor theloss of afolk-type society, were replaced with anew concern for
the fate of community as a result of urbanization. Within this extension of the community

guestion, Louis Wirth (1938) described city and rural life as polar opposites. Urbanites were
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characterized by a blasé atitude, their interpersonal relaions were impersonal, superficial and
trang tory. In the urban setting “ bonds of kinship, neighbourliness, and sentiments arising out of
living together for generationsunder acommonfolk tradition” were saidto be* absent or, at best,
relatively weak in an aggregate” (Wirth 1938: 11). Stanley Milgram (1970) described a
“tendency of urban dwellersto deal with one another in highly segmented, functional terms,” an
“acceptance of noninvolvement, impersonality, and aloofnessin urbanlife,” and “ blasé attitudes
toward deviant or bizarre behaviour, andsel ectivityin responding to human demands’ (Milgram
1970: 1465). Pundits agreed that if urban residents did not have some form of psychoses, then
at minimum the urban environment was itself responsible for the atrophy of community and

traditional ways of life.

Thecumulation of thepositionsheld by Durkheim (1893), Ténnies(1887), Wirth (1938),
Milgram (1970) and others, focusing on the malfunction of community relaions, has been
referred to as the “ Community Lost” pergpective (Wellman 1979). This perspective remained

the dominant vision of contemporary community life until the second half of the 20" century.

The Lost argument’ sfocus on social disorganization was an unsatisfying conclusion for
those who continued to observe supportive socia relations in the urban environment. The
“Community Saved” argument, which arguesthat social solidarities, neighbourliness and civic
involvement continue to flourish in the urban setting, is a counter argument to the Lost
perspective (Wellman 1979). The Saved argument recognizes that urban residents continue to
have aneed for socid support and control. Through empirical research, primarily eéhnographic
analysis, urban sociol ogistsrecognized theimportance of neighbourhoodsand workplacesinthe

formation and maintenanceof intimate, supportive, stablerel ationshipsin the urban environment
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(see Anderson 1978; Whyte 1943; S. D. Clark 1966; Gans 1962; 1967; and Jacobs 1961). While
recognizing that in the modern wban environment socia relationships do not exist in the
tight-knit, self-contained solitary structuresidealized by Durkheim (1893) and Tonnies (1887),
the Saved position identifies the existence of narrowly based supportive solitary groups that

successfully provide companionship, aid and support.

The Community Saved perspective rebutted the Lost argument by recognizing and
empirically demonstrating that supportive relationships continued to exist in the urban
environment. Still, in identifying the existence of supportive social relations, researchersfailed
to consder compl etely the concerns of early community theorists, that a complex division of
labour and the move to amodern urbanindustrid society had in some way af fected community.
The focus of the Saved perspective on solitary relations in very specific localities —
nei ghbourhoods and workplaces—ignored the existence of weaker social ties, non-clustered ties

and ties to those at a distance.

1.1.3 Social Network Analysis

Even though supportive social relations continueto exist in the neighbourhoods and workplaces
of the modern urban environment, they are not of the folk-type community idealized by Tonnies
(1887). Cities are extremely heterogeneous, residents are highly mobile, and people regularly
come in contact with diverse othersin avariety of social settings. The development of public
transportation, the automobile, the telephone and other transportation and communication

technol ogies, has facilitated the formation and maintenance of social relationships at adistance.
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These technological dhanges have contributed to a decentralization of social relations (Park,
Burgessand McK enzie 1925; Hoyt 1939; Harrisand Ullman 1945; Hawley 1986). Indeed, most
people usually have more friends outside their neighbourhood than within it (Wellman 1979).
The* Community Liberated” argument explores the extent to which supportive social ties exist
betweenindivi dualsregar diessof locdity. Thisopensup the possibility that tiesvary in strength,
are physically dispersed, extend across multiple foci and are less dense in their structure than
identified in previous models. Rather than I ooking at community in terms of groups, social
relations clustered together based on ashared neighbourhood, workplace or other organi zational

factor, community is defined as a network of social rdations.

Inhis*subcultural theory”, Fischer (1975) explainswhy, intheurban environment, social
relations tend to be more physically dispersed. Fischer suggeststhat the most significant aspect
of urbanismisitsability to attract diverse peoplefrom avariety of backgrounds. Peoplewholive
in cities have an almost endless array of interests and values. Individuals with accessto alarge
population seek out others who haveintereststhat are similar to their own, intereststhat it may
have been impossibleto explore under the repressive natureof mechanical sdidarity (Durkheim
1893). The urban setting frees people from “the pettiness and prejudices’ of lifeinasmall rural
settlement (Simmel 1950). Subcultural theory highlights the importance of social ties formed
through sharedinterest and mutud identification, rather than specifically on sharedlocation. This
does not exclude the ideathat similar people are likely to live in and participate in “natural
areas,” as suggested by Park (1925), but it does suggest that similarity of interest is more

important in forming relations than similarity of setting.

Based on the premisethat networksof sociability and support arethebas sof community,

and not localities or groups, archival analysis of pre-industrial and early industrial settlements
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suggests that early theorists over-idealized the locally bound, solitary structure of traditional
“folk-type” communities (Tilly 1988). Residents of pre-industrial setlementswere often quite
mobile with far-reaching social ties (LaRoy Ladurie 1975). Often the young would go off to
work in the city, or a daughter would work asa maid to alocal master. Some would travel as
artisansand soldiers, and otherswereinvol vedin frequent interactionswith them. Womenwould
marry outside of both their geographic location and their social class. Regular relations existed
between far-flung settlements, social classes, and betweenrural and urban homesteads (Wellman
1988: 85-86; Wellman 1999: 11-12). These contacts formed important ties with extended
aliances, kinandrelations, all of whichwereexternal tolocal settlements. Theideal community
—the dense, local, supportive community, feared lost by early theorists — may never have truly

existed.

Communitiesare clearly networksand are not neatly organized intolittle neighbourhood
boxes. When onedefinescommunities assets of i nformal ti esof sociabil ity, support andidentity,
they are rarely neighbourhood solidarities or even densely-knit groups of kin and friends.
Communitiesconsist of far-flung kinship, workplace, interest group and neighbourhood tiesthat
together form a social network that provides ad, support, socia control and links to multiple
milieus. Looking for community in one place at one time (be it in neighbourhoods or in
cyberspace) is an inadequate means of revealing supportive community relations. By focusing
theinvestigation onlocation, and not on the networksof anindividual'sties, community research
hasproduced resultsthat areinherently local. Thisrealization haslead to the acceptance of social
network analysis as the preferred source for methods and theory in the examination of

community relations (Wellman 1999).
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1.1.4 Lost Again: Contemporary Fears for the Loss of Community

Thescholarly movement away from the Community L ost perspective and towards arecognition
that communities are networks and not localized groups, has not been mirrored in popular
American culture. The image persigs that community and socid relations are damaged by a

complex division of labour, and by life in the urban environment.

American politicianshavealong history of echoing fearsaboutalossof neighbourliness
and social contact in the city. Perhaps the most famous is U.S. President Lyndon Johnson’'s

“Great Society” speech:

The catalogue of illsislong: thereisthe decay of the centres and the despoiling
of the suburbs. There is not enough housing for our people or transportation for
our traffic. Open land is vanishing and old landmarks are violated. Worst of all,
expansion is eroding the precious and time-honoured values of community with
neighbours and communion with nature. The loss of these values breeds
loneliness and boredom and indifference. (Johnson 1964)

Themassmediasimilarly confirmsthat wearesociallyisolated, lack neighbourlinessand

fail to form supportive intimate friendships as we must have in the past:

Many Americans wake up as | do, in smdl apartments in big cities, confused
about what’'s next, what to do, where to go, how to be. We tak to our
acquaintances about the weather, sports or the week’s most sensational news
item, not because we're especially interested but because that’ s all we think we
have in common. It'sa lonely, frightened and insecure time. . . . | watch my
neighboursgo off inthe morning to jobsthey don’t seem especially happy about.
| standinlinefor coffee at the corner caféwith people | see every day but barely
speak to. . . . Thusfar the distinguishing feature of our 21% Century isthat we are
on our own. . . . Oneto-one human contact is gone and with it eventually goes
community. (Ventura 1994)
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Recent Hollywood blockbusters, such as American Beauty (1999), Pleasantville (1998)
and Blast fromthe Past (1999) popul arize Leaveit to Beaver mythsof Americanlifeinthe 1950s
and 60s, further advancing the public perspective that contemporary urban communities are a
source of isolation, non-involvement and antisocial behaviour. Asinaccurate asit isto portray
Americanlifeinthe 1950sasanidedl, or contemporary neighbourhoods as the source of all our
socia ills, there may be some support for the notion that neighbourhood social capital,

community involvement and neighbourliness in general have declined in the last few decades.

1.1.5 Social Capital, Home-Centredness and Privatization

Theterm social capital has been widely used in recent pditical, social and economic discourse
(for acomprehensive review see Woolock 1998; and Borgatti 1998).Y et social capital hastwo
distinct but intertwined meaningsin relation to the community question. Thefirg hasitsorigins
within the social network perspective, network social capital, which focuses on the supportive
and instrumental resources present within social networks (Granovetter 1974; Coleman 1988;
Wellman and Wortley 1990; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992; Burt 1992). This definition
recognizesthat accessto diversesocial tiesof different strengthsprovidesaccesstoabroad range
of supportive resources. The second definition, bonding social capital, broadly encompasses
norms of trust and measures of collective action and group cohesion that are reminiscent of
Tonnies' (1887) idea of gemeinschaft rdations (Jacobs 1961; Putnam 1995; 2000). The two
usages are complementay, not compditive, indeed there is some overlap. Both definitions are
based on acommon concern for aloss of community. Bonding social capital embracesthevalue

of densely-knit, broadly supportive, solitary community, while network social capital embraces
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the loosely-knit, liberated community of the social network perspective. To facilitate
understanding and to provide a common frame of reference, this dissertation addresses social

capital from the perspective of what | have teemed network sodal capital !

Robert Putnam (2000) suggests that over the last third of the 20" century therehas been
asignificant dedinein America'ssocial capital. Putnam providesevidenceto suggest that recent
generations are far less involved in both formal and informal public life than Americans were
lessthan ahalf century ago. People arespending lesstimewith friends, relatives and neighbours,
they are more cynical and less trusting, and they are less likely to be involved in clubs and
organizations. Whilethis declinein social capital occurstoo early to beassociated with therise
of home computing or the Internet, Putnam addresses numerous possible causes, including:
suburbanization, globalization, changing family structures, and financial andtemporal pressures.
Largely excluding these factors, Putnam concludes that the two biggest contributions to a
reductioninsocial capital have been generational change, thereplacement of aheavily involved
“long civic generaion” by their less involved children and grandchildren, and the growth of
television. Putnam suggests that television has contributed to the privatization of social and
leisure activities within the home (2000: 223). Time devoted to watching television has come
at the expense of participation in other activities, primaily those that take place outside of the
home(2000: 238). Indeed, other studieshave shown that community hasbecomeprivaized, with
network members socializinginsmall groupsin private homesrather than large groupsinpublic

spaces (Wellman 1992; 1999: 31-32). The fea of many pundits is that the growth of

L while socid capital is often used in a positive context, it isimportant to recognize that it is not
inherently positive. High levels of bonding social capital can exclude outsiders and repressively restrict and
isolate insiders (Simmel 1950; Portes and Landolt 1996). Network social capital can provide access to deviant
communities and resources that can be used to harm oneself and others (Putnam 2000: 21-22).
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computer-mediated communication may exasperate the trend toward home-centredness and

privatization, undermining our connections to one another and our communities.

New home-centred communication technologies could enable people to participae in
previously public activitiesincluding work, shoppi ng, socializing and leisure, directly fromthe
sanctity of the private residence.

Asfamilies get smaller, new technol ogies allow the home to emerge as a centre

for communications, receiving information and entertainment, obtaining goods

and services, and even linking in withworkpl aces and enployment. Advancesin

telecommunications, and, more particularly, the way they are being socially

shaped and marketed to be individualized services to households, can be seen
directly to support this shift toward home-centredness. (Gréham and Marvin

1996: 207).

If individuals are divested of public participation and limited to small-scale domestic
interaction with close friends and family, exposure to diverse socia ties will be reduced.
Limiting interaction to tightly-knit similar others may increase the formation of highly
homogeneous communities, but could also reduce tie formation with those who could expand
social capital (Granovetter 1974; Feld 1982; Burt 1992). While densely-knit, domestically based
community may contribute towithin-group bonding, the privatization of community mayinhibit

theformation of social capital through accessto other diverse milieusind uding neighbourhoods,

workplaces and social clubs.
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1.2 Internet and Community: The Utopian/Dystopian Debate

Much of the current debate about the effects of new technology on community can be divided
into aheaven-or-hell dichotomy, a utopian/dystopian debatethat haslargely ignored thelessons
of the community question. Punditsbase their analysis on location, looking into cyberspace and
hailing the creation of awhole new form of community, the “virtual community,” or looking at
traditional neighbourhoods and family groups and predicting their ultimate demise. Instead of
examining the effects of computer-mediated communication on the network of people’ ssocial

relations, communities are again treated as groups, to be lost or saved.

Technological dystopianshavetaken onthe Community L ost perspective, suggesting that
new technologies, uch asthe I nternet, contributeto anincompl etelifestyle. New communication
technologies are said to withdraw people from in-person contad, disconnecting us from our
families, friendsand communities. AsPaul Saffo, Director of thelnstitutefor the Futureremarks
in an interview with CNN:

Another danger of atechnologically bound cultureisafraying of the bonds that

bind us. Whether it's a cellphone glued to the ear or enough Web sites and

newsgroups to satisfy every possible taste and interest, we see less and less

opportunity for shared experience aswe each pigeon-hol e oursel vesinto separate
worlds of interests. Do we care, or have the time to know our neighbours
anymore? There seems to be less and less of tha kind of Leave it to Beaver

interaction. (Nelson 1997)

In an information society where work, leisure and social tiesare all maintained from the
smart house, people could completely reject the need for social relationshipsbased on physical

location (Graham and Marvin 1996: 231). Those who fear that people will choose to abandon

in-person contact for cyber interaction regard el ectronic communi cation asan * instantaneousand
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illusory contact that creates a sense of intimacy without the emotional investment that |eads to

close friendships’ (Stoll 1995: 24).

On the opposite side of the debate, technological utopians have found community in
cyberspace. The Community Saved argument has also been recreated within the framework of
the debate over how the Internet will affect community. Largely anecdotd evidence emphasizes
the ability of computer networksto connect people across time and space in strong supportive
relationships, blindly extending beyond characterigtics of ethnicity, religion or national origin.
Community has been saved with the introduction of a whole new form of community, the
“virtual community” (Rheingold 1993). As with the original Community Saved argument,
peering into cyberspace and ignoringthe network of social relationsthat extended to other social
settings, failsto consider the crosscutting nature of community, including themany waysand the

many places people interact.

Argumentspertaining to the social implications of new communication technology tend
to focus on either the complete destruction of community, or the creation of completely new
forms of community. The emphas s on framing community as lost or saved has ignored more
moderate and mixed perspectives that could result from incorporating a social network
perspective. Computer-mediated communication (CM C) issimply anew form of communication
with the potential to facilitate social contact with network members. The potential for CMC to
open up new contacts, and itsimpact on existing ties and existing means of communication, has

yet to be thoroughly explored through empirical analysis.
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1.3 Recent Survey Research

In the past few years a number of studies have been published that go beyond the limitations of
the utopian/dystopian debate. These studies involve an empirical anaysis of how Internet use
affectscommunity. Thisbody of research includesthework of Robert Kraut et al. (1998) in the
“Homenet Study,” Norman Nie and Lurz Erbring’ sstudy Internet and Society (2000), the Pew
Internet and American Life Project (Rainie 2000; Howard, Rain e and Jones forthcoming), and
the UCLA study SurveyingtheDigital Future(Cole 2000). While concluding with mixedresults,
these studies improve on the broad theoretical predictions of early pundits in their use of
systematicempirical research. Whileagood start, this research hasbeen limited by itsexclusive
reliance on survey research, the use of new and inexperienced Internet and computer users, and
for the most part, the continued treatment of computer-mediated communication (CMC) asa
distinct socia system, separate from the many means of communication used in maintaining

contact with network members.

1.3.1 Homenet Sudy

Thework of Kraut et al. (1998) isthe best evidenceto date in support of the dystopian position.
In exchange for agreeing to beinterviewed, 93 households in eight Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
nei ghbourhoodswere provided with afree computer, telephone line and dial-up Internet access
Parti cipantswere sel ected based on common participation inaschool or neighbourhood group.
Only those househol dswhere no one had previousin-homel nternet or computer experiencewere
invited to participate. Participants were interviewed twice, once before they received accessto

the Internet, and a second time 52 or 104 weeks | ater.
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Kraut et al. (1998) concluded that home-based Intemet use is similar to television in
displacing time previously spent on more social activities. “Greater use of the Internet was
associated with declinesin participants communication with family membersin the household,
declines in the size of their socia circles, and increases in their depression and loneliness.”
Contrary to utopian predictionsthat the I nternet would expand ties at adistance, K raut concludes
that the size of both distant and local sodal networks decreases with Internet use. Kraut et al.
also found a negative, but not statistically significant relationship, between Interne use and

social support.

Despitethefact that Kraut et al. (1998) offersone of themost complete analysisavailable
on the effects of in-home computer and communi cationtechnol ogy on social relations, anumber
of methodological issues limit the reliability of their results. When participants were asked to
report on the size of their social networks, they were given a definition that may have limited
their responseto include only thosenetwork memberswith whom they communicated in person
or face-to-face (Kraut et al. 1998). Limiting the analysis to communication with network
members outside of cyberspace neglects the possibility that CMC could substitute for other
means of social contad. It isimpossible to determine if the size of peoples social networks
decreased asaresult of Internet use, or if the use of CM C allowed them to shift the maintenance
of socid tiesto anew communicationmedium. Alternatively, thelnternet may evenallow people
to re-invest time spent on in-person contact to maintain a greater number of network members

online, as was the case with the adoption of the telephone (Fischer 1992).

Theinability to incorporate a natural research setting with a diverse sample of Internet

and computer users reduces the generalizability of the Homenet study (Kraut et al. 1998). The
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selection of asample with no previous Internet and home-computer experienceleaves open the
alternative explanation, that the observed effect of Internet use on social networks, depression
and loneliness, was theresult of being anew Internet and home computer user, and not directly
the result of Internet use. Without an initial measure of participants expectations for the
technology, it cannot be determined if observed changesin social involvement and psychol ogical
well-being were a result of Internet use, or a failure to meet pre-use expectations. Reduced
household communication and adeclinein the size of social networks may have been the result
of timedisplacementin participants atemptsto please researchers, by devotingtimetolearning
the technologies they had been gven, in as much as it may have been adirect result of Internet
use. The frustration involved in learning to use the Internet and a new home computer,
particularly if it did not meet with expectations, may have increasad stress, affeced family
communication and encouraged increased levds of isolation and depression. The results of the
Homenet study may not be replicated in a naturd setting, or with a diverse sample of Internet

users.

1.3.2 Sanford Internet Sudy

In asurvey of 4,113 people in 2,689 households, Norman Nie and Lurz Erbring (2000)
provide evidence to support the results of Kraut et a (1998), concluding that “the more hours
people use the Intemet, the less time they spend in contact with real human beings’ (OToole
2000). Based on the 49.5 per cent of partici pants (2,035 people) with Internet accessin Nieand
Erbring’ ssample, those who spent moretimeonlinewere morelikely to report “ decreased” time

spent attending social events and seeing friends and relatives. According to Nie, “the Internet
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could be the ultimate i sol ating technol ogy that further reduces our participation in communities

even more than did automobiles and television before it” (O'Toole 2000).

Despite the significance of Nie and Erbring’s (2000) results, their conclusions over-
generdizefrom the findings. The number of participantsin Nieand Erbring’s (2000) study who
report a“decrease” in community involvement and intime spent with friends and family, does
increasewith Internet use. However, theoverall proportion of partici pantswhoreport any change
in time spent in social events, or with friends and family, asaresult of Internet useis actually
very small:

. 5 per cent of participants report adecrease in time spent at social events, while a near

equal proportion, 4 per cent, report an increase,

. 9 per cent have experienced adecrease in time spent with family, while 6 per cent report
an increase,
. 9 per cent report adrop in time spent with friends, and 4 per cent report an increase.

Nie and Erbring (2000) do not report on the rel ationship between Internd use and those
who experienced an “increase” in timespent with friendsand family and in social events. Their
analysis is one-sided and leaves open the possibility that while a small proportion of the
population experienced a drop in social contact as a result of Internet use, a similarly small
proportion of users may have experienced an increase in social contact of a similar or greater
magnitude. It cannot be concluded from thisstudy that arelationship exists between I nternet use

and involvement with friends, family or socia events.

More convincing than the relationship Nie and Erbring (2000) report between Internet

useand community involvement istherel ationship they findbetween I nternet use and time spent
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on the phone with friends and relatives. Over 17 per cent of participants report adrop in phone
contact as a result of Internet use (only 3 per cent report an increase), with the proportion
increasing to 27 per cent for those who spend more than 10 hours online per week. While
demonstrating with reasonabl e certainty that a relationship exists between phone contact and
Internet use, Nie and Erbring (2000) do not consider the possibility that CM C may substitutefor
someor all of the observed |ossin phone communication. Nieand Erbring’ s (2000) conclusions
privilege the Internet asa distinct social system and attribute no value to online social contact.
Any reported drop in time spent on the phone, aswell asany drop in overall time spent in-person
with network members, may be explained by the use of CM C as a substitute for other means of
socia contact. Indeed, 90 per cent of participants from Nie and Erbring s (2000) study used
e-mail, 10 per cent used chat roomsto communicate with family members, 12 per cent used chat
roomsto communicate with friends that they had before going online, and 16 per cent reported
using chat rooms to communicate with new friends they had met online. Additionally, Nieand
Erbring (2000) do not explore the possibility that friendships formed online are not limited to
cyberspace, but expand to other meansof social contact, includingthe phoneandin-personvisits

(Rheingold 1993; Katz, Rice and Aspden forthcoming).

1.3.3 The Pew and UCLA Internet Sudies

In contrast to the conclusions of Kraut et al. (1998) and Nie and Erbring (2000), two
recent surveys by Rainie (2000) and Cole (2000) provide evidence that I nternet use strengthens
community. A survey of 3,533 adults by the Pew Internet and American Life Project (Rainie

2000) found that the Internet helpsfamily and friends keep in contact (Howard, Rainieand Jones
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forthcoming). Rainie (2000) embraces the notion that CM C should be considered along with
other forms of communication inmeasuring social contact. Of the 1,690 participantsin the Pew
survey that e-mail friendsand relatives, 60 per cent reported that it had increased their frequency
of social contact, and only 2 per cent reported a drop in communication since they began using
e-mail (Rainie 2000: 20). Additionally, the longer participants had been online, the more likely
they were to feel that the Internet had improved their sodal relations, and that they had a
significant network of friendsand relativesto turn to when they need help (Rainie 2000: 21). As
has a so been noted by Boneva, Kraut, and Frohlich forthcoming, this was particularly true for
women. Fifty-seven per cent of women reported that e-mail use helped their relationships with

friends and family compared to only 44 pe cent of men (Rainie 2000: 18).

The UCLA Internet Report similarly accepts the notion that computer-mediated
communication isjust another means of communication to be used in the maintenance of social
contact (Cole 2000). Surveying 2,096 households, Cole found that Internet use marginally
increased the number of people with whom Internet users regul arly kept in social contact. In
testing the hypothesisthat new social tiesformed online extend to other milieus and other means
of communication, Cole found that 12.4 per cent of Internet users reported meeting someone
online whom they later met in-person (averaging 5.6 new friendships that had broadened to
include in-person social contact). An additional 26.2 per cent of Internet users reported making

new friendsonline, whomthey had never metin-person (12.9 new friendson average) (2000:34).

Rainie (2000) and Cole (2000) provide initial evidence to support the perspective that
when computer-mediated communication is treated as any other means of communication, it

servesto aid the expansion and maintenance of social networks. Still, both studies suggest that
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there may be negative consequencesfor Internet use as much as it encourages the privatization
of community. Ranie (2000) found that while the introduction of CMC increased the overall
volume of communi cation anongst family members, it also served as a substitute for having to
“talk” to relatives (2000: 23).2 Similarly, Cole found that, on average, Internet users spend 3.8
hours|ess per week socializing with household members (2000: 35). Cole aso found that at the
neighbourhood level, social capital may be damaged by Internet use. On average, Internet users
could only recognize 8.9 of their neighbours by name, compared to 10.0 for non-users (2000:

35).

1.3.4 Looking to the Future

Recent survey research on the effects of Internet use on community has been mixed in
its findings. While no one research design is best, each presenting their own opportunities,
problemsand challenges, existing survey research has a number of limitations. The selection of
asamplewith no prior Internet experiencein the Homenet study (Kraut et al. 1998) allowed for
powerful longitudinal analysis, but affectsthe generalizability of results. Privileging the Internet
as a separate socia system, attributing no value to online interaction, or failing to consider
computer-mediated communi cation asasubstitutefor existing meansof communicationignores
themany different ways people maintain their social networksand the ability of CM C to be used
inproviding aid and support (NieandErbring 2000; Haythornthwateand Wellman 1998). While

recent surveys by Rainie (2000) and Cole (2000) are more relidble in their use of a diverse

2 Rainie (2000) does not clarify if this reduction in “talking” is in-person or over the phone.
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sample of Internet users, and while they recognize that social contact through CM C should not
be considered ininsol ation from other meansof communication, they arelimitedintheir reliance

on survey research and can only generalize to the experiences of today’ s Internet users.

Just as it would have been impossible for early urban researchers to have gained an
accurate picture of suburbanization by surveying the first handful of homesto live outside the
urban core, itisimpossibleto gain an accurate picture of how home-based Internet usewill affect
community by surveying its use today. The adoption and evolution of home-based Internet
technology is still in its infancy. Generalizing from existing survey research to how this
technology will ultimately affect community is analogous to studying how tdevision would
affect society when it was still inits infancy, with 5-inch screens, black-and-white images and

six hours of programming aday.

At thecurrent rate of rapid technological change, anaccurate picture of how home-based
Internet and computing technology will affect community can only be achieved by looking into
thefutureof technological use. Thetrend in home-based Internet technol ogy istoward broadband
high-speed Internet access. In the future, home-based computers and always-on high-speed
Internet access will be as ubiquitous as the television or telephone are today.® Always-on
high-speed Internet access has an additional advantage over did-up access in that the use of
CMC does not tie up the phone line and inhibit social contact by one means or the ather. This
isnot the case with dial-up access, which inherently limits the connectivity of CMC by limiting

the use of the Internet to those periods when the phone is not in use, or when someone is not

3 “Always-on” Internet access refers to a property of most high-speed Internet srvices that allows users
to be connected to the Internet whenever the computer is turned on, without performing any special tasks,
manually starting any additional programs, or “dialing up” to the Internet.
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expectingacall. Thephoneissimilarly limitedinitsuseto thosetimeswhen the computer isnot
connected to the Internet. Conflict over the phone line as aresult of Internet use may not only

reduce the opportunity for social contact, but be responsble for significant household conflict.*

* Netville residerts were paticularly concerned about new household conflict and sress as a result of
having to “dial-up” to the Internet when high-speed Internet access was removed from participants homes at the
end of the technology trial.
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1.4 Glocalization, Social Capital and Community Involvement

An investigation into the effects on community of new information and communication
technology should be framed within the historical sociological debate surrounding the
community question. Central to understanding the impact of new technol ogieson community
IS a recognition that people belong to networks, not groups. Communities are networks of
supportive relations, composed of social ties of varying strength, extending across boundaries
and into multiple social settings. | have defined as social capital the aid, information and
companionship that people have access to and draw from members of their socid networks.
Access to social capital is dependent on the ability to form, maintain and control access to
diverse social ties of various strengths (Granovetter 1973; Burt 1992; Wellman and Wortley
1990). The formation and maintenance of these ties is not limited to in-person contact, but
includes social contact through a variety of communication mediums (e.g., postal mail, phone
and computer-mediated communication). The substitution of one means of social contact for
another does not necessarily equate with the arophication of social contact in general, but may
represent amore efficient or successful means of forming, contrdling or maintaining access to

network members and in turn social capital.

Within the framework of the social network perspective this dissertation addresses the
guestion of what effect home computing and Internet use have on community relations. | argue
that greater home-centredness does not necessarily mean lessinterpersonal or publicinteraction.
Argumentspertainingto thesoci a implicationsof new communication technology havefocused
on either the complete destruction of community, or the creation of completely new forms of

community. Moderate and more mixed perspectives of this debate have been ignored. The
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development of computer-supported social networks holds the prospect of enhancing both
non-local (global) and very loca communities. The connectivity of computer-mediated
communication provides access to peoplelocated at adistance, but at the sasmetimethelocation
of the technology in the home facilitates access to local relationships. It is conceivable that by
spending more time in the home, people will become more familiar with those in their local

nei ghbourhood.

If new communication technology can expand and increase access to members of our
socia networks, both at a distance as well as with those close at hand, it potentially increases
access to social capital. Barry Wellman and | have termed the combination of global and local
connectivity that may be facilitated by computer-mediated communication as “glocalization.”
If these new technd ogies can increase communication with network members or can increase
thesizeor diversity of social networksthen computer-mediated communication hasthe potential
toreversethedeclinein social capital that Putham (2000) reports as having taken place over the

last quarter century.

Theideal research setting to investigate the effects of home computing and Interng use
on social relations, would be a residential development equipped with the most advanced
technology available. The nearly ubiquitous nature of the technology availablein this research

setting would serve as a window into the not-so-distant future of home-based Internet use. A

® The term “glocalization” was independently created by B arry Wellman and myself for usein this
context. However, the term appears independently in a number of academic articles dated from the mid 1990s.
These articlesdescribe varioussocial, economic and political processes related to the local impacts of global
phenomenon (for example Robertson 1995; Swyngedouw 1997; and Brenner 1999). The 1991 edition of The
Oxford Dictionary of New Words associaes “glocalization” with the Japanese term “dochakuka” (derived from
dochaka “living on one's own land”), originally the agricultural principle of adapting one's farming techniques to
local conditions, but also ad opted in Japanese business for “global localization,” a global outlook adapted to
local conditions (Tulloch 1991: 134).
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natural research setting, combined withavariety of research methods, wouldfurther increasethe
reliability and validity of the study. The following chapter introduces thewired neighbourhood
of “Netville,” anew residential development equipped with a series of advanced information

and communication technologies as part of its design.
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CHAPTER 2

WELCOME TO NETVILLE

2.0 Introduction

“Netville’ is a newly-built suburban neighbourhood of 109 detached, closely-spaced,
single-family homes in an outer suburb of Toronto. In its appearance Netville is identical to
nearly every other residentid developmentintheGreater Toronto Area. Theonlyvisibleartifact
distinguishing Netville from other neighbourhoods is a chuckwagon located at its entrance that
reads across its canves, “Canada’s First Interactive New Home Community — Welcome
Pioneers’ (Figure 2.1). Netville was one of the few developments in North America whereall
homes were equipped from the start with aseries of advanced communication and information
technol ogiessupplied acrossabroadband high-speed local network. Thenetwork anditsservices
were supplied and operated free of chargeby a not-for-profit consortium of private and public

companies called “Magenta.”*

Netvilleprovided auniqueopportunity to observetheeffect of advanced information and
communication technology on people s daily interactionswith family, friends and neighbours.
For the first time, a significant number of households equipped with the future of high-speed
Internet technology were built from the ground up and concentrated in a new residential

community. The goal of this research was to determine the effect of living in ahighly wired

1 Both “Netville’ and the * Magenta Consortium” are pseudonyms adopted to protect the identity and
privacy of the residents of thewired suburb.
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Figure 2.1 Chuckwagon located a the entrance to Netville. Canvas reads
“Canada’ s First Interactive New Home Community — Welcome Pioneers.”

suburban neighbourhood on socia networks, socia capital, community involvement and the

ideds of acivil society.

This chapter outlines the history of the Netville project, including a description of
Netvilleand its high-speed computer network, and the methodological approach undertaken as
part of this study. The chapter concludes with a comparison of wired and non-wired Netville

residents and with adiscussion of i ssuesrelated to self-selection and generdizabil ity.
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2.1 Netyville

Netvilleislocated in one of Toronto’s outer suburban communities and is in an area of rapid
popul ation growth and home construction. Thetowninwhich Netvillewasbuilt hasapopulation
of lessthan 100,000. Thetown hasalarge shopping mall and twomajor department stores. There
areahandful of new car deal erships, numerous hotel s, two movietheatres, a Chapters bookstore
and a Starbucks? Aswith any suburb, there are an endless number of donut shops and fast-food
restaurants. The downtown core consists of a single main street with a bingo hall, a hardware
shop, an antique market, an ice cream parlour and a coffee house. In 1966, S. D. Clark ventured
into a neighbourhood of the same suburb in hisanalysis of life in the new blossoming suburbs

of Toronto. Now, as it was then, the town consists largely of single-family homes.

Commute times from Netville to Toronto’s downtown core range from 45 minutes,
during off hours, to more than 90 minutes during rush hour. Homes range in size from
1,700-2,600 sqg. ft., weretypically built on40' ots and ranged in price from $195,000-$255,000
(CDNS$). Thetypical Netville house hasthree bedrooms and a study and cost about $228,000 in
1997, 7 per cent less than the average price for anew homein the same area,? or 13 per cent less
than the fourth-quarter median for the Metropolitan Toronto new-home market (Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation 1997: 8). Figure 2.2 is an example of atypicd Netville

home.

The Netville development consisted of 109 single family homes and a new public

elementary school. A detailed view of the Netville site plan can be found in Figure 2.3. Of the

2 Chapters is similar to other big bookstores in the U nited States, such as Borders or Barnes & Noble.

3 Based on unpublished information provided by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 1999.
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Figure 2.2 A typical single family homein Netville.

109 homes that comprised Netville, 64 were connected to the local network and had access to
the network for up to two years (depending on when they moved in). The remaining 45
households were never connected to the network. At the time residentspurchased their homes,
sales representatives promised that they would have the opportunity to participate in the
technology trial and that the Magenta Consortium would contact them shortly after their move.*
Magentanever clarified why some Netville homeswere connected and otherswerenot. Thetwo
most likely causes were the Consortium’s limited access to resources for completing home
installations, and miscommuni cations with the housing devel oper in identifying homesthat had
been occupied. Whileit was unfortunate that not every household in Netville could be connected
to the local network, the presence of an internal group of non-wired homes provided a naural

comparison group for studying the effects of livingin awired neighbourhood.

* This was demonstrated in early 1997 when | visited the Netville sales office with a femal e assistant
who posed as my fiancee. We explored the show room as potential buyers and were given a demonstration of the
features that would be available in our home if we decided to purchase.
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Figure 2.3 Site plan of the Netville field site.



40

2.1.1 The High-Speed Local Network

Thetechnical description of Netville slocal network isa“ dual hybrid fibre coax network
withan ATM (asynchronoustransfer mode) backbone.” Delivering synchronous network access
at 10 Mbps, Netville' snetwork wasmorethan 300 timesfaster than conventional dial-up service
and 10 times faster than what is available through most residential cable-modem and
digital-subscriber line (DSL) services® Unlike other Internet services, which are typically
delivered through household telephone or TV cable lines, Netville's high-speed network was
delivered into the home through an independent system. A coaxal cable was brought into the
home where it was connected to a personal computer connection unit (PCCU) located in the
basement. The PCCU connected five computer partswithin each hometothelocal network.® As
with DSL and cable-modem service, Netville' shigh-speed network wasaways on. Aslong as
ahousehold computer was turned on and physically wired to the network, accessto the network
was continuously available. It was never necessary to disconnect from the nework or to

“dial-up” for Internet access

Netville' slocal network offered morethanbasicInternet access. For two yearsbeginning
in December, 1996, when the first homes were occupied and until January, 1999, residents had

access to the following services:

. High-speed Internet access (including eectronic mail and W eb surfing)
. Computer-desktop videophone for use between local residents
. An on-line jukebox with access to more than 1,000 music CD titles

® Based on dial-up speeds of 33,000 bps and synchronous DSL service at 1 Mbps.

® Homeowners could purchase additional computer ports for a minimal charge.
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. Real-time online access to various heath-care practitioners
. Online accesstoalibrary of educational and entertainment-oriented CD-ROMs
. Access to online neighbourhood discussion forums
. Display phones with access to:
. weather reports

. home shopping
. news reports
. automated banking

. 24-hour 7-day-a-week technical support

In return for this free, very high-speed access to the information highway, the residents
of Netville agreed to be studied by the corporate and non-profit members of the Magenta
Consortium. This agreement was only lightly enforced and often forgotten by the residents. No
resident was ever denied service for refusing to participate, and no data were ever collected

without the residents’ knowledge.

2.1.2 The Magenta Consortium

Magenta was initially conceived as a research partnership of more than 70 organizations
including: computer manufactures, softwaremakers, mediacorporations, telephoneand TV cable
providers, market research firms, local and federal governments and anumber of universties.
However, corporate and government participationin Magentaatrophied inthe project’ sfirst year

as organizations became unwilling or unable to provide funding and resources to support the
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project. In practice, fewer than ahandful of organizationsever took an activeroleintheresearch
and development of Netvillee The most active organizations were (a) the major
telecommunications partner, whose primary interest was devel opingtechnical requirementsfor
the deployment of broadband high-speed residential networks, and (b) two companiesfocusing
on software devel opment that wereinterested in devel oping new broadband products. Under the
direction of Prof. Barry Wellman, the research presented in this dissertation was one of the

principa academic projects undertaken in Netville.

Prof. Wellman and | maintained a separate identity from Magenta as researchers who
were independent from the experiment’s plans and who would respect residents’ privacy and
confidentidity. To gain accessto Magenta skey organizersand to allow for our participationin
the formal meetings of Magenta’ s research committee, our research project paid a membership
fee of $1,000 to join the consortium in 1997. Forma membership allowed usto co-ordinate our
research activities with those of the consortium. Most importantly it provided access to
participants’ contact information and enabled usto attend a series of focus groups organized by
the consortium. Although it was not necessary to renew our formal membership in Magentaafter
1997, we were in frequent communication with Magenta and the major partnering

telecommunication company inorder to co-ordinate our activities with those of the consortium.

As technology developed and fashions changed, Magenta s major telecommunications
partner, which wasresponsiblefor maintaining thel ocal network, decidedthat ATM technology
wasnot thefutureof residential Internet services They, likeother telecommuni cation companies,
have opted for asynchronous digita subscriber line (ADSL) technology. Since the

telecommunication company viewed Netville as asite for technical rather than sodal research,
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they terminated thefield trial early in 1999, to the dismay of theresidentswho had growntolove

the system and assumed it would be there indefinitely. A complete discussion of Netville
residents’ reaction to the removal of their local network will be presented in Chapter 5. With the

end of the local network came the end of Magenta, which ceased to exist in early 1999.



2.2 Research Design

The objective of this study was to investigate the effect of Internet use on people’'s social
networks, socia capita and community invol vement. Instead of attempting to locate a large
random sample of Internet users from the 28 per cent of Canadians who had Internet accounts
from home at thetime of thisstudy (Ekos 1998), Netville provided easy accessto adense cluster
of highly wired Internet users. Thishad the advantage of both accessibility and anatural setting
that facilitated the direct observation of naghbourhood interaction and group dynamics. While
survey research was the primary method used, datatriangul ation through the use of avariety of
research methods, including ethnographic observation, and the monitoring of an online
community forum (neighbourhood e-mail list), helped increasethevalidity and reliability of this

study.

2.2.1 Ethnographic Observation

Netville's small compact area made it feasibl e and desirable to live in the research setting. In
April, 1997, | began participating inlocal activitiesthrough attendance at community barbecues
and informal socia gatherings. In October, 1997, | expanded my involvement to a full
ethnography by moving into a basement apartment for a stay that lasted until August, 1999.
Magenta’ s major telecommunications partner installed a network connection in my basement
apartment that was independent of the network connection available to those livingin the rest
of the house. From my apartment | had access to the same information and communication

technologies available to other “wired” Netville residents.
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For two years| worked from home, participated inonline activities, attended all possible
local meetings (formal and informal), and wal ked the neighbourhood chatting and observing. |
made every attempt to share in the life of Netville, making friends and carrying out the daily
obligations of life expected of any other resident of the community. The intent was to compl ete
a community ethnography modelled on that of Herbert Gans (1967) in the New Jersey suburb
of Levittown. However, the relatively small size of Netville (109 homes), and the fadt that
Netville had been built within the boarders of an established suburb, limited the possbility of
observing residents as a group once they had escaped the geographic confines of the
neighbourhood. Residents had no need to establish new churches, new schools, and for the most
part, new voluntary organizations, because these amenities already existed as part of the larger
suburban community. As aresult, the scope of the ethnography is more limited than what has
been accomplished in the past by other urban ethnographers (see Gans 1962; 1967; Anderson

1978; Whyte 1943).

The ethnography was secondary to the survey as a method of data collection.
Ethnographic observations were used to inform the design of survey questionsand as amethod
to verify and expand on more quantitative findings. At times the ability to live as a participant
observer, physically present in Netville, provided first-hand access to information that would
have been difficult to oollect through surveys, or would have gone unreported, unobserved and
unguestioned during surveys or in the online forum. However, the most beneficial aspect of the
ethnography wasthetrust established with theresidents of Netville. Assuggested by Barker and
Wright (1954 18), living within the field site was important not only for observation, but it
encouraged trust in the research process, increased familiarity with the researchers, and

demonstrated a respect in the community asaplaceto live. Visibility and credibility in Netville
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were vital in convincing many residents to takethe time from their busy livesto respond to the
aurvey. As we will see later, my relationship to community participants became especialy
important when the field trial ended. Although most residents eventually became angry at both
Magentaand their major telecommunication partner, my research was abl e to continue because

| was viewed as afellow Netville resident who shared the same loss of high-speed service.

From my first meeting with Netville residents | identified myself to al residents |
encountered as a student and researcher interested in Netville. Whileinitially the novelty of my
presence was me with some surprise for not every suburban neighbourhood has a sociol ogist
livinginthe basement, over time most residents accepted me asjust another community resident.
By thetimel moved into Netville, thoseliving there had already become accustomed to the extra
attention brought on by living in “Canada's first wired neighbourhood.” During the first six
monthsof initial home congruction, the community received consi derable mediaattention, both
positive and negative, with some residents interviewed repeatedly by local media. However, as
withthenovelty of my presence, the novdty of Netvillequickly wore off and neghbourhood life

returned to what would be expected of any new residential development.

| established early my role as a non-participant within the community setting. My
participation in community meetings and eventswas limited to general conversation and casual
observation. | learned toresist both my own urges to participate further and the encouragement
of residents to organize events and plan activities. Although welcomed to attend community
events, my age (younger than most homeowners) and family status (single, no children),
inhibited my full participation. Thiswas amixed blessing. While there was|ess expectation for

meto actively participate, there was often a need for me to explain my presence and restate my
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roleasaresearcher, particularlywhen attending events organized for younger children and their
parents. My presencewasrarely questioned when | attended more general community activities,
and those organized for adults that allowed me to assume a role that was more consistent with
my stageinthelife cycle. Whileit was appropriate and somewhat expected for meto participate
in community adivities with the men of Netville, going for a drink at the local pub, going
mountainbiking, etc., it would have been highly inappropriateto engageinsimilar activitieswith
the married women of Netville. Although it never appeared to be a major issue with the
residents, my interaction with thewomen of Netvillewaslimited to formal interviewsand group

Settings.

While Netville residents generally treated me as any other resident, they occasionally
assigned me other roles. Residentswith grievances, or ideasfor new services, would onoccasion
ask meto sit i n on discussions betw een themsel ves and members of the Consortium. Although
it was never openly stated, thiswas done with the mistakenhopethat | had someinfluencein the
Consortium’ s decision-making process. Residents al so assumed that | had aninside knowledge
of Magenta s pl ans and intentions, although | rarely did. Members of the Magenta Consortium
similarly expected that | would share my inside knowledge of the activities and intentions of
Netvilleresidents. Out of ethical concerns and out of fear that | would damage the trust | had
established with residents, | avoided sharing my inside knowl edge of Netville with Consortium

members.

I monitored Netville's neighbourhood e-mail discussion list as an extension of my
ethnographic participation. All Netville residents participating in the field trial were

automati cally subscribed tothiscommunity e-mail list. By sending onee-mail to thelist’ se-mail
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address, the message was automatically distributed toall other neighbourhood residents. Thelist
was publicly available to Netville residents and messages were easily recorded without
interfering with residents’ activities. As aresident | was dso a ligt contributor; | once sought
information about alocal gym, and once provided information about a computer program that
a number of residents had asked about. Since the list was publicly available, there were few
privacy issues beyond protecting the identity of participants when quoting from the lists. At no
timewereprivatee-mail messages, such asthose between Netvilleresidentsand their friendsand
family outside of Netville, ever recorded. Thelist providedinformationabout communityissues,

the organization of community activities, and local networks of aid and support.

2.2.2 Initial Survey Plans

Surveyingbegan in April 1998 with apre-movesurvey of Netvilleresidentswho had purchased
homes, but had not yet moved into the community. At thistime Magentaintended to connect dl
households moving into Netville to the local computer netwark and projected that the Netville
project would continue for at least two more years. Theinitial plan was to conduct atwo-group
pre-test post-test survey of wired Netville residents and a comparison group of non-wired

residents in asimilar conventionally wired neighbourhood.

While face-to-face interviewing was the preferred interview method when the Netville
survey was in the design stage, there were no funds available to pay for persona or even
phone-based inter viewi ng. Additi onall y, astheonly availableintervi ewer, | wasconcerned about

how participants would react to a survey that was collected by aresearcher who was also
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collecting ethnographic data as afellow resident. Would | be able to fitin and be accepted as a
resident of Netville while smultaneously conducting personal interviews with the same
population? Herbert Gans’ warned me of animpending conflict from hisexperiencein studying
Levittown. He described the difficulties he experienced interviewing residents who identified
with him asafellow resident and not as atrained interviewer (personal communication: 14 July
1997). Suspecting that the residents of Netville would react negatively, or conceal information,
and to save on interviewing and dataentry costs, computerized self-administered interviewing

(CSAI) was adopted as the primary interviewing method.

In 1996 the M agenta Consortium conducted a pre-move survey of those who wereearly
purchasers of homesin Netville. Data from this survey confirmed that most of thosewho were
moving into Netville had accessto apersonal computer (PC) that would allow them to complete
apre-move survey on a PC or over the Internet (see Table 2.1). We reasoned that we could use
Netville's high-speed network to conduct post-move surveys over the Internet. Prospective
movers and members of the control group who had a personal computer, but no Web access
would be sent a self-booting DOS-based floppy disk that took a participant through the survey
(disk-by-mail surveying). Those who had neither Web access, nor a persond computer, would
belent alaptop to be used for completing the disk-by-mail survey (obsol ete laptops were bought

at low cost).

The survey wasto be administered to all household members 18 years of age or older
during both a pre-move and post-move interview. The pre-move survey was to be administered

approximately three months prior to moving into Netville, and the post-move survey

 Author of the famous community ethnographies The Urban Villagers (1962) and The Levettowners
(1967).
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approximately one year after living in the community. An adapted version of the pre-move
survey was to be administered to all existing Netville residentswho had moved into Netville
beforethey could be contacted for apre-movesurvey. Unfortunately, anumber of major events,
including extensive delays in home construction and the premature end of the technology trial,

forced changes to the original survey design.

2.2.3 Changes to the Survey Methods

Soon after the pre-move survey was deployed, it became obvious that things were going slower
than planned. Early inthe summer of 1998, tradesmen responsiblefor buildinghomesin Netville
went on strike as a result of a province-wide labour dispute. The strike, combined with
construction problems and planning issues, delayed home construction by six months or more.

Peopl e expecting to moveintotheir new homeswererepeatedly given new datesfor occupancy,

and these new dateswere frequently subject tofurther delay. As many people had vacatedtheir
old homes, they wereforced to find alternative housingin theinterim, often with rel atives. These
complications made it difficult tolocate potential participants for a pre-move interview. When
participants could be contacted, they were often hostile toward the developer and refused to
participate. For some, their difficult interim living arrangements did not give them time to

participate. Others cancelled their move to Netville because of thedelays?

In September, 1998, dfficulties in obtaining names and completing surveys prompted

the move away from a pre-test/post-test survey design to a cross-sectional survey of people

81n January, 2000, during a followup analysis| found that less than half of those who originally signed
contracts to purchase homes had moved into N etville.
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already living inNetville. The discovery that anumber of homeswere not connected to thelocal
high-speed network made comparativeanalysis possi bleand thel oss of longitudinal information
somewhat more palatable. The existence of an internal group of non-connected households
provided a natural comparison group, and negated the point of surveying a similar non-wired
community as acontrol sample. The survey wasmodified for use with people already living in

Netville, and interviewing continued.

In the fall of 1998, in the midst of the second round of interviews, the partnering
telecommunication company began suggesting to the other Magenta partners that it might
withdraw from the field trial and discontinue supplying Netville with access to the high-speed
local network. Thiswas publicly confirmed at the end of October, 1998. Not only would free
service stop soon, but any possibility of apay-per-use service ddivered over thenetwork would
end as arrangements were made to remove the network’ s essential hardware from residents

homes (the PCCU and some accessible wiring).

When the end of the experiment was publicly announced, Netville residents quickly
mobilized, using their networked connectivity inan attempt to force the continuationof thefield
trial (explored in detail in Chapter 5). The community uprising necessitated that surveying be
temporarily suspended as a result of strong community feelings and a fear that these feel ings
would contaminate survey results. In part, thiswasalso aself- preservati on strategy to dissociate
our research fromtheending of thetrial. By thetimeinterviewing commenced inlate November,
1998, funding to hire personal interviewers was available, and all remaining interviews were

done face-to-face using computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAP!).
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The end of the techndogy trial in January, 1999 did not mean that Netville residents
became technological have-nats. The majority immediately purchased access to commercially
available high-speed cable modem service. Residents wereal so allowed to continue using their
existing e-mail addresses and were able to replicate on their own some of the services that they
had been receiving from Magenta. This allowed surveying to continue into early 1999, without
serious concern that the withdrawal of Magenta' s network would have an impact on survey

results.

Inanideal situation it would be appropriate to collect survey dataat |east twice, pre-and
post-move. Given the potential complications of doing research in a setting with many factors
beyond the immediate control of the research team, it was only possible to complete onewave
of surveys over so short aperiod of time. In the end it was not acomplete loss. Interviews were
completed with a cross-section of residents, including asmall number of people who intended
to move into Netville, and those who had lived in the community for up to two years and had

access to the high-speed network for a period ranging from zero to two years

2.2.4 Sampling Strategy and Procedures

Initially all household members 18 years of age and older were asked to participate in the
Netvillesurvey. Following the decision by the Magenta Consortium toend the technology trial,
which greatly reduced the time we had available before residents | ost their wired connectivity,
this procedure was modified to seeking the participation of one adult from each Netville

household. Selection of either the male or femal e head of the household was randomly assigned
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whenever possible, but was often based less on random selection than on the availability of
respondentsto meet with interviewers, or to take the time to complete aWeb survey. Very few
households refused to participate in the survey. Netville consisted of many commuting
suburbanites, mainly dual-career, child-rearing families, and this meant that potential survey
participantswere extremely busy. They were often exhausted when they had some leisure time

and were in no mood to compl ete alengthy survey.

The focus of the analysison participants' social tiesintroduced possible sampling bias
asaresult of the inability to incorporate a true random sampling method. Residents with fewer
local social tiesmay belessactiveand lesscommitted and thereforelesslikelyto cooperate with
astudy of their local associations. On the other hand, non-respondents may have been especially
social, with additional time constraints as a result of their participation in numerous social
activities, reducing their availability for participation. While there is no method to verify that
such abias exists or doesnot exist in the survey data, based on my observations| do not believe
that these factors did anything but balance each other out, with non-respondents being more
similar than dissimilar to participants. This similarity was particularly true interms of age and

family status where those who were interviewed appeared very similar to those who were not.

Of the 109 homesin Netville, surveys were conducted with 52 participants living in 46
homes connected to thelocal network and 21 participantsfrom 21 homes not connected to the
local network, a response rate of 62 pe cent of Netville households. Interruptions in the
interviewing process and alow completion rate on computerized self-administered interviews

reduced the usable data to the survey resultsfrom between 44 and 56 participants



2.2.5 Asking the Questions

The Netville survey collected information about geographic perception, personal and
neighbourhood networks, work, experience with technol ogy, time-use and basic demographics.
This dissertation focuses exclusively on how living in a wired neighbourhood impacts social
networks, social capital and community involvement. The fdlowing discussionis limited to
those survey questionsthat specifically addresstheseissues. A completelist of survey questions

can be found in Appendix A.

Information about neighbourhood social ties was collected through the use of a whole
network questionnaire. The whole network approach can be best described as viewing a social
network “much as aliens might view the earth’s people: hovering above and observing the
relationships linking all members of the population.” (Wellman 1999: 18). In this case the
population was defined as all adultsliving in Netville. Using local voter registration records, a
reversete ephone directory, recordsprovided by Magenta, and an onlinetel ephonedirectory’ the
names and addresses of all adult Netville residents were collected. To avoid defining the
boundaries of Netville simply as they weredefined by the devel oper, the list of Netville names
was expanded to include adultsliving in homesthat were adjacent to the devel opment, primarily
thoseliving in aseparate devel opment of townhouses|ocated acrossthe street fromNetville (see
Figure 2.3). Participants were presented with a list of 271 names with corresponding home
addresses and a version of the map presented in Figure 2.3. Participants were then asked the

following series of eight questions:

% canada411 — http://canada411.sympatico.ca
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Thefollowingisalist of people who livein your area. Pleasetake thetimeto look over
the completelist and select as many of thefollowing people as you recognize by name.
From those peopl e you recognized from your area, please sel ect those whom you talk to
on what you consider to be aregular basis?

From those people you recognized from your area, please select those whom you have
invited into your homein the last six months?

From those peopl e you recognized from your area, please select those who have invited
you into their home in the last six months?

From those people you recognized from your area, please select those whom you have
contacted using e-mail not counting messages sent tothe Netville community e-mail list.
In the last month how many times have you contacted [name] using e-mail?

From those people you recognized from your area, please select those whom you have
called on the phone.

In the last month how many times have you called [name] on the phone?

The presentation of the whole network survey did not vary between CSAI and personal

interviewing. In both cases participants were presented the question, followed by the list of

names and were asked to scroll downthe computer screen highlightingthose namesthat applied.

Reaction to this type of question was positive. Participants reported that they found it easy to

scroll through the lists, almost all seemed to enjoy the exercise, and many reported how

interesting they found the opportunity to seejust whom they recognized and how often they were

in contact.

To collect data about residents’ social ties external to the immediate neighbourhood’

participants were asked a seriesof 18 questions:
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1 Compared to a year before you moved into Netville would you say that you have the
same, more or less social contact

2. Compared to a year before you moved into Netville would you say that you give more
or less help or assistance

3. Compared to ayear beforeyou moved into Netville would you say that you receive more

or less help or assistance

for each of:

. relatives who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometres) away (but outside of the
nei ghbourhood)

. friends who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometres) away (but outside of the
nei ghbourhood)

. relativeswho live between30 miles (50 kilometres) and 300 miles (500 kilometres) away

. friendswho live between 30 miles (50 kilometres) and 300 miles (500 kilometres) away

. relatives who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometres) away

. friends who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometres) away

Participantswho replied “more” or “less’ were prompted toclarify their answer with“alot less,”

“alittleless,” “alot more,” or “alittle more.”

Questions about external sodal ties were met with mixed success. Mast participants
found the question set repetitive. In pesonal interviewing, interviewe's often had to reassure
participants that they would be moving onto the next series of questions very shortly. The
positioning of the question set early in the CSAI surveys helped insure a high completion rate
for this question set, but did not overly fatigue partidpants and affed the quality of answersto

subsequent questions.
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2.3 Generalizability and Self-Selection

Netvillewasauniquefield site and an ideal location to conduct a study about the effects of new
technology on people s dailylives. Today, almost no one iswired in the way tha the residents
of Netville experienced. The wiring of new residential developments with local networks
offering high-speed Internet access and other broadband services has only now become a
growing trend (for example see CityPlace in Toronto, Centennial in Indianapolis, Heritage in
Texas, Playa Vistain California, Renton and I ssaquah Highlands near Seattle, and Kenniswijk
in Eindhoven, The Netherlands). While home computing and home Internet accesscontinue to
increase in popularity, access is far from universal. Recent reports suggest that 57 per cent of
Canadians have a home computer and 48 per cent have a home Internet connection (Marron
2000; PricewaterhouseCoopers2000). DSL and cable-modem Internet connections, currently the
most comparabl e Internet serviceto what wasavail alein Netville (although approximatelyonly
one-tenth the speed), isused by 22 per cent of Canadians with home I nternet access® Canadian
home computer ownership and in-home Internet access is slightly ahead of the United States
where 51 per cent of homes have acomputer, 42 per cent of homes have Internet access, and 11
per cent of home Internet users have high-speed Internet access (United States Department of

Commerce 2000).

As advanced as Netville was in terms of its high-speed local network, the residents of
Netvillewere not uniquein comparison to other midd e-class suburban Canadians. Most Netville
residents were married with children, had dual incomes and were employed in the service

industry. To provide an accurate description of those who purchased homes in Neville, data

9 While DSL and cable-modem Internet services are “always-on”, and are currently the fastest
commercially available services, they are still significantly slower than what was available in Netville.
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collected by the Magenta Consortium as part of a mail-back questionnaire is used here along
with data collected from the cross-sectiona survey col lected by Hampton and Wel Iman. Inlate
1996, the Magenta Consortium surveyed the first 81 households who purchased a home in
Netville. The Magenta survey provides detailed information about future Netville residents at
the time they purchased their homes, information not available from the cross-sectional survey

analyzed in the remainder of this dissertation.™

Those who purchased homes in Netville were diverse in age and ethnicity, but largely
homogeneous in marital and family status. Most were married (90%), and most had children
living at home (61%) at the time they moved in. A baby boom ensued in the months after
residents moved in, which quickly increased the proportion of Netville households with young
children. Residentsranged from 25-68 years of age. Of new home purchasers, 56.8 per cent were
25-35yearsold, 25.9 per cent 35-45, 8.7 per cent 45-55 and 8.6 per cent over theage of 55. On
average new Netville resdents were younger than established residents of the suburb in which
Netvillewas built, but the age distribution is consistent with previous studies of new suburban
home owners who tend to be over represented by younger families (Gans 1967; S. D. Clark
1966). With the exception of a small cohort of older residents, the age distribution of new
Netville residents was surprisingly consistent with the observations of S. D. Clark in his 1966

study of a new neighbourhood in the same suburban area.

™ New home purchasers were given two surveysby Magenta, an individual questionnaire to be
completed by all adults and a household questionnaire to be completed for each home (response rate=54%).
Because of missing infor mation, which could be used to individually identify N etville residents, M agenta’'s
survey of early home buyers canonly be reported in the aggregate and cannot be combined with data collected
in the cross-sectional survey collected by Hampton and Wellman.
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The Toronto area has an extraord narily diverse ehnic mix, and has been designated by
the United Nations astheworld’ s “most ethnically diverse city” (City of Toronto 2001). Eighty
per cent of the residents of the Toronto Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) in 1996 identified
themselves as having an ethnic origin other than “British” or “Canadian” ethnicity;'? one-third
of residents are visible minorities (Statistics Canada 1996).** Toronto also differs from many
large citiesin that ethnic groups are widdy decentralized in suburban areas (Michelson 1998).
The suburb encompassng Netville is slightly lessdiverse than the Toronto CMA. Ten per cent
of residents are visible minorities and two-thirds have an ethnic origin other than British or
Canadian (Statistics Canada 1996). Although we did not collect survey data about the ethnic
originof Netvilleresidents, ethnographi c observations suggest that residentswere representative
of theethnic diversity inthelarger suburb. Ninety per cent of those movinginto Netvillereported

that English was the primary language used & home.

Nearly all adults moving into Netville were employed full-time (88 per cent), with a
small number (7 per cent) working part-time and even fewer doing unpaid work at home (5 per
cent). Residents were primarily employed in mid-range service industry occupations, such as
accountant, teacher and police officer. The close proximity of Netville to a plant manufacturing
automobile parts atracted a number of peopleworking there (15 per cent of Netville residents
had an occupation related to the auto industry). One-third of residents were employed in
manufacturing or construction industries, with the remaining two-thirdsemployedinthe service
sector. Twenty-three per cent of residents reported that their occupation was connected to the

computer, telecommunications or engineering industries.

12| dentified asingle ethnic origin of Canadian or from the British Isles.

Visible minorities” include all persons who are non-Caucasian in race or non-white in colour.
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Table 2.1 Comparison of Netville residents to Canadians and high-income Canadians.

Canada
Netville* Canada’ High Incomé’
Mean Household Income $81,000 $41,000 >$80,000
Mean Individual Income $47,000° $26,000 $54,000
% Completed a University Degree 48.1° 21.4 47.6
% Own a Home Computer 77.3 37.5 74.1
% Own a Television 100 98.3 99.5
% Subscribe to Cable Television 97.7 69.5 84.0
% Subscribeto “Pay TV” Service 15.9 17.8 25.9
% Own aVCR 100 81.4 93.9

& Unless specified, from Magenta survey of first movers (household survey), one survey completed for each
household. N=41

® From Magenta survey of first movers (individual level), one survey completed by each adult. N=81

¢ From the National Electronic Media Use Survey (NEMUS) conducted by Statistics Canada between March
6th and April 4th, 1996. Approximately 50% English, and 50% French-speaking respondents 18 years of age
and older. N=1,931

4 NEMUS participants with a household income greater than $80,000 per year. N=212

Table 2.1 is a comparison of those who purchased homes in Netville to the generd
Canadian population in terms of socioeconomic status and ownership of vari ous technology
products. At the time residents purchased their home in Netville, on average thar household
incomewas almost twicethe national average, with individual incomes morethan oneand three-
guartersthe national average. Those purchasinghomesin Netvilleweremorethantwiceaslikdy
to have a university degree and to own a home computer. While television ownership is
practically universal in Canada, those purchasing homes in Netville were still morelikely to
subscribe to cable television and to own aVCR. Given the high socioeconomic status of those

purchasing homesin Netville, it is somewhat surprising that residents were less likely than
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Table 2.2 Adoption of new high-tech items by Netville residents (N=77).

Percent Cumulative Per cent

First to buy new high-tech items that come to market 13.0 13.0
Usually wait a bit before buying a new high-tech item 36.4 49.4
Usually wait until a high-tech item iswell established 37.7 87.1
Usually oneof the last to buy new high-tech items 13.0 100.0

Canadiansingeneral to subscribeto additional “Pay TV” or “Movie Channel” services. Thismay
indicatethat Netville residents are not “big spenders’ when it comes to technology services, or

that they have less preference for passive media products.

While the socioeconomic status and technology ownership of those purchasing homes
in Netvillewashigher than Canadians on average, it was similar toother Canadianswith similar
househol dincomes. Compared to other Canadian househol dswithincomes above $80,000, those
purchasing homes in Netville had lower individual incomes, were comparable in educational
attainment and in their likelihood of owning a home computer (Table 2.2). In 1996 there were
few statistics available about the number of Canadians with home Internet access. The 45 per
cent of those purchasing homes in Netville with home Internet access were wdl above the
national average of 28 per cent (Ekos 1998), but again werelikely comparable to others of high

income and high educational attainment.
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Table 2.3 Top five reasons for purchasing ahome in Netville (N=38).

% of Respondents Indicating a Reason by Rank

Reason Most Not

Important 2™ 3 4" 5 a Factor
Affordability 3421 2105 26.32 7.89 7.89 2.63
Location 2368 2895 2105 789 263 15.79
Liked interi or home design 1842 1842 2632 1842 7.89 10.53
Information services 7.89 7.89 526 3684 26.32 15.79
Wanted alarger home 5.26 789 1316 526 1579 52.63
Closer to work 526 263 000 263 263 86.84
Wanted a smaller home 263 263 000 000 0.00 94.74
Wanted alarger backyard 2.63 0.00 0.00 5.26 2.63 89.47
Wanted a new home 0.00 5.26 2.63 5.26 5.26 81.58
Liked exteri or home design 000 263 263 1053 23.68 60.53
Facilities for ahome office 000 263 263 000 526 89.47

Toconfirmthat Netvilleresidentswerenot self-sel ected intermsof their adoption of new
technology products, those purchasing homesin Netvillewere asked to describetheir purchasing
behaviour. Asreported in Table 2.2, only 13 per cent of those purchasing homesin Neavillefelt
that they were “aways the first to buy any new high-tech item that comes on the market.” The
remaining 87 per cent of Netville new home purchasers felt they were likely to wait until new
high-tech products were well proven, with more than 50 per cent waiting until the product was
firmly established before purchasing. The availability of free, leading-edge technology was not
the primary item attracting residentsto Netville. Affordability, locationand interior design were
al listed as more important factors in purchasing decisions than the availability of new

technology services (Table 2.3). The majority ranked Netville's information services as the
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fourth or fifthfactor in their purchasing decision, with morethan 15 per cent reporting that it did
not even factor into their decision when purchasing a home in Netville. The reasons given for
purchasing a home in Netville are consistent with the reasons given by other suburbanites,
notably suburban moversin Levittown (Gans 1967) and S. D. Clark’ s (1966) study of suburban

Toronto.

When interviewed, those who felt that information services were an important factor in
their purchasing decision principally reported being moreinterested in thetechnology asameans
to give their children an advantage than for their own use. This observation is consistent with
existing literature emphasizing the role of lifecycle changes, such as age and family
composition, in relocation decisions (Rossi 1955). Previous evidence also suggests that the
selection of asuburban housing location isbased primarily on considerationsrelated to children

(Michelson 1977: 141).

In summary, thosewho purchased homesin Netvillewere of higher socioeconomic status
andweregreater consumersof technol ogy productsand servicesthan Canadianson average. Y et
Netville residents are not that different from other middle class Canadians who typically have
higher than average incomes and education, and are more likely to have access to new
technology productsand services. Thosewho purchased homesin Netvillewerenot self-sel ected
in terms of technology. They did not consist primarily of those who are early adopters of new
high-tech products, nor did most base their decision to purchase a home in Netville on the
availability of high-tech sarvices. Still, by definition thisisastudy of the “technology haves’ —
those with access to the most advanced information and communication technology available.

In a society where the digital-divide between the “haves’ and the “have-nots’ is so pervasive,
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those of higher socioeconomic statustend to have the best access (Dickinson and Ellison 2000).
Whileit isimportant to recognize these limitations to the generalizability of thisstudy, itisalso
important to recogni ze that rates of home computer ownership, home Internet access, always-on
high-speed Internet access and the trend of building highly wired residential developments are
al increasing. Netville represents amodel of future connectivity in Canada and the rest of the

Western world.

2.3.1 Comparing Wired and Non-Wired Netville Samples

When the Netville project began, there wasno expectation that 40 per cent of households
would ultimately not be connected to the local high-speed network. All Netville residents had
the same expectation of being connected to thelocal high-speed network; whowas and was not
connected appeared to be random. Those who did not have access to the local network did not
have any in-home Internet access. Non-wired residents werereluctant to pay for dial-up Internet
accesswhenthey expected to be connected at any timeto the free high-speed I nternet connection

they had been promised.

Table 2.4 provides a basc demographic comparison between wired and non-wired
residents. On average, wired residents tend to have one additional year of education and tend to
be almost three and a half yearsolder than non-wired residents who were interviewed as part of
the cross-sectional survey. The proportion of male and female residents interviewed is nearlly
equal across both samples. Wired and non-wired residents were interviewed &ter living in

Netvillefor similar periods of time. At the time they were interviewed, wired residents had, on
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Table 2.4 Comparison of Wired and Non-Wired Netville Samples.
Wired (N=36)  Non-Wired (N=20) Total (N=56)

Mean Y ears of Education® 15.94 14.95 15.47
Mean Age 37.31 33.91 36.10
Proportion Female 0.36 0.40 0.38
Mean Length of Residence 1.45 1.40 1.42

& For education N = 34 “wired” cases

average, lived in Netvillefor two and a half weekslonger than non-wired residents. An analysis
of variance (ANOVA) indicates tha there is no statistically significant difference”* between
wired and non-wired residents on the mean scores presented in Table 2.4. To confirm that
education, age, gender and length of residence do not explain differences between wired and
non-wired groups better than their wired status, these variakles will be controlled in each step

of the analysis through the use of multiple regression.

14 At the 0.05 level or better.
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2.4 Conclusion

The special nature of doing research in the midst of atechnological experiment has presented a
number of methodological issues. Thefitful nature of housing starts meant that completionsand
move-ins were much slower and less organized than good experimental design would have
dictated. The special circumstances and socioeconomic homogeneity of Netville meansthat we
cannot generalizeto the current I nternet experiences of thebulk of residentid Internet userswith
their much slower, less feature-laden, and higher-cost connections. High-speed broadband
residential settlements, where the majority of homes have access to the Internet, cannot be
considered the current norm. Y et the number of online users continues to grow, as does the
number of housing developments featuring high-speed residential networks. It is likely that
similar settings will grow in popularity over the next decade and possibly become the norm for
new residential development. This study provides a glimpse into the future that will become
increasingly relevant as home-based computer and Internet use matures and becomes

increasingly ubiquitous.
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CHAPTER 3

COMPUTER NETWORKS AS SUPPORT NETWORKS

3.0 Introduction

When motivated to establi sh contact withmembers of your social network, and in absence of any
personal limitations, such as physical disability, cultural norms, economic means and political
or caste boundaries, the ahility to establish social contad is limited only by the ability to
overcome time and space. Social contact by any means — in-person, through the mail, over the
telephone, etc., — can be defined as the ability to direct communication at another person or

persons in time and space.

For in-person contact, financid and temporal cods increase with physical distance. As
the distance between actors increases, so does the amount of time consumed in travel and the
necessity of using more costly meansof transportation: car, train, plane, etc. In-person meetings
require the additional investment of resourcesin coordinating actors to insure that all involved
are present in the same place at the same time. It is simply easier and less costly to estalish
in-person contact with network members who are more physicaly accessible. Proximity
facilitatesin-person social contact (Wellman 1996; Wellman and Wortley 1990: 568; Wellman

and Tindall 1993).

Near universal adaptation of the telephone has alleviated many of the costs associated
with distant social contact. The telephone removes the investment of time that would normally

be expended in travd. Financia costs are reduced through the substitution of long-distance
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phone calls for expensive long-distance travel. Still, as with in-person contact, the greater the
distance between social ties, the greater the financial resources necessary to establish contect.
Long-distancetoll chargesinhibit contact with distant social ties. Asan example, in the United
States in the five years following the deregulation of the long-distance telephoneindustry in
1984, when long-distance phone calls became significantly less expensive, the average number
of monthly phone calls to friends and relatives more than 150 kilometres (100 miles) away
increased by more than 30 per cent (Putham 2000: 167). While telephone communication
reduces financial and temporal costs to social contact, it has not removed all costs to distant

contact.

Computer-mediated communication (CM C) introduces anew means of communication
that iswell suited for interaction with friends and rel atives at adigance. While the cost of social
contact viathe telephone increases with physical distance, the cost of social contact with CMC
does not vary with distance, but is generally free with access to a personal computer and the
Internet. The cost of purchasing a home computer is not directly tied to the desire or need to
maintain contact with network members. For most people the decision to purchase a home
computer is based on the desire to expand work or educational opportunities (Ekos 1998). As
aresult, the ability to use CMC as aform of social contact islargely abyprodua of afinancial

investment in other activities.

Likethetelephone, computer-mediated communication providestemporal freedom. Not
only is it unnecessary to travel in order to engage in socia contact, but with e-mail it is not
essential for social actors to be present near the means of communication for socid contact to

take place. Likethetraditional pgper letter, emal isasynchronous. It can be composed without
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the immediate participation of the receiving party. It is possible to send an e-mail message at
2:00a.m., haveit read by social network membersat 9:00 am., and have network membersreply
a alater time. Unlike traditional paper mail, transmission is instantaneous, and it does not
require a stamp or manual delivery to a postal box. The ability of new communication
technol ogiesto communicateat great distanceswith reduced temporal and financial costsshould

facilitate contact with very distance social ties.

Those with free, high-speed, always-on Interne access, such as what was available to
Netville residents, are ideally situated to experience increased social contadt with network
members as a result of computer-mediated communication.* People with more social contact
tend to be happier and heal thier (Cohen and Wills1985; Goveand Geerken 1977). Social contact
isameasure of sodal capital in thatit provides companionship, increases the strength of social
ties, and provides a mutual awareness of resources (Wellman & Wortley 1990). This chapter
tests the hypothesis that:

a) Living in a wired neighbourhood with access to free high-speed, aways-on Internet
accessincreases social contact with network members, and in addition,
b) Thosetieslocated at the greates distance will experiencethe greatest increasein contact

as aresult of access to these technologies.

Previous studies have demonstrated that CMC can be used for the exchange of
non-instrumental support, such as companionship and emotiona aid (Haythornthwaite and
Wellman 1998). In this way CMC is similar to the telephone in its ability to facilitate the

exchange of sodal support regardless of physical distance. However, unlike the linear

! This study is limited by the conventional wiring of N etville residents’ non-neighbourhood social ties.
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Figure 3.1 Hypothesized change in contact and support exchanged as distanceto network
members increases.

relationship between distance and change in social contact (Figure 3.1a), access to CMC is
hypothesized to have a more complex nonlinear effect on the exchange of support as distance

to network members increases (Figure 3.1b).

Instrumental aid, such asthelending and giving of household itemsand child care, relies
more on physical access and is more appropriate for exchange with network members within
close proximity (Wellman and Wortley 1990: 569). For tiesin closeproximity, theintroduction
of CMC may help facilitate the delivery of aid, but is likely limited to supplementing existing
means of communication. At best, CMC should contribute to a modest increase in support

exchanged with tiesin close proximity.?

Social ties who are the maost physically distant are also unlikely to experience a
significant increase in the exchange of support asaresult of CMC. Regardless of the method of
communication, the distance between network members makesthe provision of instrumental aid

difficult without in-person contact. Non-instrumental support that does not require in-person

2 Note that neighbourhood ties are an exception and are treated as a special case of social contact and
the exchange of support in Chapters 4 and 5.
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contact, including the provision of financial aid, companionship and emotional support, arethe
only forms of support likely to benefit from CMC whenties are at a great distance. Overall the
introduction of CMC as a new means of communication will only have amodest effect on the

exchange of support with the most distant network members.

Mid-rangeties, |ocated somewhere between the most distant network membersand those
in closest proximity are likely to experience the greatest increase in the exchange of support as
aresult of CMC. Network memberswithin thismid-range can providenon-instrumental aid, aid
that is not reliant on in-person contact, and with coordination and additional effort, facilitated
by CMC, someforms of instrumental aid that are more reliant on proximity. Network members
at this mid-range distance previously may have faced barriersto participating in the exchange
of instrumental support resulting from afailure to successfully coordinate the provision of aid
or communicatetheavailability of resources. CM C shouldfacilitate coordination withmid-range
ties, increase awareness of mutual resources and increase the amount and breadth of support
exchanged. Thefollowing hypothesis will be teged:

C) Living in awired neighbourhood with access to a free, high-speed, always-on Internet
connection increases overal levels of support exchanged with network members, in
particular,

d) Social ties at amid-range distance (50-500 km) will experience the greatest increasein

the exchange of support.
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3.0.1 Plan of Analyss

Thischapter ded swith non-local social tiesand whether livingin Netvilleaffected social contact
and the exchange of support with distant social network members. A discussion of local
nei ghbourhood ties and the effects of living in awired neighbourhood on local networkswill be

addressed in Chapters 4 and 5.

For the purpose of this analysis, social ties are ddfined as friends and relatives living
beyond the immediate neighbourhood. While recognizing that different types of social ties
(friends, relatives, etc.) and ties of different strengths are likely to provide different types of ad
and support, this analysisis limited in its focus to an overall measure of change and does not
include an analysisof specific typesof tiesor formsof support (Granovetter 1973; Wellmanand

Wortley 1990).

Datafor thisanalysis cames from 18 questions about changein support and contact with
network membersliving at distances of lessthan 50 km, 50-500 km, and greater than 500 km.
These questions are described in detail in Chapter 2, section 2.2.5. The 18 questions were
combined into four social contact scales and four exchange of suppart scales. Each scale
documentschangein contact or support asreported by Netvilleresidentswith friendsandfamily
in comparison to oneyear beforetheir move. Since each scal e has been constructed from aseries
of ordinal variables, these scales are not true continuous variables. As a result, line graphs of
these scales have multiple data “peaks’ rather than smooth continuous curves or distinct

categories.
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Table 3.1 Socia Contact and Support Exchanged Scales with Cronbach's Alpha.

Scale Alpha
Changein social contact with all non-neighbourhood social ties 0.7
Change in social contact with non-neighbourhood ties within 50 km 0.5
Change in social contact with ties between 50-500 km 0.7
Changein social contact with ties more than 500 km 0.7
Change in support exchanged with all non-neighbourhood ties 0.9
Change in support exchanged with non-neighbourhood tieswithin 50 km 0.8
Change in support exchanged with ties between 50-500 km 0.9
Change in support exchanged with ties more than 500 km 0.8

Cronbach's alpha, a measure of internal consistency amongst scale items, is used as a
measure of scale reliability and is reported in Table 3.1. All scales except one have an dpha
equal to or above 0.7. The exception, the scale for change in contact with non-neighbourhood
network members living within 50 km, is retained because the two variables that comprise the
scale correlate at 0.32, significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), validating the underlying
considerationin scal econstruction that participantsregpond consistently across scal e constructs.

Some caution should be taken in the interpretation of this data, taking into account that
participantswere not asked toindicate if they had ties at the specified distances both pre-and
post-move. Participantswho responded that they did not have social tiesat agiven distancewere
coded ashavingthe" same” level of contact or support pre-and post-move. Participants may have
experienced no change in contact as aresult of not having ties at the specified distance or may
have reported change as aresult of not having network members at the specified distance either
pre-move or post-move. However, there is noindication that thislimitation in the datashould

significantly affect the results as they are presented here.
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Totest the hypothesisthat living in Netville with accessto thelocal high-speed network
increasescontact and support exchanged with social network members, the distribution and mean
scores for wired and non-wired participants will be compared for each scale. This andysiswill
berepeated for the combined scal e of changeinsocial contact regardlessof distanceand for each
of the threeranges of network membersliving at lessthan 50 km, 50-500 km and more than 500
km. To control for factors other than wired statusthat may contributeto any observed difference
between wired and non-wired participants, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression will be
conducted at each stageof the analysis. Social contact and support scaleswill be introduced as
dependent variables in a regression that includes the independent variables of wired status
(connected or not connected to Netville’ s high-speed network) and control variablesfor gender,
age, years of education and length of residence (the length of time participants had lived in
Netville at the time they were interviewed). The rationale for including each of the control
variablesis as fdlows:

a) Gender —women may be morelikely than men to experience achangein socia contact
or support asaresult of their rolein maintaining the majority of household ties (Wellman

1992; Wright 1989).

b) Age — may contribute to network stability and reduce the likelihood of experiencing
changein socid contact or support.

C) Education — contributes to greater social and financial capital, which may help in the
maintenance of social contact and support networks

d) Length of residence — moving may create instability in communication with social ties,
length of residenceisincludedto control for the possibility that recent movers may report
adrop in social contact and support in comparison to thase who have had time to settle

into their new home.
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The distribution of the variable for years of education is negatively skewed, with most
Netville residents having completed a university degree or at least some post-secondary
education. Age and residence have slight positive skews and small tails. Normality was not
significantlyimproved through the use of transformations. The distribution of the social contact
and support scales becomesincreasingly sharp-peaked and small-tailed, as distance to network
members increases. The small number of cases at the tail of the distributions for contact and
support scales contributes further to prablems of heteroscedasticity. While OLS regression is
robust in the assumption of equal variance, some caution should be taken in the interpretation
of these results. To insure proper specification, the final regression model presented includes
only those variablesthat, when entered, result in asignificant increase in the explained variance

(R?).
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Figure 3.2 Changein social contact with all non-neighbourhood ties.

3.1 Social Contact

This section tests this chapter’ sfirst hypothesisthat living in awired neighbourhood with free,
high-speed, always-on I nternet accessincreases social contact with network members. Network
members are defined as friends and relatives located at any distance beyond Netville itself.
Change in social contact with non-neighbourhood tiesis measured as a scal e constructed from

sx vari ables reporting change in socid contact with friendsand family.

Compared to one year before moving to Netville, 40.7 per cent of Neville residents
reported adrop, 31.5 per cent report no change, and 27.8 per cent reported anincrease in social
contact compared to one year before their move. The individual distributions for wired and
non-wired participantsinFigure 3.2 highlight the greater proportion of non-wired residentswho
reported a drop in social contact. Overall 67.6 per cent of wired residents reported that their
overall level of social contact either increased or remained the same, this compares with only

45.0 per cent of non-wired residents.
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Table 3.2 Comparison of wired and non-wired residents by mean change in contact with
social ties at various distances (kilometres).®

All Less Than 50 Between 50-500 Greater Than 500

Non Non Non Non
Wired Wired  Wired Wired Wired Wired  Wired Wired

Mean -0.33°¢ 0.03% -0.28** -0.13** -0.43% 003" -0.30°* 0.19°
SD 0.51 0.38 0.73 0.58 0.61 0.56 0.73 0.46
Min  -1.50 -0.67 -2.00 -1.50 -1.50 1.00 -2.00 -0.50
Max  0.33 1.17 1.00 1.00 0.50 1.50 1.00 2.00

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values (ANOVA).
& Scale for mean score ranges from -2 “lot less” to +2 “lot more.”
B N= 34 wired, 20 Non-Wired.

Table3.2 comparesthemean changeinsocial contact for wired and non-wired residents.
A score of -2 corresponds to a mean of “much less,” +2 indicates “much more” and a zero
corresponds to no change in social contact. As hypothesized, on average, wired residents
reported significantly more social contact than non-wired residents, but not exactly as predicted.
Non-wired residentswere expected to experiencelittle changein contact with network members
asaresult of livingin Netville. Wired residents were expected to experience an overall inaease
in contact in comparison to their pre-Netville experience. Y et, on average, non-wired residents
experienced adrop in contact and wired residents reported almost no change in socia contact

compared to ayear before their move.

To control for factors other than wired status that may have contributed to the difference
between wired and non-wired residents in terms of change in social contact, an analysis using

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is presented. The independent variable of wired status
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Table 3.3 Coefficients from the regression of change in social contact on wired status and
other independent variables at various distances (kilometres) (N=54).

Control

Variables All Less Than 50 Between 50-500  Greater Than 500

Wired? 0.25%% . 0.45%%8 0.40%%
(0.26) (0.36) (0.32)

Female’ — — — —

Education 0.06%% 0.10%8 L .
(0.26) (0.32)

Age 0.020% . . 0.03%%°
(0.25) (0.30)

Residence — — — —

I ntercept -1.73%2 -1.749%° -0.43%2 -1.169%

R? 0.26%2 0.10%8 0.13%8 0.24%1

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values. N umbers in parentheses are standardized coefficients (B). Only
those variables that significantly improved on the explained variance (R?) are included in the final model.
aDummy variable for wired status, reference category is wired — access to the high-speed network.

PDummy variable for gender, reference category isfemale.

isincluded in the regression along with control variablesfor gender, age, years of education and

length of residence.

Wired status, years of education and age significantly improve on the regression model

for change in contect at all distances. Examining the standardized regression coeffidents () in

Table 3.3, wired status, education, and age contribute equally in their effect on the dependent

variable for change in dl social contact. Change in contact with al non-neighbourhood ties

increases 0.3 standard deviation unitswith each standard deviation increasein age, education or

wired-status. Being connected to Netville' slocal high-speed network is equally asimportant as

education and age in predicting changein social contact. Being connected to the local network

hasthe same effect asfour years of education or nearly 13 years of agein boostingsocial contact.
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Theregression coefficient for theintercept isstatistically significant and negativefor the
dependent variablefor changein contact with all non-neighbourhood network members. Holding
all other factors constant, Netville residents experienced adrop in social contact as a result of
their move. Amongst younger homeowners with fewer years of formal education, wired status
was particularlyimportant in hel pingmaintain social contact at pre-movelevels. Older and more
educated residentsexperienced an increase in contact asaresult of being connectedto Netville's

local network.

Movingto anew suburban neighbourhood had anegative effect onthe ability of Netville
residentsto maintain contact with members of their social networks. Thisis consistent with the
observations of S. D. Clark (1966) and Herbert Gans (1967) who observed a similar loss of
social contact amongst new suburban dwellers. Access to computer-mediated communication
through Netville's local high-speed network helped reverse this trend for wired residents.
Netville residents who were connected to the local high-speed computer network did not
experience the same loss of sodal contact as did non-wired residents. Relative to non-wired
residents, being wired increases contact with social network members and supports the

hypothesis that being wired increases overall levels of social contect.

3.1.1 Social Contact - Non-Neighbourhood Ties Less Than 50 Kilometres Away

The following analysis tests the hypothesis that tieslocated at the farthest distance experience
the greatest increase in contact as a result of access to free, high-speed, always-on, Internet

service. To test this hypothesis, a separate analysis will be conducted for each of
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Figure 3.3 Change in social contact with non-neighbourhood ties within 50 km.

non-neighbourhood ties lessthan 50 km away, ties 50-500 km away and ties more than 500 km
away. To support this hypothesis, wired residents should experience increased social contact

relative to non-wired residents that increases linearly with distance.

The first part of this analysis looks at social network members living outside of the
immediate neighbourhood but within 50 kilometres. At this distance, more conventional and
established methods of communication, such astelephone and in-person meetings are expected
to dominate, and there should belittle changeinsocial contact esaresult of accessto Netville's
high-speed local network. Changein social contact with thoselessthan 50 km away is measured
asascal econstructed from thetwo survey variablesreporting changein contact with friendsand

relatives at this distance.

Compared to one year before moving to Netville 38.9 per cent of residents reported a
drop, 38.9 per cent reported no change and 22.2 per cent reported an increase insocial contact

with non-neighbourhood tieswithin 50 km. At thisdistance, 65 per cent of wired and 55 per cent
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of non-wired residents reported either no change or asmall increase in contact with nearby ties
(Figure3.3). Asisevident from thebi-model distribution of the scalefor non-wired participants,
agreater percentage of those without accessto Netville€' shigh-speed network responded near the

extreme of “much less’ social contad.

A comparison of mean scoresfor changein social contact with non-neighbourhood ties
within 50 km can be found in Table 3.2. On average, both wired and non-wired resdents
experiencedaslight dropinsodal contact withtiesat thisdistance. Non-wired residentsreported
agreater drop in contact than wired residents, but an analysis of variance (ANOVA) does not
identi fy a significant difference between wired and non-wired residents in terms of their mean
changeinsocial contact. Accessto Netvill€ shigh-speed network does not appear to have played

asignificant role in improving social contact with non-neighbourhood ties within 50 km.

Controlling for gender, age, education and length of residencedoes not reveal any effect
of wired status on social contact with non-neighbourhood ties living within 50 km (Table 3.3).
Theonly significant regression model, based on thisanalysis, includes years of education asthe
independent variable. No other variable significantly improved on the regresson model. Asin
the previous analysis holding other factors constant, Netville residents experienced adrop in
contact with network members as a result of their move. Those with at least some graduate
school (17 years of education) were able to maintain contact at pre-move levels, but all other
residentsexperienced adrop in social contact with non-neighbourhood tiesliving within 50 km

in comparison to ayear before their move.

Movingto Netvilleand accessingitshigh-speedlocal network did not appr eciably change

the amount of social contact with non-naghbourhood network members living within 50 km.
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Figure 3.4 Changein social contact with mid-range ties (50-500 km).

The result of this analysis provides initial support for the hypothesis that ties located at the
greatest distance experience the greatest increase in socid contact as aresult of accessto free,

high-speed, always-on Intemet service.

3.1.2 Social Contact - Mid-range Ties 50-500 Kilometres Away

Unlike non-neighbourhood ties located within 50 km mid-range ties located 50-500 km away
should exhibit some evidence of improved social contact as a result of computer-mediated
communication. The range of 50-500 km represents a distance where conventional means of
communication, such as telephone and in-person contact, become increasingly costly. The
availability of CMC may serve as an adequate and less costly means of communication that

improves contact with ties at this distance.
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The scale for change in social contact with ties 50-500 km away was constructed from
two variablesreporting changein contact with friendsand rel ativesat thisdistance. Themajority
(57.4 per cent) of Netvilleresidents experienced no changeinthelevel of contact withtiesat this
distance. A decrease in contact was reported by 27.8 per cent of participants, and only 14.8 per
cent reported an increase. However, the individual distributions in Figures 3.4 reveal major
differences between wired and non-wired residents. The distribution for wired residentsismore
balanced: the majority 61.8 per cent reported no change, 17.6 per cent reported a decrease and
20.6 per cent reported an inarease in socia contact. The distribution for non-wired residents
dramaticallytails-off toward adecreasein social contact: 50 per cent reported no change and 45

per cent reported some level of lost contact.

As shown in Table 3.2, wired Netville residents on average reported improved social
contact relative to non-wired resdents. Compared to non-wired residents, who on average
reported a drop in contact, wired residents reported no change in social contact with network
members 50-500 km away. To verify that the observed difference between wired and non-wired
residentscannot be explained by gender, age, education or length of residence, the results of an

OL Sregression are reported in Table 3.3.

Wired status is the only variable that significantly improves the regression model for
change in contact withties50-500 km away. Gender, age, education and length of residence do
not explain the difference between wired and non-wired residentsin teemsof social contect with
mid-range ties. As with the previous analysis, the negative value of the intercept suggests that
when other factorsare controlled for, Netville residents experienced adrop in contact with mid-
range network members as a result of their move. Those with access to Netville' s high-speed

network were &l e to counter thistrend and maintain contact at pre-move levels.
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Unlike social contact with network memberswithin 50 km, where there was no effect of
wired status, wired residents demonstrated a marginally better ability to maintain contadt with
ties in the 50-500 km range than non-wired residents. Whilewired Netville residents did not
experience anything more than a very minor increase in contact relative to their pre-move
experience, their level of contact improved on the experiences of non-wired resdents. As
hypothesized, accessto free, high-speed, always-on Internet service increased contact with ties

at the distance of 50-500 km.

3.1.3 Social Contact - Ties More than 500 Kilometres Away

As with ties located 50-500 km away, social contact by conventional means (i.e., telephone,
in-person meetings) with network members more than 500 km away isincreasingly expensive.
To support the hypothesis that acoess to Netville's local network was most significant in
increasing contact with distant social ties, wired residents should have reported their greatest

increase in contact relative to non-wired residents for social ties at this distance.

Change in socia contact with ties more than 500 km away is measured as a scde
constructed from two variables reporting change in contact with friends and relatives at that
distance. Thedistribution of the social contact scaleat 500+ km followsthetrend of the previous
two analyses that as distance to network members increases, so does the proportion of
participantsindicating no change in social contact. The majority of participants, 66.7 per cent,
reported the same level of contact with thar most distant network members, while 14.8 per cent

reported a decrease in contact and 18.5 per cent reported an increasein contact. Amongst wired
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Figure 3.5 Change in social contact with distant ties (500+ km).

residents, only one participant reported adecreasein social contact while 73.5 per cent reported
no change and 11.8 per cent reported an increase (Figure 3.5). Aswith the previous analysis, the
distribution for non-wired residents tends to tail off toward less socia support: 35 per cent

reported some decrease and 55 per cent reported no change (Figure 3.5).

The mean scores in Table 3.2 confirm that, on average, wired residents reported an
increase, and non-wired residents adecrease, in social contact with network members morethan
500 km away. Keeping in mind that the modal score across all Netville residents was a report
of “no change,” thisisthe only time whenwired residents averaged an increasein social contact
in comparison to a year before their move. To verify that being wired does increases social
contact withthemost distant network members, I conducted an OL Sregressionincluding control

variables for gender, age, education and length of residence.

Wired status and age are the only variables that significantly improve on the regression

model predicting changein contact with ties more than 500 km away (Table 3.3). Examiningthe
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standardized coefficients, wired status and age have a similar magnitude of effect on the
dependent variable. For every one standard deviation unit increase in age or wired status there
is a 0.3 standard deviation unit increase in contact with ties more than 500 km away. Wired
status has the equivalent effect on social contact at this distance of 13 years of age. As has
consistently been found, controlling for other factors, movingto Netville resulted in adrop in
social contact. Those over the age of 38 and non-wired, and those over the age of 25 and wired,

were able to maintain contact with distant network members at pre-movelevels.

Netville residents with access to the high-speed local network experienced increased
social contact relativeto non-wired residents. Amongst older wired Netvilleresidentstherewas

an overall increasein social contact with network members more than 500 km away.

3.1.4 Comparing Social Contact Across Distances

Onaverage, wired Netvilleresidentsexperienced increased socia contact with network members
as distance increased. For ties outside of Netville but within 50 km, all Neville residents
experienced adrop in contact. While the drop in contact experienced by wired residents at this
distance was not as great as it wasfor non-wired residents, it was not a statistically significant
improvement. At 50-500 km away, wired residents maintaned contact at pre-move levels,
significantlybetter thanthedropin contact experienced by non-wired residents. Wired residents
ties at distances greater than 500 km were the only ties to experience an absolute increase in
contact over pre-move levels. Non-wired residents experienced adrop in contact with ties at all

distances. Despite thefact that wired residentsimproved on pre-movelevels of contact withties
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Figure 3.6 Change in social contact as distance to network members increases.

at greater than 500 km, it isinaccurate to conclude that access to Netville' s free, high-speed,

always-on Internet service had the greatest impact on contact with the most distant social ties.

The effect of wired status on social contact is partially conceal ed by the confirmation of
S. D. Clark’s (1966) and Herbert Gans (1967) findings that moving to a new suburban
neighbourhood has a negative effect on the ability of movers to maintain social contact with
network members. A comparison of the unstandardized regression coefficients for wired status
confirmsthat living in Netville with access to the high-speed network had the greatest impact
on contact with tieslocated within the mid-range of 50-550 km. The effect of wired status, 0.45
standardized units at 50-500 km, dropsto 0.40 unitsfor network members at morethan 500 km.
While the difference between the coefficients for wired status at the two distances isnot large,
it supportsthe conclusion that the effect on social contacts of being wiredlevelsout at distances
beyond 50-500 km, or may even begin to drop. The relationship between computer-mediated
communication, social contact and distance to network membersis closer to what isillustrated

in Figure 3.6 than what was hypothesized in Figure 3.1a. A possible explanation as to why
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computer-mediated communi cation hasagreater effect on contact with mid-rangetiesmayrelate
to the types of support that are likely to be exchanged with ties at this distance. If contact
encourages the exchanges of support and vice-versa, and CMC is better suited to aid in
supportiv e exchange wi th mid-range ties, this may account for the greater impact of Netville's
local network on contact with ties 50-500 km away. Frequent contact and the provision of
tangible support reinforce each other (Homans 1961; Wellman and Wortley 1990). Change in
the exchange of support with social tiesasaresult of accessto Netville’ slocal computer network

isthe focus of the following section.
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Figure 3.7 Change in support exchanged with dl non-neighbourhood ties.

3.2 Exchange of Support

This analysis tests the hypothesis that living in a wired neighbourhood with access to free,
high-speed, aways-on I nternet access increases the overall amount of support exchanged with
socia network members. Change in support with network members outside of the immediate
neighbourhood is measured as a scale of 12 variables reporting change in support given and

received from friends and relatives.

Thescalefor changeinal socia support outside of Netvilleisnearly equally distributed
between those who experienced a drop in support (31.5 per cent), those who experienced no
change (37.0 per cent), and those who reported anincreasein support (31.5 per cent). Comparing
the scaledistributionsfor wired and non-wired residents (Figure 3.7), non-wired residentstended
to respond closer to the extreme of “much less’ support. Fully 79 per cent of wired Netville
residentsreported the same or more support after moving, compared to only 50 per cent of non-

wired residents.
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Table 3.4 Comparison of wired and non-wired residents by mean changein support

exchanged with social ties at various distances (kilometres) ®

All Less Than 50 Between 50-500  Greater Than 500
Non Non Non Non
Wired  Wired Wired Wired Wired Wired Wired  Wired
Mean -0.24°* 0.05° 0.03*" 0.10% -0.51%° 0.04°° -0.24"¢ 0.01°
SD 0.50 0.20 0.72 0.41 0.64 0.21 0.52 0.19
Min  -150 -0.50 -1.50 -1.00 -200 -0.50 -1.50 -0.50
Max 0.33 0.58 1.00 1.00 0.25 0.75 0.50 1.00

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values (ANOVA).
& Scale for mean score ranges from -2 “lot less” to +2 “lot more.”
P N= 34 wired, 20 Non-Wired.

Table 3.4 confirms that there is a statistically significant difference between the mean

score for wired and non-wired residents in terms of change in total support with all

non-neighbourhood social network members. As with social contact, on average, non-wired

residents reported a moderate drop in support, while wired residents were able to maintain

support slightly above pre-movelevels.

Table 3.5 examinesgender, age, education and length of residenceto seeif they explain

differencesin support exchanged better than wired status does. The only variableto explain the

differencein support is wired status. When controlling for other factors, those who moved into

Netvilleexperienced an overall decreasein support exchanged with network membersecrossall

distances. Living in Netville and being connected to the local high-speed network reversad this

trend for wired residents and even generated avery minor increase in the amount of support

exchanged in comparison to ayear before their move.
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Table 3.5 Coefficients from the regression of change in support exchanged on wired status
and other independent variables at various distances (kilometres) (N=54).

Control
Variables All Less Than 50 Between 50-500 Greater Than
500
Wired? 0.29%4 . 0.55%%° 0.25%4
(0.39) (0.54) (0.33)
Femaé —_ —_ — —
Education — — — —
Age — — — —
Residence — — — —
I ntercept -0.24°%2 — -0.51°® -0.24°
R? 0.15%4 —_ 0.290© 0.1104

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values. Numbers in parentheses are standardized coefficients (). Only
those variables that significantly improved on the explained variance (R are included in the final model.
2Dummy variable for wired status, reference category is wired — access to the high-gpeed network.
®Dummy variable for gender, reference category is female.

The data supports the hypothesis that living wired with access to freg high-speed,
always-on Internet access increases the amount of support exchanged with social network
members. However, the magnitude of this increase over pre-move levelsis negligible. Being
wired allowed Netville residents to maintain support at pre-move levels, where non-wired
residentsexperienced adrop in support after their move Thefollowing analysis expandson this
conclusion by testing the hypothesisthat therel ationship between changein support and distance
isnon-linear. Asdescribed in Section 3.0, network members at the mid-range distance of 50-500
km areideally situated to experience the greatest increase in the exchange of support asaresult

of being wired. To test this hypothesis a separae analysiswill be conducted for each of three
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Figure 3.8 Change in support exchanged with non-neighbourhood ties within 50
km.

distances: non-neighbourhood tieslessthan 50 kmaway, network members50-500 kmaway and

network members living more than 500 km away.

3.2.1 Exchange of Support - Non-Neighbourhood Ties Less Than 50 Kilometres Away

Ashypothesized, thereisno expectation that havingaccessto Netville’ shigh-speed network will
have an appreciable effect on social support exchanged with non-neighbourhood network
members living within closest proximity. Network members within easy physical access are
already well positioned for the exchange of both ingrumental and non-nstrumental support.
Access to new methods of communication, through high-speed Internet access, is unlikely to

affect existing levels of supportive exchange.

The scale for change in support with non-neighbourhood ties within 50 km has been

constructed from four variables reporting change in the amount of support given and received
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from friendsandrelativesat thisdistance. Thedistribution of thisscalereveal sthat 42.6 per cent
of participantsreported the modal vdue of no change, 20.4 per cent reported adecreaseand 37.0
per cent reported some increase in the exchange of support. While the modal value for both
wired and non-wired remains at “no change,” agreater percentage of wired residents reported
the same or an increase in support than non-wired participants (Figure 3.8). Of wired Netville
residents, 82.4 per cent reported the sameor more support after moving as compared to 75.0 per

cent of non-wired residents.

Comparing the mean change in support exchanged with non-neighbourhood ties within
50 km reveal sthat, on average non-wired residents’ reported al most no changein social support,
whereaswiredresdents reported aslight, although not statistically different, increasecompared
to ayear beforetheir move (Table 3.4). To verify that being wired does not significantly affect
support exchanged at this distance, the results of an OL S regression controlling for gender, age,

education and length of residence is reported in Table 3.5.

Regression analysis confirms that wired status does not predict change in the exchange
of social support with ties outside of Netville but less than 50 km away (Table 3.5). The
introduction of age, gender, education and length of residence dso failed to improve on the
regression model. As hypothesized, both wired and non-wired residents experienced littleto no

change in the amount of support exchanged with network members at this distance.
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Figure 3.9 Change in support exchanged with mid-range ties (50-500 km).

3.2.2 Exchange of Support - Mid-range Ties 50-500 Kilometres Away

Socia ties 50-500 km away are hypothesized to experience the greatest increase in support
exchanged as aresult of accessto afree, high-speed, always-on Internet connection. The scde
for changein support exchangewith network membersat thisdistance hasbeen congructed from
four variables reporting change in the amount of support given and received from friends and

relatives 50-500 km away.

The mgjority of Netville residents (66.7 per cent) reported no change in the amount of
support exchanged with mid-range (50-500 km) social ties. A decrease in support was reported
by 24.1 per cent, and only 9.3 per cent reported some increase compared to a year before thar
move. An examination of the individual distributions for wired and non-wired participants
(Figure 3.9) revedls that wired residents reported almost universally that their support had not
changed at this distance (82.4 per cent), and only 5.9 per cent of participants indicated a

decrease, while 11.8 per cent reported an increase This compares to non-wired participants of
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whom only 40 per cent reported no change and the majority (55 per cent) reported a drop in

support with mid-range ties.

On average wired residents reported no changein the amount of support exchanged with
mid-range ties compared to ayear before their move (Table 3.4). On the other hand, non-wired
residentsaveraged amoderate drop intheamount of support exchanged. Thedifferencebetween
the mean scores for wired and non-wired residentsis highly significant at better than the 0.001

level.

Table 3.5 reports the results of an OLS regression that includes control variables for
gender, age, education and length of residence. Being wired is the only variable in this model
that improves on the explained variance. As was the case with social contact, moving also
inhibited the exchange of support with mid-range ties. Netville residents connected to the local
high-speed network were &l e to overcomebarriers to the exchange of support introduced asa
result of moving. Relative to non-wired residents, wired residents demonstrated a significant
increasein the exchange of support as aresult of accessto free, high-speed, always-on Internet

service.

3.2.3 Exchange of Support - Ties More than 500 Kilometres Away

The most distant socia ties, those more than 500 km away, are not hypothesized to show a
significant increase in the exchange of suppart as a result of access to computer-mediated
communication. Thelack of physical accessto the most distant network members makes them

ill-suited for the exchange of instrumental forms of aid. Access to new methods of
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Figure 3.10 Change in support exchanged with distant social ties (500+ km).

communication, provided through high-speed Internet access, may at best allow for a minor

increase in the exchange of non-instrumental support.

Thescalefor change in support with network members more than 500 km away is based
on four variables reporting change in support given and received from friends and relatives at
thisdistance. Morethan ever, the distribution of the support scale has small tails, and showsthat
83. 3 per cent of Netville residents reported no change, 13.0 per cent reported a decrease, and
only 3.7 per cent reported anincreasein support with ties morethan 500 km away. Again there
are major differences between the distribution of scores for wired and non-wired residents
(Figure 3.10). Almost all wired residents (97.1 per cent) reported no changeor an increase in
the amount of support exchange. This compares with only 70.0 per cent of non-wired residents
who reported no change or an increase in support. Fuly 30.0 per cent of non-wired residents
experienced adrop in support with their most distant social ties compared to only 2.9 per cent

of wired residents.



98

On average, wired Netville residents experienced increased support with distant social
ties (500+ km) relativeto their non-wired counterparts(Table 3.4). Aswiththepreviousanalysis
of social support, wired residents, on average, experienced support & levelsconsistentwith their

pre-move experience, while non-wired residents experienced minor drops in support.

Regression analysiswith an extremely light-tailed dependent variable, asisthescalefor
change in support at more than 500 km, violates the assumption of equal variance
(homoscedasticity). As aresult, the OL S regression reported in Table 3.5 for ties at 500+ km
should beinterpreted with caution. Still, wired statusisthe only variableto significantly improve
on the regression model predicting change in social support with distant social ties. Moving to
Netville continues to have a negative effect on the exchange of support. Being connected to
Netville’ shigh-speed network all owed residentsto maintain support at pre-movelevels. Relative
to non-wired residents, wired residents experienced amodest increasein contact with thar most

distant social ties

3.2.4 Comparing the Exchange of Support Across Distances

As hypothesized, social ties at the mid-range distance of 50-500 km experienced the greatest
increasein the exchange of support asaresult of accessto free, high-speed, always-on Internet
access. As described in Figure 3.1b, wired Netville residents experienced no change in the
exchange of support with non-neighbourhood ties within 50 km and only a minor increase in
support with ties more than 500 km away. Although the total change in support was margnal,

being connected to Netville shigh-speed network had morethan twicethe effect on support with
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network members at the 50-500 km range as it did with those at more than 500 km.2? While this
isastudy of new suburban movers, thereis no reasonto believe that the overall pattern of how
wired connectivity affects the exchange of support would change if this study had been

conducted in an established residentia community.

3.3 Conclusion

Moving to Netville, a new suburban neighbourhood, reduced contact and support with
friendsand relatives. The move to anew home and neighbourhood can be both exhilarating and
stressful. Former neighbours are no longer a hand, and with the move to an outer suburb,
distance may play arolein reducingcontact and the exchange of support with network members
(Gans 1967; Clark 1966). Social capital, access to instrumental and supportive resources
provided through contact with network members, decreases as a result of moving to a new
suburb. Y et Netville residents with access to a free, high-speed, always-on computer nework
were more successful than the non-wired in maintaining contact and exchanging support with

friends and reldives.

Relative to the non-wired, wired residents demonstrated increased contact and support
asaresult of CMC. The changein contact and support experienced by Netville swired residents
was nonlinear as distance to network members increased. Accessto Netville' slocal computer
network played no rolein changing the amount of contact or support exchanged with friendsand

family outside of Netville but within 50 km. Beyond 50 km but within 500 km, wired Netville

3 Based on aco mparison of unstandardized regression coefficients.
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residents were able to maintain contact and support at pre-move levels, while the non-wired
could not. Beyond 500 km, the effect of Netville'slocal computer network on social contact
levelled off, while the effect on support decreased to half of what it was for ties at 50-500 km.
Therewasno indication at any distancethat those with accessto Netville shigh-speed computer
network experienced any drop in contact or support as aresult of CMC. If thisstudy wasto be
replicated in an established residential community, where the effect of moving could be
removed, wewould expect contact and support to increase beyond pre-existing level swith non-

neighbourhood ties living beyond 50 km.

My own experience in maintaining contact and exchanging support with friends and
family outside of Netville was not very different from wha other residents reported. As a
graduate student with limited financia resources, | found commuting and communicating the
relatively short distance of 50 km to Toronto an ongoing challenge. To call Toronto from
Netville meant incurring long distance tel ephone charges or amonthly fee of $30 for unlimited
regional calling. Travelling to Toronto by public transit was nearly impossible, with only a
handful of painfully slow commuter trans and buses running daily. Transportation by private
automobilewas equally achallenge. Timed correcly to avoid rush hour, it was possibleto travel
by car from Netvilleto downtown Toronto(where the University of Toronto and my officewere
located) in just under 45 minutes. If travel was attempted during rush hour, or if there was a
trafficaccident or road construction, one-way travel times easily exceeded two hours. After only
afew months, | found it necessary to trade in my existing car for a new vehicle so that | had
adequatespeed, heat and ar-conditioningto tol erate the commute. Eventhenlavoidedtravelling
to the city any more than two days a week. The price and accessibility of computer-mediated

communication (CM C) provided through Netville' slocal network encouragedmeto adopt CMC
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asthe principa means by which I maintained contact with members of my social network living

in Toronto and beyond.

Itisnot that the Internet isspecial initsahility to maintan social ties. Rather, the Internet
is another means of communication used along with existing media. When distance makes
in-person or telephone communication difficult, computer-mediated communication has the
potential to fill the gap. Friction of time and space has traditionally limited social contact with
the most distant members of our social networks. Where contact can facilitate the exchange of
support, CMC mediatesthe effect of distance, increasing supportive exchanges with those who
werepreviously just out of reach. Despitethe Internet’ sability to connect people acrossdistance,
its potential to connect people a theloca neighbourhood level may be more significant. The

topic of local sodal tieswill be explored in the followingtwo chapters.
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CHAPTER 4

NEIGHBOURHOOD SOCIAL CAPITAL

4.0 Introduction

The lessons of the community question have shown that athough strong supportive social
relations continueto exist in the urban setting, they generally are not neighbourhood based. On
average, most North Americanshavefew strongtiesat the neighbourhood level (Wellman 1979;
Fischer 1982; Putnam 2000). Personal communities consist of networks of far-flung kinship,
workplaceand interest group relations, and not place-based communities of geography (Wellman
1999). While there is no reason to suspect that these relations provide less support or
companionship than what might be available from socia ties in the neighbourhood setting

(Wellman 1999; Fischer 1982), the formation of local social capital hasanumber of advantages.

Social tiesthat are physically accessiblearewell suited for the provision of instrumental
aid and support, such as lending and giving household items, help with household repairs, and
aidin dealing with organizations (Wellman and Wortley 1990). “ Neighbourhood social capital”
has been highlighted by Jane Jacobs (1961) as important for increasing nel ghbourhood saf ety,
improving theflow of information amongst neighbourhood residents, and aiding neighbourhood
collective action. Robert Putnam pointstotherole of social capital inincreasing housing values
and in preventing neighbourhood decline (2000: 323). Y outh in neighbourhoodswherethey can
draw onsocial capital aremoresuccessful infindingjob contactsoutside of their neighbourhood,

and avoiding socia problemsincluding, drugs, crime and teen pregnancy (Putnam 1993; 2000).
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Social capital at the neighbourhood level has been shown to increase neighbourhood safety and
to reduce crime (Sampson and Groves 1989; Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls 1997). Other
studiessuggest apositiverelationship between social capital and health (Lynchand Kaplan 1997,
Kawachi, Kennedy and Glass 1999; Wilkinson 1996; 1999; Veenstra 2001). In general,
neighbourhoods with high social capital are safer, better informed, higher in social trust and

better equipped to deal with local issues.

Fischer (1975; 1982) argues that the existence of diverse subcultures in the urban
environment allows people to place similarity of interest over similarity of setting in selecting
social ties. While this does not exclude the possibility that neighbourhoods can be a source of
social relations (Park 1925), itispresumed that urban residentsaremorelikely tofindsocial ties
who are more compatible at a distanceand in other socid circles. Indeed, those in less urban
areaswith less phydcal accessto other people know more neighbours than those in more urban
areas with access to a larger population (Fischer 1982: 102). Other factors, such as home
ownership, competing timecommit ments, and neighbourhood invol vement al soinfluence social
tie formation at the neighbourhood level (Fischer 1982). Indeed, there are also places where
peoplesimply do not want to communicate with those around them (Banfield 1967). However,
as Putnam (2000) emphasizes, the amount of neighbourhood socializing and the strength of

neighbourhood social tiesin general have decreased since the 1950s (Putnam 2000: 105-106).

This chapter addresses the question of whether or not living in a neighbourhood with a
high-speed computer network increases social capital at the local level (neighbourhood social

capital). | argue that just as computer-mediated communication can be used to incresse socia



105

contact and the exchange of support with distant social ties(see Chapter 3), the location of this

technology in the home facilitates the formation of social capitd at the local levd.*

The availability of alarge, diverse urban population with subcultures matching every
interest (Fischer 1975) is only part of the explanation as to why people tend to develop few
strong neighbourhood ties. Accessisequally asimportant associal similarity in determining the
likelihood of tie formation. Homophily has as much to do with a preference to associate with
similar others, as it does with a tendency for people to mee others while participating in
activitiesthat tend to attract homogeneous sets of people (Feld 1982). Asdescribed by Gansin
hisstudy of suburban Levittown, “if neighboursare compatible. . . they may not |ook elsewhere
for companionship” (1967: 154-155). If people are given the opportunity to interact and
exchange information in thelocal setting, they will bemorelikely to form local social tiesof all

strengths.

The expectation that improved opportunities for local interaction lead to increased
neighbourhood involvement is supported by research on neighbourhood common spaces.
Research into urban design has shown that the provision of neighbourhood common spaces
increases local social capital through tie formation, stronger local ties, and higher levels of
community involvement (Brunson, Kuo, and Sullivan 1996). Similarly, “New Urbanism” and
“neo-traditiond” planning advocates the use of neighbourhood common spaces, front porches
and other design factors to encourage surveillance, community participation and a sense of

territoriality (Atlas 1999). Instead of arguing environmental determinism, | suggest that itisthe

% This of course assumes that local residentsdon’t have a conscious aversion to developing ties at the
local level.



106

opportunity for local social interaction that isultimately responsiblefor increased socid capital,
in the form of local tie formation and increased public participation. If opportunities for
interaction can be provided through computer-mediated communication, it should provide a

similar increasein neighbourhood social capital.

It could be argued that proximity initself should encourage the formation of local social
ties. While neighbourhood residentsare physically close, they arenot alwaysaccessible. Despite
neighbours’ physical proximity, thereare few opportunitiesfor social interaction. Unlike many
other foci of activity, neighbourhoods lack institutional opportunities for social contact. Local
institutionsthat do exist to promotelocal interaction (cafés, bars, community organizations, tc.)
are in decline (Putnam 2000; Oldenburg [1989] 1999), and are in many cases absent from the
suburban setting (Jacobs 1961). Workplaces, places of worship, associations and other formal
interest groups have built-in mechanisms, in terms of meetings, common gods and common
interests that promote social contact and tie formation. Although the prevalence of built-in
mechanismsvarieshby location and design (Jacobs 1961), many neighbourhoodslack thesesame
opportunities. Asaresult, itissimply easier to gather information onthe suitability of othersfor
tie formation in socia circles that are not neighbourhood based. In addition, urban
neighbourhoods have built-in psychological, temporal and spatial barriers to socid contact.
Unlike the traditional workplace and other associationsthat often have fixed meeting timesand
places, social contact inthe neighbourhood setting islessplanned and lacks established methods
of communication. Temporal restraints limit in-person contact to those times when both
neighbours are at home, generally the weekends, the early evening, and in the hours between

arriving home from work and preparing for bed. Thisis further complicated in suburbia where
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commuting reduces the number of available hours for neighbourhood socia izing. The growth
of the unstandardized work week, and the increasing ability to access services during
non-traditional hours, reduces the ability of neighbours to predict when other neighbours are
home and available to accept visitors. Spatial barriers and issues of territoriality can further
inhibit social contact (Newman 1973). Psychol ogical barriers, includingafear of embarrassment,
afear of giving offence, and a general fear of imposing on neighbours’ commitments can also
inhibit neighbouring (Jacobs 1961: 62; Oldenburg [1989] 1999). In a typicd residential
community new movers often form a number of local social ties shortly after moving in (Gans
1967), but astime progressesthey |ook beyond neighbourhood bordersto other social circlesfor
the provision of resources and social support (Fischer 1982: 99). For neighbours to come
together and act collectively often requires highly motivated individuals to knock on the doors

of near strangersto generate support for individual causes.

Theintroduction of ahigh-speed locd computer network in theresidentid setting could
reversethetrend of neighbourhood non-involvement. Useof computer-mediated communication
might improve the flow of information and serve to expand local social networks, generating
high levels of socia capital, reducing the cost and increasing the speed of community
involvement. In awired neighbourhood, residents may not haveto rely on what information can
be gained through chance encounters to gather information on the suitability of neighbours for
friendship formation. Neighbourhood ties may no longer be limited to those householdsin
immediate visual contact (as observed by Gans 1968) but could be more widely spread

throughout the community.
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In a wired neighbourhood, where there is widespread access to computer-mediated
communication, | hypothesizethat wired residentswill adopt computer-mediated communication
for use at the local level. The use of computer-mediated communication should serve as a new
means of social contact to bridge existing barriersto social interaction and tie formation at the
local level. Spedfically, | will test the following hypotheses:

a) Living in awired neighbourhood will encourage participation inthe public realm.

b) Compared to non-wired reddents, those connected to the locd computer network will
have a greater number of local social ties of varous tie strengths.

C) Wired residents will have a denser network of local socia relations than non-wired
residents.

d) Computer-mediated communication will supplement existing means of communication
and not replace them. Those with access to computer-mediated communication at the
local level will have higher levels of cortact with local ties through other means of
communication (i.e., the telephone).

€) Accessto Netville' s high-speed network will increase the number of activelocal social
ties—thoseties' participantsareinregular contact through any form of communication.

f) In awired neighbourhood stronger social tieswill form in close proximity to the home,

while weaker sodal tieswill form at a greater distance than with non-wired residents.

4.0.1 Plan of Analyss

Thestarting point for thisanaysisistheformation of early social tieswithin Netville, beginning

withthe early settlement of the devel opment. My aim isto compare thesituation within Netville
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to atypical new suburban housing development, focusing on how the local computer network
helped residents overcome physical and psychologicd barriers to the formation of social ties
during early settlement. The analysis then compares wired and non-wired Netville resdents,
testing the hypotheses that wired residents had more local social ties and belong to a more
densely connected local network. Focusing on how neighbourhood social ties were formed and
maintai ned, this analysi sal so examineswhether, as predicted, accesstoinformation through the
local computer network increased the volume of communication between wired residents— not
only online but in-person and over the phone. This extends into a comparison of the number of
active local social ties maintained by wired and non-wired residents. Drawing on the
observations of Gans (1967) in the suburb of Levittown, the spatial distribution of wired and
non-wired residents’ social ties are compared. The chapter concludes with adiscussion of how
thelocal computer network and levelsof local social capital affected neighbourhood surveillance

and participation in the public redm.

Datafor thisanalysis consist of data collected as part of awholenetwork questionnaire
as described in Chapter 2, and ethnographic observation. In addition to analysis of variance
(ANOVA) comparing wired and non-wired residents, ordinary lesst squares (OLS) regression
is used to control for factors other than wired status that may contribute to any observed
difference between wired and non-wired participants. As described in Chapter 3, variables for
gender, age, yearsof education and length of residence (the length of time participantshad lived
in Netvilleat thetimethey wereinterviewed) are used as explanatory variablesin theregression
analyses. The rationale for including each control variableis as follows:

a) Gender — women traditionally take on greater responsibility for the maintenance of

household social ties (Wellman 1992; Wright 1989).
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b) Age— contributesto higher levelsof social capital which may facilitate the formation of
local socidl ties.

C) Education — contributes to greater socid and financia capitd which may facilitate the
formation of locd ties.

d) Length of residence — previous studies suggest that tie formation and neighbouring are
affected by length of residence (Gans1967; Clark 1966; Fischer 1982). Suburban movers
potentially develop alarge number of generally weak social ties during early settlement
(Gans 1967; Fischer 1982), but replace them with amuch smaller number of strong ties

astime increases (Clark 1966; Fischer 1982).

In calculating the density of Netville residents’ social ties, it was necessary to generate
a square symmetrical network. A square network removes from the analyses those Netville
residents who did not complete the whole network survey but who may have been selected as
social tiesby thosewho did completea survey. Theremoval of those network membersand their
ties has the potential to bias the calculation of network density. The use of a symmetrical
network assumesthat if a participant selects another resident asasocial tie, they should also be
selected by that resident asacorrespondingtie. Thispotentially correctsfor respondent error by
including social contacts that took place, but were not recalled during the interview by one
member of the dyad. Simultaneously, it includes socid ties that did not exist, but were falsely
identified on the survey by one member of the dyad. It would be difficult to control or correct
for any bias that may have resulted from these factors although thereis no expectation that any

significant bias exists.
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Figure 4.0 Early in-person social contact was dlscouraged bythe phys cal
environment.

4.1 Early Settlement

During the early stages of home construction, Netville' s physical environment resembled that
of most new residential developments. Thefirst homesto be occupied were not built withineasy
access of each other, but were dispersed widely throughout the devel opment. Streets were not
paved nor were lawns planted, soil conditions were such tha it was common for vehicles and
construction equipment to sink into unpaved driveways to the point of immohility." To walk
around the neighbourhood meant incurring at least amoderatedry-cleaning bill (see Figure 4.0).
Thisisnot unusual. S. D. Clark (1966) made similar observations of the physical environment

nearlyahalf century earlier in studying anew suburban devel opment neighbouring onto Netville.

! There are unverified neighbourhood reports of a helicopter being called in to remove sunken
bulldozers.
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During early settlement, the condition of thephysical environment surrounding Netvillewasless
than conducive to the formation of local socid ties. Yet, consistent with observations from
previous studies of new suburban neighbourhoods, there was persistent need for accessto local

information and support (Gans 1967; Clark 1966).

Almost all of Netville' searly residentsneeded to obtaininformationabout local services,
such asagood dry cleaner, areliable babysitter, or atrustworthy repair shop. When interviewed,
residents expressed a need to identify playmates for young children and to find neighbours
willing to lend household items. The “wired” datus of Netville dso prompted an interest in
locating those who were willing and able to provideinformal computer support. Asisgenerally
the case when people move to a new neighbourhood (Gans 1967), Netville residents began
forming local ties to help meet these and other needs. In Netville, | hypothesize that the local
computer network would have provided a new and alternative means of communication that
would further facilitate tie formation during this early settlement period. Thisis exadly what

happened!

4.1.1 The Neighbourhood E-mail List

The primary purpose of the local high-speed network, as it was initially conceived by the
Magenta Consortium, was not social connectivity, but access to information. As depicted on
bulletin boards|ocated a the entrance toNetville and on displaysinthe devel oper’ sshowroom,
the primary advantage of livingin awired neighbourhood was accessto information (see Figure

4.1). With the exception of the video phone, the Netville network itself actually provided few
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opportunitiestointeract online.? Residentswerelimitedto high-speed Internet accessand asmall
number of education oriented CD-ROMSs. Although the network wasgeared toward information
gatheringrather thaninterpersona communication, theresidentsof Netville soon recognized the
potential for the computer network to buildlocal social ties. Asearly asmy first visit to Netville,
| observed residents approaching M agentarepresentatives, whowerein thecommunity installing

equipment, asking for the e-mail addresses of other residents.

In July 1997, Magenta established NET-L, a neighbourhood e-mail list that allowed

Netvilleresidents to send a message to one e-mail address and have it automatically distributed

2 The video phone was rarely used with the exception of demonstrations for friends and relatives and
the occasional use by local children.
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to every household connection on the local computer network.?> NET-L became one of the
earliest opportunities for neighbourhood interaction. Within the first few months, the list was
used by residents as ameans to exchange introductions, organize barbecues and parties, search
for missing pets, exchange information on local services, share information related to the local
town government, andto hel p childrenlocate potential friendsor seek hel pwiththeir homework.
Through online introductions, often consisting of little more than a name, address and
occupation, residentswere ableto find othersat thelocal level who shared common interestsand

experiences. Discussions on NET-L were generdly focused on five activities

. The exchange of instrumental and emotional support

. Communi cating information about local activities(i.e., town meetings, parties, changes
in the garbage pickup schedule)

. Discussing locd events

. Introductions by new reddents

. Announcements made by Magenta on the availability of new software and electronic
services.

No resident ever sent a message to NET-L with the obvious intention of offending or
muting the voice of another resident (asisthe case on many e-mail and Usenet listswhere there

is frequent flaming among participants.)*

3 The Magenta Consortium wasinitially reluctant to establish NET-L. They felt residents would be
uninterested in a “low-bandwidth” technology given that they had access to a high-speed broadband network.
However, after some persuasion from residents, and myself, Magenta established NET-L as atemporary means
for residents to communicate online until a more colourful broadband application could be developed.

4 Flaming” is an openly hostile e-mail communication, the equivalent of online cursing.
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As hypothesized, wired residents of Netville adapted the high-speed network for local
use. The network provided a new means of communication tha was successfully used to
overcome psychological, temporal and spatial barriersto socia contact. In addition, the use of
computer-mediated communication was successful in overcoming physical barriers that made

in-person contact difficult in a new suburban devel opment.
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4.2 Local Social Ties

The following section test the hypotheses that:
a) Compared to non-wired resdents, those connected to the locd computer network had
more local socid ties of various tiestrengths.

b) Wired residents had a denser network of local socia relationsthan non-wired residents.

NET-L provided wired Netville residents with specific cultural capital in terms of
knowledge of local events, local services and the opinions and activities of other residents. The
cultural capital gained through NET-L served asabridge between Netvilleresidents. Residents
who casually met on the street or a the corner mailbox, instantly had something incommon and
something to share in terms of the latest community information. Just as the topic of “the
weather” can serve as a common conversational reference between near strangers, topics from
NET-L filled this role in Netville. The local nature of the list helped to persondize first
encounterswith asense of shared i nterest, common concern and sense of community. Residents
commonly recalled how initial in-personintroductionsincreasedinintimacy asresidentsequated
the facial presence of an individual to their email address, or how they signed their NET-L
messages. NET-L may havebeen particularly important in the development of local social ties
for those residentswithout children or household pets (both of which tend to attract children and
their parents). It served as a substitute to the traditional extension of social ties between

neighbourhood children and their parents (Gans 1967).

Table 4.0 preserts the mean number of Netvilleresidents that participants “recognized
by name,” “talked with on aregular basis,” and “visited in the past six months” (i.e., invited into

their home or invited into the home of aneighbour). Wired Netville residents, those connected
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Table 4.0. Comparing mean number of local ties of wired and non-wired residents?

Mean Std Dev

Wired 25,2000 18.8
Recognized by name

Non-Wired 8.4°° 4.6

Wired 6.4 7.2
Talked to on aregular basis

Non-Wired 3.2 29

Wired 4.8 4.5
Visited in the past six months

Non-Wired 3.2 31

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values (ANOVA).
&N= 36 Wired, 20 Non-Wired.

to the local computer network, recognize three times as many, talk with twice as many, and

visited 50 per cent more of their neighbours compared to their non-wired counterparts

Each of the threetie types, recognition, talking and visiting, represents a progression in
tie strength. As suggested by Granovetter (1973), tie strength is not necessarily a meaningful
indicator of the utility or value of atie. Weaker social ties are aform of social capital because
they may be more capable of providing access to information and resources potentially
unavailable from stronger social networks (1974; 1982). Weak ties can serve as bridges to
networksof relationsthat have accessto information and resources unavail ablethrough stronger,
more densely knit social ties. In the Netville example, name recognition implies that a person
knowsenough about anindividual to exchange greetingsand to potentially shareinformationand
resources. It isameasure of sodal capital. Stronger social ties, between those that residentstalk

or visit with, are also associaed with social capital, athough of adightly different form, in that
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Table 4.1 Coefficients from the regression of number of local ties on wired status and
other independent variables (N=56).

Control
Variables Recognized Talked With Visited
Wired? 14.541 3.210%1 .
(0.41) (0.25)
Female® — — —
Education — — —
Age 0.67°% . .
(0.29)
Residence . . 2.1804
(0.27)
I ntercept -14.38%% 3.15%% 1.1248
R? 0.30%© 0.06%* 0.2794

Note: Numbers in superscript ar e p-values. N umbers in parentheses are standardized coefficients (p). Only
those variables that significantly improved on the explained variance (R?) are included in the final model.
Dummy variable for wired status, reference category is wired — access to the high-speed network.
®Dummy variable for gender, reference category isfemale.
they aremorelikely to providebroader support, emotional aid and companionship (Wellman and
Wortley 1990: 566). Taken together and viewed in the context of thelocal setting, alarge social
network of both strong and weak tiesis an indicator of high neighbourhood social capital.

A regression analysis was performed to explorethe contributions of gender, education,
age and length of residence on the number of local ties (Table 4.1). Only age and wired status
were associ ated with the number of Netville residents recognized by name. Being connected to
Netville' s high-speed network increased the number of locd residents recognized by slightly
more than 14 people. Access to the local computer network was equivalent to being nearly 22

years old in the effect it had on increasing the numbe of local residents that participants

recognized. However, age did not significantly predid the number of neighbours Netville
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residentstalked with on aregular basis. Wired status was the only variable to improve on this
regression model. On average, all Netville residents talked with 3.15 neighbours on a regular
basis. Accessto thelocal network increased thisnumber by an additional 3.21, for atotal of 6.36
ties. However, wired status was not significantly associated with the number of neighbourhood
residents participants hadvisited withinthe past six months: Length of residenceis. At thetime
Netvilleresidents wereinterviewed, they hadlived in Netville for up to two years. Each year of
residence was associated with an increase in the number of neighbours visited by 2.18 ties.

As hypothesized, those with access to the high-speed local network had significantly
more ties in Netville. This was true for those ties participants recognized by name and talked
with, but not those they visited. The greater number of local ties recognized and talked with on
aregular basis suggests that Netville residents connected to the local network had higher social
capital than those not connected to the network. As the following comments from two Netville
residents posting messages to NET-L indicate, wired residents were very aware of the local
computer network’ s impact on neighbourhood social capital.

| have walked around the neighbourhood a lot lately and | have noticed a few

things. | have noticed neighbourstalking to each other likethey have been friends

for a long time. |1 have noticed a closeness that you don't see in many

communities (Netville Resident, Message to NET-L 1998).

| would love to see us have a continuation of the closeness that many of us have

with each other, even on avery superficial levd. Do not lose it, we know each

other on afirst-name basis (Netville Resident, Message to NET-L 1998).

The finding that being wired does not increase the number of neighbours visited is
consi stent with observations made by Gans (1967) in thenew suburban settlement of L evittown.
Gansreported that L evittownersincreased visiting and general neighbouring astime progressed

(1967: 262). While improved access to local residents through computer-mediated

communication may be important in increasing neighbour recognition and the number of
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neighboursresidentstalkto on aregular basis, it may not be sufficient to allow for theformation
of stronger social ties. Even with accesstolocal othersfor tieformation, people may still choose
to establish their strongest social tieswith those who ae more homogeneous and in other social

circles.

4.2.1 Network Dengty

Based on a matrix consisting of the 56 Netville residents who completed the entire network
portion of the survey, there isthe potential for up to 1,540 local social ties of varying strengths
(Wasserman and Faust 1994: 101). Based on recognition, there are 233 socia ties within the
Netvillesample. The overall network density, or proportion of social ties present in the sample,
is 0.151 (1994: 101). Dividing the sample into two subgrgohs, one consiging exclusively of
wired residentsand theother of non-wired residents, the densities of each subgraph are 0.286 and
0.068 respectfully (1994: 102). Table 4.2 compares the overdl and subgraph densities of
recognition, talking and visiting ties. Non-wired Netville residentsare less than one-quarter as
interconnected in terms of recognition, lessthan one-third as connected in terms of talking, and
roughly only two-thirds as connected in terms of visitingin comparison to wired residents. In
addition, wired and non-wired residents are not socially isolated from each other. Looking at
each of recognition, talking and visiting, the connectivity between non-wired and wired red dents
issimilar to the level of connectivity observed in the non-wired subgraphs. This suggests that
not only did computer-mediaed communication play a strong rolein building social networks
between wired households, but that it did not inhibit the formation of social ties between wired

and non-wired homes. Ethnographic evidence suggests that wired residents may have felt
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Table 4.2. Number and density of local social ties within sample (N=56).

Max Actually
Possible Observed Density

Totd 1540 233 0.151
Within Wired? 630 180 0.286
Recognized by name
Within Non-Wired® 190 13 0.068
Between Wired/Non-Wired® 720 40 0.056
Totd 1540 79 0.051
Taked toon a regular Within Wired? 630 54 0.086
basis Within Non-Wired® 190 5 0.026
Between Wired/Non-Wired® 720 20 0.028
Totd 1540 55 0.036
Visited in the past 9X Within Wired? 630 38 0.060
months Within Non-Wired® 190 7 0.037
Between Wired/Non-Wired® 720 10 0.014

2 Consists of ties within the subgraph for wired residents.
P Consists of ties within the subgraph for non-wired residents.
¢ Consists of ties between the two subgraphs for wired and non-wired residents.

compelled toinitiate contact with non-wired residentsin order to passon communityinformation
from NET-L. For the benefit of non-wired residents, wired residents would often print a paper
copy of NET-L postings related tolocal events and post them on neighbourhood “ Superboxes”
(post office boxes) (see Figure 4.2).°

A calculation of thenetwork density of social tieswithin Netville confirmsthehypothesis

that there was greater connedivity amongst wired residents than non-wired residents. Asa

® Canada Post Superboxes” are both mailboxes for outgoing mail and personal boxes for incoming
mail. Canada Post no longer deliversmail door-to-door in new residential subdivisions, instead a small number
of homes share a single Superbox. There were three Superboxes in Netville.
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Figure 4.2 A message fromNET-L posted on one of the locd Canada Post
“Superboxes’ (post office boxes).

measure of group cohesion, thedensity of social relationsindicatesgreater social capital amongst
wired residents than between non-wired residents. Members of social networks that are of a
higher density may also be more successful in obtaining information from other network
members, which serves to increase individual social capital. Indeed, personal information
broadcast by Netville residents over the local computer network was instrumental in the
formation of local socia ties. The sharing of information onlineallowed residents with access
to the local network to more easily identify others who shared common characteristics. In
Netville, wired residents did not have to rely on physicd accessibility, and what information
could be gained through chance encounters (mowing thelawn, gardening, etc.) tolearn about the
suitability of neighboursfor friendship formation. Use of computer-mediated communicationin

Netvillefacilitated recognition, individual i ntroductionsand the sharing of personal information.
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4.3 Local Communication Patterns

This section examines the amount of communication between Netvilleresidentsusing avariety
of communi cation technol ogiesand teststhe hypothesi sthat computer-mediated communication
is a supplement to existing means of communication and not a replacement. In other words
contact leads to contact. Specifically, those with access to computer-mediated communication
experience higher levels of contact with local ties. This hypothesis runs counter to existing
research suggesting that, as people spend more time on the Intenet, they goend less time
communicating through other means (Nie and Erbring 2000), but is congruent withthefindings
of Wellman, Quan, Witte, and Hampton forthcoming, that online contact adds on to in-person

and phone contact.

4.3.1 Volume of Communication

Table 4.3 focuses on thevolume of communication between Netville residents. In addition to
talking with more of their neighbours (Tables4.0 and 4.1), wired Netville residents made four
times as many locd phone calls as thar non-wired counterparts. The average Netvilleresident
with access to the local computer network made 22.3 locd phone calls in the month prior to
being interviewed, as compared with an average of 5.6 phone cdls for non-wired residents.
Wired residents further reinforced their total volume of local communication with 4.1 personal
e-mail messages per month, for an average total volume of 26.4 local communications.®
Comparing the wired and non-wired intermsof their total volume of monthly communication,

wired residents made 4.7 times as many local communications by phone and e-mail.

® The focus of this analysis is on personal communication. E-mail sent to the local discussion list
NET -L was public e-mail targeted at all wired Netville residents and is excluded from this analysis. Table 4.4
excludes the average 17.3 e-mails sent to NET -L each month (based on the number of e-mails sent to NET -L
between the list’s conception on July 22, 1997 and the official end of the Netville trial on December 31, 1998).
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Table 4.3. Comparing the mean values for wired and non-wired residents' monthly
volume of local communication (within Netville).

Phone E-mail? Tota
. 22.30% 4.1° 26.4°%
Wired (37.7) (7.5) (38.5)
Recognized by name
. 5.6 5.6%%
Non-Wired ) - (10.6)
. 20.7°% 2.6° 23.3%
Wired (37.8) (5.7) (38.4)
Talked on aregular basis
. 4,10 4,194
Non-Wired (8.2) — (8.2)
. 20.9%3 2.4° 23.3%0°
Wired (37.5) (5.6) (38.2)
Visited in past six months
o 5.4 5.4%%
Non-Wir (10.6) — (10.6)

Note: Numbersin superscript are p-values (AN OVA). Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.
 does not include e-mail messages sent to Net-L, the neighbourhood e-mail discussion list.

> ANOVA not performed, no variation from zero for nonwired.

N =22 Wired, 20 Non-Wired.

Focusing onthoselocal tiesresidentstalked with on aregular basis, wired residentswere
more active local communicators in comparison to non-wired residents (Table 4.3). Wired
residentsmade 5.0 timesas many local phone callsasthose without accessto thelocal computer
network. Wired residents also sent an average of 2.6 e-mail messages per month to those they
talked with on aregula basis. In totd, wired residents communicated 5.7 times more by phone
and e-mail with those Netville residents they talked with on aregular basis than did non-wired

residents.

With those they visited, wired Netville residents averaged nearly four times as many

telephone calls as non-wired residents (Table 4.3). However, the difference between the mean



125

scores for the wired and non-wired is not as statisticaly significant as it was for those they
recognized and talked with. With the addition of an average 2.4 communications by e-mail,
wired residents averaged 4.3 times as many communicationsas the non-wired. Based on mean
scores, wired residentsaveraged significantly highervolumesof local communication, by phone
and in total, with local residents of dl tie strengths in comparison to non-wired residents.

Regression analysis, controlling for gender, education, age and length of residence,
showsthat accessto thelocal computer network was responsiblefor increasingthetotal volume
of local communication (Table 4.4). Looking at communication figures with those residents
recognized by name, length of residence and wired staus were both significant in predicting the
volumeof phone communication (for theoretical reasonswewouldexpect the level of statistical
significance (p<.1) to improve with alarger sample size). Accessto thelocal computer network
had the same effect on the volume of local phone calls as having lived in Netville for nearly one
year, increasing the volume of calls by dlightly more than 13 per month. However, length of
residence did not predict the total volume of communication, which included persond e-mail
messages. Wired status was the only variableto predict the total volume of communication with
local residents. Accessto the local network increased the volume of communication with local
ties by nearly 21 monthly communications.

Theregression modd for thosetieswhom residentstalked with on aregular basisisvery
similar to the regression model for ties recognized by name (Table 4.4). Residence and wired
status predict the volume of phone communication. Being connected to the local network had
the same effect as having lived in Netville for just under one year and increased the number of
local phone calls by roughly 13. Accessto the local network was the only variablethat predicts

the total volume of communication amongst those talked to on aregular basis. Accessto the
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Table 4.4 Coefficients from the regression of volume of communication (phoneand total)
on wired status and other independent variables (N=42).

Recognized Talked With Visited
Control
Variables Phone Total® Phone Total® Phone Total®

Wired? 13.421% 20.819% 13.40% 19.2703% . 17.87%%°

(0.23) (0.35) (0.24) (0.33) (0.30)
Female — — — — — —
Education — — —_ — —_ —
Age — — — — —_ —
Residence 15.429% . 15.280° . 17.40%%°

(0.28) (0.28) (0.32)
I ntercept -16.01-%%8 5.553% -17.3118° 4,05 -12.78%4 5.404%
R? 0.16%% 0.129% 0.169%% 0.11%4 0.10%0 0.09%%°

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values. Numbers in parentheses are standardized coefficients (f). Only
those variables that significantly improved on the explained variance (R? are included in the final model.

a Dummy variable for wired status, reference category is wired (access to the high-speed network).

PDummy variable for gender, reference category isfemale.

¢ Total indudes both phone and e-mail communication excluding e-mail messages sent to the neighbourhood
discusson forum Net-L.

local computer network increased thetotal volume of communication with thosetalked to on a
regular basis by nearly 20 contacts.

Amongstthoselocal tiesNetvilleresidentsvisited, accessto Netville' scomputer network
did not predict the volume of phone communication. Length of residence wasthe only variabe
that predicts the volume of phone communication with those residents visited. The longer you
lived in Netville the greater your volume of phone communication. Thosewho lived in Netville
for two yearsaveraged 17.4 morecallseach month to thosethey visited, than those who had been

in Netvillefor only ayear. With the added e-mail communication available to wired residents,
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length of residence once again disappeared as an explanatory variable when predicting the total
volume of communication. Access to the local computer network was the only variable to
improve on the regression model for total communication with those local tiesresidents visited.
Accessto thelocal network increased the total volume of communication by 17.9 contactswith
those neighbours Netville residents visited.

Regression analyses confirms that access to the local computer network contributed to
an increased volume of communication with ties in the local area. The total volume of
communication increased asaresult of accessto thelocal computer network for local social ties
of al strengths: those recognized, talked to, and visited with. Even if computer-mediated
communication was treated as alesser form of communication rather than as adifferent form of
communication, those with access to the local computer network still experienced increased
communication by telephone with those local residents they recognized and talked to. The
volumeof phone communicationwith residentsvisited remained unchanged asaresult of access
to the local network. The significance of length of residence in predicting the volume of phone
communication with local ties wasexpected, consistent with previoudy cited observations of
new suburban moversthat have pointed toincreased communication (visiting in particular) over

time (Gans 1967: 262).
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Table 4.5 Active socia ties maintained by type of communication (Iast month).?

Recognized Talked With Visited
Wired Non-Wired Wired Non-Wired Wired Non-Wired

Mean 4.1 2.4142 3.306% 1.6%° 3.2%8 2,128
Phone

%of ties 16.3 29.8 51.6 50.0 66.7 65.6

Mean 4.0 — 2.0 — 1.8 —
E-mail®

%of tiess 15.9 — 31.3 — 375 —

Mean 1.5 —_ 1.1 —_ 1.1 —_
Both

%overlap® 22.7 — 26.2 — 28.2 —

M eane 6.6'016 2.4.016 4.2.009 1.6'009 3.9.094 2.1.094
Total .

% of tiess 26.2 29.8 65.6 50.0 81.3 65.6

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values (ANOVA).

aN= 42 (Wired N=22, Non-W ired N=20).

P Does not include e-mail messages sent to Net-L (the neighbourhood e-mail discussion list).

¢ Percentage of total network tiesfrom Table 4.0.

9 percentage of active ties contacted by both phone and e-mail.

¢ Total includes contact by phone plus contact by e-mail minus overlap (Total = Phone + E-mail - Both).
"ANOVA not performed, no variation from zero for non-wired.

4.3.2 Mode of Communication

This analysis tests the hypothesis that access to Netville's local high-speed network increased
the number of active local social ties. This hypothesisis based on the theory that access to new
asynchronousformsof communication, suchase-mail, will allowfor greater temporal flexibility
In maintaining social ties. To overcome local barriers to social contact, asynchronous
communication, which does not require the simultaneous participation of all partiesinvolvedin
a communication, should allow for greater coordination in arranging social contact (i.e.,

arranging to be home for aphone call) and can al so serve as a method of social contact initself.
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Table 4.6 Coefficients from the regression of communication with ties (by phone and in
total) on wired status and other independent variables (N=42).

Recognized Talked With Visited
Control
Variables Phone Total® Phone Total® Phone Totdl®
Wired? — 4,196 1.77%° 2.680% .
(0.37) (0.29) (0.40)
Female — — — — — —
Education —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ —_
Age —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ —_
Residence —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ —_
| ntercept — 2.40%3 1.55%7 1.55%2 — —
RZ _ 0. 14.016 0.08'065 0. 16.009 _ _

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-values. N umbers in parentheses are standardized coefficients (B). Only
those variables that significantly improved on the explained variance (R?) are included in the final model.
2Dummy variable for wired status, reference category is wired (access to the high-speed network).
PDummy variable for gender, reference category isfemale.

¢ Total includes contact by either phone or e-mail communication excluding e-mail messages sent to the
neighbourhood discussion forum Net-L.

Table4.5 documentsthe number and percentage of social network members phoned and
e-mailed within Netville in the month prior to being interviewed. In comparison to non-wired
residents, wired residents communicated by phone with more than one and ahalf times as many
local residents (those they recognized by name). The proportion of active network members
contacted by phone was lower for wired than non-wired residents. However, thisis aresult of
thelarger sizeof wired residents recognition networks(Table4.0). When e-mail communication
is combined with phone use, wired residents actively communicated with more than two and a
half times as many social ties and anearly equal proportion of network members, even though

wired residents had significantly more local social ties. Regression analysis with wired status,
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gender, education, age and length of residence as explanatory variables confirms that wired
statusistheonly variable significantly assodated with thetotal number of activelocal social ties

(Table 4.6).

Amongst those ties residents talked with on a regular basis, wired and non-wired
residents used the tel ephone to communicate with anear equal proportion of network members
(Table 4.5). Compared to non-wired residents, those with access to the local network
communicated by phone with twice as many of those ties with whom they talked on a regular
basis. Withittle overlap between those they e-mailed and those they phoned (amean of 1.1 ties),
wired residents activdy communicaed by phoneand e-mail with 65 per cent of those tiesthey
talked withon aregular basis: 2.6 timesasmany tiesas non-wired residents. Regression analysis
confirmsthat accessto thelocal network was the only variable that predicts communication by
phone, and communication in total, with those network members Netville residents talked with

on aregular basis (Table 4.6).

AmongsttiesNetvilleresidentshad visited, thereisno significant differencebetweenthe
mean number of ties phoned by wired and non-wired residents (Table 4.5). Both wired and
non-wired residents actively communicated by phone with alarge proportion of those ties they
had visited. The use of e-mail by wired residents on averageincreased the number of activeties
amongst those visited by only 0.7 social ties. Considering e-mail and phone use together, wired
residents had 1.9 times as many active ties amongst those they visited. Regression analysis
confirmsthat being wired did not impact on the number of tiesNetville residents communicated

with by phone or in total amongst those they had visited (Table4.6).
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For both wired and non-wired residerts, the telephone was used amost exclusively to
communicatewith stronger social ties(thosevisited or talked with) (Table4.6).Onaverage, both
wired and non-wired residents phoned | ess than one social tie who was recognized by name, but
was hot visited or talked to on aregular basis. Wired residents also had very little overlap in
communication by phone and e-mail. While the proportion of ties contacted by both phone and
e-mail increased with tie strength, e-mail was more likely to be used as the sole means of
communication with weaker social ties (those recognized but not visited or talked with
regularly). Wired residents on average contacted two and a half “recognition” ties by e-mail
alone, as compared to less than one tie for both “talked with” and “visited.” This suggests that
e-mail isused primarily as a method to reinforce contact amongst stronger social ties, but also
as a means of providing at least basic contact amongst a few weaker ties. Access to the local
network increases communication with weaker neighbourhood relations, providing accessto a
wider and potentially more diverse social network, while ssmultaneously re-enforcing social

contact amongd stronger socid ties.

Use of the local computer network to share information may have been one factor that
encouraged wired residents to contact more local social ties more often. Wired residents who
sent questionsor asked for support through NET-L, generally reported receiving alimited online
response, but many more responses “ over thefence” and over the phone. Personal information
voluntarily shared onli ne (through NET-L) may also haveincreased awareness of otherssuitable
for tieformation or likely to possess access to specific resources, when previously it would have

been necessary to access ties outside of the local area.
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As hypothesized, accessto Netville' s local computer network increased the number of
active social tiesin thelocal area. Contrary to the results of Nie and Erbring (2000), thereisno
indi cation that use of computer-mediaed communication inhibited or replaced the use of existing
means of communication. The combination of e-mail and phone communication allowed wired
residentsto communicatewith alarger number of neighbourhood residents. This lends support
to the theory that computer-mediated communication successfully removes barriers to local

socia contact.
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4.4 Spatial Distribution of Social Ties

During the early settlement of Levittown, Gans (1967; 1968) recognized the significance of
propinquity in the formation of local social ties. Visud accessibility was identified askey in
allowing neighbourhood residentsto i dentify those who coul d potentially share househol d items,
providesupport, and formlong-term friendships. Inatraditional suburban community, thosewho
are most viable, and in turn most physically accessible, are generally those who live in homes
that extend no more than 3-4 from your own (Gans 1967: 156; 1968: 154). Local socia ties
rarely extend around corners or down the block. The limited range of local ties has the effect of
limiting residents’ familiarity with othersin the community, evenif they liveasclose asthe other
side of the block. In turn, this generates low levels of community solidarity, limits
neighbourhood surveillance, and reduces attachment to the broader neighbourhood. However,
in a wired neighbourhood, where it is easier to gather information on other residents and to
identify compatible socid ties regardless of physical accessibility, does propinquity still play a

role in the formation of local socid ties?

| hypothesize that propinguity continuesto play arolein the formation of local ties, but
only amongst stronger ties. In awired suburb where accessto information about neighbourhood
residentsis easier to acquire than in atradi tional nei ghbourhood, through electronic discussion
forums etc., it should be easier to identify compatible social ties regardiess of their physical
access bility. Similarly, instead of leaning over thefenceto find support andresources, inawired
neighbourhood it may be easier to send a message over the community discussion list (and
indeed thiswasacommon occurrenceon NET-L ). However, | arguethat people haveaparticular

need to maintain socid ties with neighbourswho arein cl osest proximity. Indeed, Gans noted
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that Levittownerswere particularly concerned with maintaining good social relationswith those
who lived very close by (1967: 156). Proximity still breeds access. Mending a common fence,
shovelling the snow off sidewalks together, being in neighbouring yards at the same time, and
other opportunities for contact breed through proximity. This additional accessibility is still
significant, and promotes the exchange of resources and information that makes people more
likely to visit and talk with immediate neighbours on a regular basis. Computer-mediated
communication amongst local residents should serve to heighten the opportunity for contact
amongst immediate neighbours, bridging barriersto social contact and providing opportunities
for communication wherenonemay have existed before. |n awired neighbourhood, wherewired
residentsform more social relations of al tie strengths, stronger social ties should tend to form
in close proximity. | also hypothesize that increased familiarity with local social tiesfacilitated
through the local compute network will serve to increase the range of tie formation amongst
weaker social ties.

Table4.7 outlinesthe mean range between wired andnon-wired residentsand the homes
of those soci d ties they recognized, talked to and visited within Netville. The distance between
Netville homes was calculated in lots as the geodesic distance between households, or the
shortest walking distance between any two homes.” The path between any two homes was
restricted to what could be reached by following neighbourhood sidewalks or roads, with the
exception of houses facing or backing onto each other which wereconsidered to beimmediate
neighbours. The range of social ties was cal culated as the distance of the shortest path between

aparticipant’ shome and the home of thelocad socid tie living farthest avay.

 One lot was defined as the land occupied by a single home.
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Table 4.7 Mean range (num. of lots) of locd social ties for wired and non-wired residents®

Mean Std Dev N

Wired 18.7%% 10.5 36
Recognized by name

Non-Wired 12.9%¢ 7.1 20

Wired 9.9%5 9.7 36
Talked to on aregular basis

Non-Wired 7.6%% 8.1 20

Wired 8.0 8.9 36
Visited in the past six months

Non-Wired 6.1 7.8 20

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-vdues (ANOVA).
#N= 36 Wired, 20 Non-Wired

Wired residentson average could recognize othe Netville residentsby name 18.7 houses
away from their own. This compares to non-wired residents who typically could not recognize
residents farther than 12.9 houses away. Regression analysis in Table 4.8 confirms that both
being wired and older is associated with the range of Netvilleresidents' recognized ties Access
to the local network is equivalent to roughly one year of age, suggesting tha in terms of
familiarity with local residents, being older had agreater effect on the range of local tiesthan did
access to the local network.

For both wired and non-wired residents, stronger social ties, such asthose talked to and
visited with, tend to be located much closer to home than weaker ties (Table 4.7). On average,
wired residents’ stronger ties extended two houses farther than the ties of non-wired residents.
However, thisdifferenceisnot statistically significant andislikely related to the fact that wired
residents had many more strong ties in the same short distance surrounding their home.
Regression analysis confirmsthat neither gender, education, age, length of residence, nor being

wired predicts the range of Netville residents’ talking and visiting networks (Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8 Coefficients from the regression of range of neighbouring on wired status and
other independent variables (N=54).

Control
Variables Recognized Talked With Visited

Wired® 4.39%% o o
(0.22)

Femae’ — — —

Education — — —

Age 4,21 . .
(0.32)

Residence — — —

| ntercept -1.398% — —

R? 0.18%% — —

Note: Numbers in superscript are p-vadues. Numbers in parentheses are standardized coefficients (). Only
those variables that significantly improved on the explained variance (R? are included in the final model.
2Dummy variable for wired status, reference category is wired (access to the high-speed network).
PDummy variable for gender, reference category isfemale.

As expressed in this message sent to NET-L, access to a local high-speed computer
network had mixed effects on the range of Netville residents’ local socidl ties.

If this had been aregular subdivision no doubt | would know my neighbours but

| would not know those of you around the corner and down the road. (Ne&ville

Resident, Message to NET-L 1998).

Ashypothesized, in Netville, propinquity remainedimportant in determining distanceto
stronger neighbourhood ties while being wired increased the range of wesker ties. Those who
wereolder and wired had local social networks of weak tiesthat extended agreater distancethan
those of the young and non-wired. Still, being wired was equivalent to only one year of age in

predicting distanceto weaker ties, highlighting therel atively small effect that acoessto Netville's

computer network had in increasingthe geographic range of ties. It is probally also incorrect to
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define those ties that are most spatially dispersed from the homes of Netville residents to be
“weak,” as described by Granovetter (1973).

To establish a broader understanding of the spatial distribution of social ties of various
strengths, Figure 4.3 diagrams a spatial model for the distribution of neighbourhood social ties
within Netvillefor atypical wired and non-wired home based on acombination of ethnographic
observations and data from Tables 4.0 and 4.7. Households identified as weak ties are those
described by Granovetter (1973) and represent neighbourhood residents known well enough to
exchange greetings, to provide occasional companionship, and to exchange minor resources.
Srong ties are supportive ties that can be relied on to provide major resources, emotional
support, aid and companionship. A knowing tie is a previously unexplored concept in social
network analysis and represents those ties that are of less strength than Granovetter’s (1973)
wesak ties, but are still significant and present. A knowing tie consists of asocial relation largely
inactive in terms of companionship or the exchange of resources, but whom a person is aware
of and has some specific knowledge of some aspect of thar personaor personal characteistics.
An example of this personal knowledge includes information that was frequently reveaed on
NET-L such as occupation, hobbies and personal history, but also includes information gained
through observation and casual interaction. Knowing ties are those people Jacobs (1961)
described as being on “sidewalk terms’ or those Milgram (1977) describes as “familiar
strangers.” Knowing tiesare aform of social capital and canbe conceptualized asareserveamy
of social ties. When in search of resources or when faced with a crisis people can more easily
activate knowing ties, they are morefamiliar with their resources, and they are more likely to
provide assistance than would randomly-chosen people. In Netville, knowingties were the most

prevalent and spetially dispersed form of social ties.
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Figures 4.3a and b depict the early formation of socia ties shortly after moving into
Netville. Asdescribed by Gans (1967; 1968), and observed in Netville, thoseresidentswho were
most visually accessible were dso most accessible for early social contact and tie formation.
Based on the infancy of these relations, the strength of early social tieswasrelatively weak. At
thistime, wired and non-wired residents have virtually indistinguishablein termsof local social
ties.

Figures4.3c and d depict the same hypothetical householdsasin Figures4.3aand b after
settling into Netville (as little as three months later). In the case of non-wired residents, they
established social ties with those they could visually access. Stronger social ties devel oped out
of compatibility with the limited numbe of accessible local ties that were in immedate
proximity. Wired residents, who had access to additional information on neighbourhood
residentsthrough thelocal computer network, formed a greater number of local social tiesof all
strengths. Day-to-day visual and physical accessfacilitated the exchange of email addresses, and
encouraged communication and the formation of stronger social ties with those in close
proximity. Casual conversations between wired neighboursinimmediate proximity were more
likely to grow in strength as aresult of conversations based on NET-L discussions (see Section
4.1), than conversations between non-wired residentswho lacked any shared experience beyond
living in the same neighbourhood. Knowing ties were formed throughout the neighbourhood,
regardlessof theparties’ physical |ocation, based onan ability to accessinformation volunteered

by local residents who were participating in online forums.
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4.5 Surveillance and the Public Realm

A common themein theliterature about computer-mediated communication has been aconcern
for increasing privatization and home-centrednessasaresult of new home-based communication
technol ogies (Putnam 2000; Nie and Erbring 2000; Graham and Marvin 1996). | have argued
that because new home-based communication technologies are centred in the home, they may
also lead to increased local interaction. The previous andyses, which showed tha access to
Netville'slocal computer network increased the number of local social tiesand communication
amongst thoseties, isonlyone part of thisargument. Asbrieflydiscussed at the beginning of this
chapter, local residents used NET-L to increase participation in the public realm by organizing
local parties and barbecues. The organization of local events is only one example of how
residentsused the local network to promote public participation. In addition, Netville had high
levels of neighbourhood surveillance and informal social controls, characteristic of a
neighbourhood of high social capital.

LivinginNetvillefor twoyears, | frequently walked and drovethe streets of Netvilleand
neighbouring housing developments. Within the first year, | began to notice a trend within
Netvillethat did not extend across town or even to the homes of other housing developments
bordering onto Netville. Despite the fact that most homes within Netville were built with
spacious patios attached & the rear of thehome (see Figure 4.4), the mgjority of residents had
moved a park bench, or aset of plastic chairs, to the corner of their driveway or front steps(see
Figure4.5). Whilethistrend started with wired Netvilleresidents, its popularity quickly spread
throughout the neighbourhood. This happened even though the architecture and planning of
Netvillewas not inspired by New Urbanismor neo-traditional planning, whichadvocates public

participation and community surveillance through the use of front porches, the positioning of
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Figure 4.5 Plastic chairs on the front steps of Ndville homes.
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garages at the back of the home, and the movement of homes closer to the front sidewalk (see
Seaside, Florida; Celebration, Floridg Middleton Hills, Wisconsin; and McKenzie Town in
Cd gary, Alberta) (Moule and Polyzoides 1994; Calthrope 1993). The space available on the
front stepsof Netville homeswasonly afew square metres; it was poorly sheltered from the sun;
and when chairs were added, they often blocked physical access through the front doorway.
Residentsof similar nearby developmentsal most universally choseto sit in their backyardsand
scarcefew had arranged seating at thefront of their homes. So why did Netvilleresidentschoose
to sit in the cramped space availakde on their front steps?

When residents were approached, the universal responses asto why they had positioned
chairs at the front of the house was that: by positioning themselveson the front step, they were
ableto exchange quick greetings with neighbours passing on the street; they could see what was
happening in the community; if they hadchildren, they were able to kegp awatchful eye ontheir
activities. The ability of the local computer network to expand the number and spatial
distribution of neighbourhood social ties encouraged residentsto sit in the front of their homes
where socia interaction and surveillance were possible. Interaction and surveillance from the
front step further increased familiarity with ather residents. Perhapsasaresultof this famili arity,
I was much more likely to find people walking the streets of Netville than in neighbouring
developments.

The residents of Netville had their “eyes upon the street” (Jacobs 1961: 35). NET-L
became an extension of those eyes, allowing residents to very easily and quickly share
information on what they had observed from their “stoops.” As an example of informal

community control, when a car belonging toalocal resident was observed driving at excessive
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speeds on aneighbourhood greet, a concerned resident posted amessage to NET-L askingthat
whoever was driving the car slow down out of consideration for the safety of neighbourhood
children. Within aday, all cars moving throughout the neighbourhood had slowed in speed.

On at least two occasions, Netvilleresidentsused NET-L to discussaseriesof burglaries
that were taking placein the community. Residentswould identify themsel vesas those who had
been robbed, police officersliving in Netville woud describe how they responded to the call,
witnesses of the evening’s events would step forward to help, and future plans for crime
prevention would be discussed. On one occasion when a* suspicious van” was observed in the
neighbourhood, a series of e-mail exchanges took place, as various witnesses described having
observed the van at different times and on different occasions. Ultimately, it was identified as
“safe,” belongng to arelative of a neighbourhood resident.

Sometimes what was not said online was as important as what was said. When a
suspicious fire burned down ahouse one week before its new occupants were scheduled to take
possession, conspicuously, nothing related to the fire was ever discussed online. Over the
following days, when | approached residents on the street, they each recounted a similar story
surrounding thehousefire, reveding anetwork of community informationthat existed externally
to the online forum. When asked, residents also wondered why the fire was never discussed
online. In my view discussing the fire, or the misfortune of those who were to move in, would
have crossed aninvisibleline between the provision of support and community gossip. Sincethe
owners of the burnt-out home were not yet community residents, they werenot members of the
local e-mail list and could not benefit from online offers of support. Netville's e-mail list went
along way in meeting expectations for increasing local support, putting eyes onthe street and

increasing local interaction, but it also avoided the sometimes repressive nature of local gossip.
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4.6 Conclusion

This chapter addressed the effect of living in anew residential neighbourhood equipped with a
high-speed computer network on local social netwarks and neighbourhood social capital.
Netville's local computer nework was successful in increasing interaction amongst local
residents in both the public and private realms. Netville residents connected to the local
computer network were more involved in the community, and they had larger and more active
local networks. With accessto information about local others, volunt eered through the use of the
local computer network, neighbourhoaod residents devel op extensive and dispersed local social
networks. In comparisonto non-wired residents, they formed agreater number of local social ties
and had higher volumes of communication. Wired residents’ local social ties were not just
maintained online, but were multistranded. They were maintained online, over the phone and
in-person. The local computer network aided in neighbourhood surveillance and facilitated
public gatherings.

Evidence from this analysis supports the theory that access encourages tie formation.
Homophily alone does not account for why social tiestend to form with thosewho are physicdly
distant from the neighbourhood setting. Through the use of alocal computer network, wired
residents were able to overcome physical and psychologcal barriers to the formation of local
socid ties. Computer-mediated communication encouraged the growth of social capital at the
local level. Still, Netville residents had to improvise to facilitate surveillance and street level
interaction, with the addition of chairs on their cramped front steps. Surveillance might have
been further enhanced if computerswithin Netville homeshad been positioned to face windows
at the front of the home, instead of what was typical, facing awall in a spare bedroom or den at
the side of the home. Similarly, interaction and surveillance might have been further improved

if the design of Netville had incorporated aspectsof New Urbanism.
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Interest expressed by early Netville residentsin using the local computer network as a
tool for socia interaction, and not merely asamediumto accessinformation on theWorld Wide
Web, may have been the seed that was ultimately responsible for the subsequent growth of
Netville' sneighbourhood social capital. If residentshad not been given accessto NET-L shortly
after moving into Netville, itisunclear if they would have formed as many neighbourhood ties
or if they would have been as localy involved. If they had lacked a forum for initial
introductions, which helped build shared experience and exchange support, residents may have
met their need for companionship and support with ties outside of the local area.

If aneighbourhood e-mail list had been introduced into an established neighbourhood,
itisunclear if residentswould have been as motivated to expand theirlocal networks asthey did
in Netville. Thefact that Netvillewasanew residential development likely facilitated use of the
local e-mail list (NET-L).% In an existing neighbourhood, residents are not in the same state of
flux. They have established neighbourhood ties, and don't have the same difficulty in
maintai ning contact with friends and family as do recent suburban movers (SeeChapter 3 of this
dissertation; Gans1967; Clark 1966). If residentsfound compatiblenei ghboursthrough anonline
forum, | am uncertain if the investment of additional resources, necessary to build tie strength,
would be forthcoming if residents had structurally similar others in their existing social
networks. In established neighbourhoods, neighbourhood e-mail lists would likely have more
immediatesuccessin expanded the number of weak and knowing ties. Stronger tieswaould likely

form over time as existing network members were replaced through attrition.

8 Netville received much publicity. The publicity and the intrinsic snse of being involved in a unique
experiment may have made some residents susceptible to the “Hawthorne effect,” where people self-consciously
modifying their behavior on account of being studied. Ethnographic ex periences suggest that only a small
number of residents were affected in thisway, and that within thefirst few months of moving, the novelty of
being involved inan experiment quickly faded.
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CHAPTER 5

COLLECTIVE ACTION IN A WIRED SUBURB

5.0 Introduction

Thischapter looksat collectiveactionwithin Netville. It teststhe hypothesi sthat theintroduction
of computer-mediated communication at the local level supports community organizing and
collective action; that neighbourhoods with access to a local computer network are better

equipped to address community concerns.

Socia networks, socia capital and community involvement are inherently interrelaed
(Putnam 2000; Diani 1997; Jasper and Poulsen 1995; Tindall 1994; Gould 1991; 1993). They
form a“recursivetriad” where each factor serves as both the source and theresult of the others.
Social networks provide“network social capital,” aform of social capital which providesaccess
to people and resources (Granovetter 1974). Where social networks are sparse or nonexistent,
social capital and community involvement remain low (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992; Jacobs
1961). The composition and maintenance of social networks helps build social capital
(Granovetter 1974; Burt 1992), which in turn becomes a resource for community involvement
(Jasper and Poulsen 1995). Formal and informal community involvement has similarly been
defined as a form of social capital (Putham 2000), what | have described as “bonding socid
capital.” Successful community involvement, and more specifically collective action, depends
on coordination, communication and access to resources (i.e., socia capita) gained through

individual and organizational networks(Putnam 1995: 67; Diani 1997). Community involvement
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creates social capital by extending social networks and cultivating new roles and experiences
(Putnam 2000: 153; Diani 1997). Social networks, social capital and community involvement
areindeed intertwined and interrelated. Growth of onefactor stimulates growth intheremaining
two. Damage inflicted on existing socid networks — a reduction in social capital, or alack of
community involvement or the failure of collective action — can inhibit or damage other factors

inthetriad.

A local computer network should serve to reduce the cost and increase the speed of
community mobilization. As explored in Chapter 3, computer-mediated communication offers
temporal and spatial freedom for interpersonal communication. People are free to communicate
at any timeand placeregardless of the physical location, and without theimmediateinvol vement
of other social participants. In reaction to a perceived threat or problem, or when faced with an
emergency, the residents of most communities would have to knock on the doors of near
strangers to build support for collective action. In awired neighbourhood, computer-mediated
communication should overcome this barrier and reduce the costs of mobilization in terms of
time and coordination. High levels of socia capital, in theform of large and active local social
networks, shouldfacilitate mobilization (Granovetter 1973). Computer-mediated communication
should also serve to increase the openness and visibility of participation in collective action.
Increased visibility should encourage participation by allowing participants to witness the
individual commitment and contribution of others. However, when active participation in
collective action begins to drop and individual commitments are no longer visible,

computer-mediated communication will also work to further reduce active participation.
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Based on ethnographic observations, this chapter recounts the experiences of Netville
residents regarding their use of the local computer network to act and work collectively. Two

examples will be explored in detail:

a) Mobilization against the locd housing developer as a result of perceived housing
deficiencies.
b) Residents’ reaction to the Magenta Consortium’s decision to end the technology trial,

stop providing access to the high-speed local computer network, and to remove the

technology from people’ s homes.
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5.1 The Developer

The unconnected nature of most contemporary residential communities makes the organization
of grassroots protest at the neighbourhood level particularly difficult. Despite these
organizational challenges, new suburban developments are often the source of small-scale
protest, generaly in reaction to problems experienced by residents with their new homes and
property (Clark 1966). In interviews, the property devdoper responsible for construction in
Netvillesaid that in all residential developmentsin which he has been involved, and all that he
isaware of, asmdl number of residents, dissatisfied with the quality of their homes, organize
collectivey. In hisexperience, 5 per cent of new home owners will go door-to-door to gather
support for some level of small-scale collective action ranging from petitions, through letter-
writing campaigns, to picketing. Hebelievesthat these“ rabblerousers’ generallyattract no more
than 20 per cent of home owners. Based on their common experiences, housing developers
expect some level of local protest. What was unexpected in Netville were the size and speed of

residents’ eff ortsto organize and act collectively.

The housing problems experienced by Netville residents were routine for most new
residential devel opments: the speed at which roadswere paved and grass planted, minor housing
deficiencies, frozen pipesin thewinter, and faulty air conditioners in the summer. Within the
first nine months that homes had been occupied, Netville residents had begun an organized
campaign to pressurethe devel oper into addressing thar problemsand concerns. Wired Netville
residentsused NET-L todiscuss their housing problems organize in-pe'son meetings, discuss
strategy aimed at pressuring the developer, and to send representatives to town planning

meetings.
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Netville's local computer network not only altered how residents communicated with
each other (see Chapter 4) but how they could communicate with the developer. In addition to
being able to fax and phone the developer’s office, they were able to bypass secretaries and
assistants by using e-mail to contact him directly. Although e-mail sent to the developer often
consisted of atraditional letter and list of complaints(copiedto NET-L), on at least one occasion
it aso consisted of an organized flooding campaign by residents who submitted one e-mail
message for each of their potentially dozens of individual complaints.! Residents used e-mail as
atool to both organize collectively and to expresstheir hostility toward and impatiencewith the
developer, while waiting for their concerns to be addressed by forces often perceived to be

outside of their control.

Not al of Netville' sresidents wereinterested in taking an adversarial position with the
developer. This split in opinion led a small number of residents, acting independently of each
other, to try and win favour with the devel oper by feeding him information about the activities
of other residents. These insiders would forward e-mal messages from NET-L that publicly
complained about the developer or made efforts at organizing some level of protest.? In hopes
of improving their relationship with the developer, some residents would also forward him
e-mail messages such as “the joke of the day.”® Protesting residents were unaware of
communication “leaks’ that sprang from ther NET-L discussions. Most would have been very

surprised to learn that other community members had been reporting on ther online activities.

L Floodi ng” isused to describe an activity whereby multiple copies of an e-mail message are sent to
another user.

2In follow-up interviews, the developer claimed he actively discouraged residents from forwarding
messages from NET-L, which he perceived as a private communication between residents.

3 See http:/Mww .joke-of-the-day.com/
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At the same time, as much as the devel oper was aware that NET-L leaked in hisfavour, hewas
surprised to find that NET-L discussions also leaked to powerful outsiders that could serve as
advocatesfor Netvilleresidents. On avisit to the office of the semi-governmental organization
mandated to police housing quality, the devel oper was surprisedto see copiesof thesameNET-L

discussions he had received circulating throughout the office.

Beinginawired neighbourhood allowed residentsto organizeextremely quickly, and the
overall number of residentsinvolved waslikely greater than would be anticipated in atraditional
nei ghbourhood. The speed at which residents organized was unexpected by the devel oper, and
it pressured him into addressing customer concerns with more resources and with greater speed
than heinitially anticipated. Town official swereal so surprised bythe successof wired residents
demands for improved customer service. They noted that the devel oper had moved a customer
servicetrailer intothe neighbourhood; aservicethat no other development had received in recent
memory. Residents also achieved unusual success in preventing the devel oper from receiving
approval from the town to begin work on a second housing development, even though thiswas
a process perceived as bureaucratic and involving little more than a rubber stamp. In making
their argument to town council and planning officials, residents argued that the developer had
neither completed sufficient work in Netville, nor provided sufficient resources to address

housing deficiencies to warrant approval of his expansion.

In a followup interview with the developer, he denied that the size of the residential
protest in Netville was greater than his typical experience in new residential developments.
Despite my observation that more than 50 per cent of Netville households were involved in

active protest, he maintained that |ess than 20 per cent of residents were actually involved, but
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hedid concede that e-mail had dlowed residents toorganizewith greater efficiency than he had
expected. The developer also stated that, based on his experiencesin Netville, he would never
build another wired neighbourhood. The devel oper associated this decision with apoor housing
market, even though housing sales were up on average in Canada at the time, and the town
surrounding Netville had beenidentified asone of thetop areasof housing growthinthecountry.
Thedevel oper also pointed to thelack of valuethat home purchasers placed on new home-based

technologies in comparison to general housing affordability (see Table 2.3).

Netville's local computer network was important in helping local residents mohilize
against the devel oper. Residents were al so more successful in attaining their goals of improved
customer service than the residents of nel ghbouring housing developments. Even though the
housing developer denied it, | find it reasonable to assumethat the ability of Netville residents
toact collectivelycontributed to thedevel oper’ sdecisionto stop building wired nei ghbourhoods.
There is also some indication that the success of the action against the housing devel oper
contributed to the end of the technology trial and the ultimate removal of thetechnology from

the neighbourhood.
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5.2 Grieving for a Lost Network

In early Octaber 1998, the director of the Magenta Consortium e-mailed a message to NET-L
announcing that the trial would be terminated and that the consortium would no longer be
providing Netville residents with accessto thelocal computer network. The decision to end the
trial was based largely on the partnering telecommunication comparny’ s decision to change its
focus away fromthe ATM (asynchronous transfer mode) technology being tested in Netvilleto
thenow commerciallyavailable ADSL (asynchronousdigital-subscriber line) technology. Other
factorsthat wereincorporated into the consortium’ s decision included the pending expiration of
agovernment licence to provide broadband Internet servicefree of charge within Netville, and
ongoing costs associated with operating the network. The residents themselves may also have
played an unwitting rolein the trial’ s demise as aresult of their organizational success against
the developer. Resources spent dealing with housing concerns may have reduced available
resourcesto continue building new homesin the community. There was di ssati sfaction amongst
key consortium members about the lack of progress in new home construction and the
corresponding lack of new residents being connected to the local computer ngwork. In ealy
1997, consortium members expected that there would be close to 400 househol ds connected to
thelocal network. Withthe number of connected homesat lessthan 100 in late 1998 there was
disappointment in the consortium’ sinability to reach what was considered a significant mass of

Uusers.

The announcement that Magenta would no longer be providing access to the local
computer network and its corresponding services wasmet with hostility and disappointment on

the part of residents. The mgjority felt that the consortium had promised to operate the network
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free of charge for a four-year period beginning when they purchased their homes. For those
residents, the termination of the technology trial was two to three years premature. Although
thereisno comparison to the completeloss of ahome, thefeelingsof grief expressedby Netville
residents were similar to those described by Marc Fried in “Grieving for aLost Home.”

These are manifest in the feelings of painful loss, the continued longing, the

general depressivetown, frequent symptomsof psychological or socia or somatic

distress, the active work required in adapting to the altered situation, the sense of

hel plessness, the occasional expression of both direct and displaced anger, and

tendencies to idealize the lost place (Fried 1966: 359).

A community meeting organized by Magenta to address residents’ guestions, was
attended by roughly 50 residents from 60 per cent of wired homes, and served as a forum for
residents to express their grief and to sow the seeds for Netville's second major attempt at
collective action.* The majority of residents felt that Magentahad served as a “white knight,”
making life in Netville more tolerable given the problems they had experienced with the
developer. A small number of residentswho were visibly more hostilefelt they had been openly
deceived about the duration of thetrial. Their anger wasfuelled by an ad in the previous month’s
issue of alocal housing magazine that continued to advertise Netville as a “five-year tria of
unique communi cation technologies, at no extrachargetoresidents.” A number of residentstold
me privately that they were not as much upsea about the trial being cancelled as they were

embarrassed by having to tell friends and relatives of the trial’s end. Having purchased homes

in Netville, for slightly less than the average price of anew home in the same area,” free access

1 could identify only one N etville resident from a non-wired home in attendance at the community
meeting. Either the loss of the network was of litle concernfor non-wired resdents, despitethe expectation
reinforced at the time they purchased their homes that they would be connected, or non-wired residents were so
significantly disconnected from wired residents that they were unaware a meeting was taking place.

® Based on unpublished information provided by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 1999.
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to the high-speed local network was a point of pride. Having to admit to skeptical friends and
relatives that they would not have access to the local computer network for as long as expected

was not something they were looking forward to.

At the end of the community meeting, approximately two-thirds of those in attendance
remained behind to discuss ther situation. Residents were equally split in their opinion about
how to proceed. The two groups moved chairsin the meeting hall into two separate circles. The
first group immediatdy agreed on the framing of Magenta as a consortium of large for-profit
corporations that had deliberately deceived and exploited the community. The second group
approached those members of Magentawho were in attendance at the meeting and expressed a
desire to cooperate on finding a solution, framing Magenta as a nonprofit group that had failed
to communicate with residents and had broken a number of informal agreements. Those who
were |less openly hostile, and gererally uninterested in an open conflict with Magenta, hoped to
cooperate with Magenta to find a last-minute saution that would save the local network. The
other group, more openly hostile, wasinterested in plotting apublicrelations strategy that would
generate public pressure to force Magenta into restoring services. The primary difference
between these two groups was not the ultimate goal of restitution but the extent to which
residents were willing to paint Magenta as a corporate villain who had exploited their

community.

Inthefour weeksthat f ollowed the community meeting, NET-L becamethefront linein
the conflict between local residents and Magenta. In that month, nearly 100 messages were sent
to NET-L compared to 260 in the previous 16 months. The content of these messagesfell into

four categories:
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. A generdly hostile dialogue between Netville residents and representatives from
Magenta.
. Informal progress reports and exchanges between residents about the progress of

negotiations being conducted on the community s behalf with service providers that
could potentially replace Magenta with afee-based service.

. A discussion about how to keep “community” alive in Netville without the local
computer network.

. Offers of support and requests for help about unrelaed issues.

With the exception of thedevel oper, representati vesfrom M agentahad always been able
to access NET-L.° In the past Magenta had used this access as a gateway to provide periodic
software updates and to announce new services. Never had a resident used NET-L to open a
public dialogue with Magenta. In the weeks that followed the community meeting, NET-L
became a public forum for the exchange of messages between Netville residents and
representatives from Magenta. As at the community meeting, the response on NET-L was

divided between those inclined toward an open conflict and those interested in cooperation.

Regardlessof whether residentstook cooperative or conflict approacheswith Magenta,
their opinions on NET-L were almost aways followed by a second message of support from
another resident. Although not an organized strategy, this was successful in creating the
appearance, for both Magentaand between residents, that therewasnear universal condemnation

of Magenta and support for local action against the Consortium. Occasionally when a NET-L

6 Despite the fact that the developer was formally a member of M agenta, there w as very little
day-to-day contact between the two organizations. Representatives from Magenta with accessto NET-L did not
forward messages from the community to the developer.
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message was directed at Magenta, and a representative was delayed in his response, another

resident would send a taunting message to NET-L in hopes of provoking aresponse.

On only one occasion did a Netville resident publicly break with the broad framing of
Magenta as villain. This resident highlighted the fact that, after all, they had received free
high-speed Internet service and that the computer network had itsvirtuesin how it had brought
thecommunity together. Other residentsresponded to NET-L with positivereinforcement, about
how wonderful it wasto livein suchaclose-knit community, and with more negetive comments
about how the corporate powers behind Magentawould walk all over thosewhowerenot willing
to take a stand. Thiswas one of only two times a Netville resident had publicly disagreed with
another on NET-L.” Still, even at this point of potential conflict, residents responded to each
other, at least publicly on NET-L, with what can only bedescribed as “neighbourly”’ responses,
focusing on how great it wasto livein Netvillg how they could all freely expresstheir opinions
and avoid attacking any one individual. At no time was there any of what can be described as

“flaming” activity.

The fact that there was no flaming on NET-L is significant. Flaming is a common
characteristicof computer-mediated communication (CMC) and it appearsin all typesof online
forums (Rheingold 1993; Kiedler, Siegel, and McGuire 1984; Kollock and Smith 1999). One of
the distinguishing features of CM Cisitsability topromote anonymity (Kiesler et al 1994). It has
been suggested that thisanonymity allowsthose engaged in CMCtofeel lessempathy, lessquilt,
and less concern for how they treat others (Kiesler 1986). T here was no anonymity on NET-L,

asresidentscould directly associatean e-mail messagewithitsauthor alsolivingin Neville. The

" The other time involved a dispute over whom would be appointed as a community representative at
town planning meetings.
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fact that participantswere neighboursand not just physically closewasalso likely significant in
maintai ning anorm of online neighbourliness (as opposed to the use of CMC in the workplace).
As| have aready noted, Gans (1967) identified something similar in Levittown where residents
were particularly concerned with maintaining good social relationswith those who lived within

close proximity.

The*cooperative” sideof Netville' sresponseto Magentaincluded offersfrom residents
to try and run the network as a co-op, offers from companies employing residents to take over
some minor network services, and various efforts to convince Magenta's major
telecommunications partner to continuewith thetrial . With the exception of oneresident, whom
Magenta provided with a copy of al e-mail addresses subscribed to NET-L so that the
community e-mail list could be replicated following the termination of thetrial, all cooperative
attemptsat trying to preserve the network failed. Theprimary reason for these failures was the
unwillingnessof the maj or telecommuni cations partner to continueitsinvolvement with Neville

by providing access to the network fibre locaed in the ground surrounding residents’ homes.

Thoseresidentswho approached M agentawith open conflict based their strategy onthree

things:

. Contact with local media sources, aimed at applyingpublic pressure on Magentaand the
telecommunications partner.

. Attempts at intimidation by threatening Magenta and the telecommunications partner

with alawsuit for breach of contrect.
. Negotiations with a rival telecommunications provider to provide high-speed Internet

service at areduced rate.
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Thelocal print and television media were interested in talking to residents about their
experience in Netville and with the Magenta Consortium. This interest was in part a result of
Magenta’ ssuccessingenerating wide, and generally positive mediacoverage, whentheNetville
project first began. However, intheresidents' pursuit of mediaattention, they hadnot considered

that they could not control the media’s framing of their conflict with Magenta.

Thefirst media coverage residents received was afront-page story in the biweekly local
town newspaper. To the surprise of residents, the story had been broadened beyond the end of
thetechnology trial toincluderesidents experienceswith the housing developer. The devel oper
was included as a result of residents framing Magenta as a corporate villain that had taken
advantage of the community but only as the latest corporate villain, reflecting back on their
problems with the developer. The article included quotes from residents, such as “knock on
wood that the house doesn't fall down,” and “we thought we had bought our dream home, but
it has become the worst nightmare we've ever had.” This successfully portrayed residents as

victims, but introduced the unforseen cost of potentially damaging property values.

Residents quoted in the local paper recognized that their comments could be damaging
to the neighbourhood and not just Magenta. Almost as soon as the local paper hit Neville
doorsteps, those residents quoted in the article sent a series of apologetic messagesto NET -L.
While the content of those messages waspenitent, it also deferred blame back on the mediafor
“quoting them out of context” and usi ng “ off -the- cuff comments.” In addition to the apologetic
nature of those messages, there was an attempt at pre-empting other residentsfromusing NET-L
tocriticizetheir adionsby beingtheir own harshest critic. Y et anyfear residentshad over public

ridicule or flaming was likely overestimated.
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In the past, disagreements on NET-L had been governad by a norm of neighbourliness
that prevented anyonefrom responding too critically. A latent fear over thepotential for flaming
or open criticism, cambined with the very norm of neighbourliness tha likely would have
prevented such an attack, almost necessitated a pre-emptive “ neighbourly” response from those
who were quoted in the article. The response from other residentswaslimited to asinglee-mail
message from someone wishing the paper had contacted them instead. All residents were now
awarethat other residentsfelt it necessary to pre-empt criticism on NET-L even though no such
public criticism had ever occurred. The ability of those who were quoted to broadcast their
repentanceover NET-L may have been one of thebiggest factorsin containing any further action
by Netville residents and limiting the success of further attempts at forcing restitution from
Magenta. This is one example where the visibility and openness of computer-mediated

communication may have inhibited further collective action.

Following the publication of thearticleinthelocal paper, additional mediasourcesbegan
to contact local residents, but despite these additional contacts, there was no further media
coverage. Media attempts at convincing residents to speak about their experiences in Neville
failed. The likely reasons for this media blackout included afear of damagng property values,
and thefear of having to face angry neighbourson NET-L. Thishad the positiveimplication for

Magenta of not having to face any further public scrutiny.

By the end of the fourth week, residents had grown tired of conversations related to the
end of the technology trial dominating NET-L. A number of residents had even sent messages
tothediscussion listexpressing how they had begunto dread checkingtheir e-mail. Magentahad

not wavered from itsposition. It still refused to continue the technology trial, and residentshad
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exhausted new sources of information to use in confronting the Consortium. The result was a
sharp declinein the number of postingsto NET-L. All those who | spoke withindividually and
privately remained willing to contribute to the collective good of trying to force Magenta into
providing restitution. However, most of the action against Magenta had taken place onlineand
residents were now witnessng a sharp dearease in the frequency of Magenta-relaed postings.
Therewasnew uncertainty over whetherindividual contributionswould bewasted. Seeing other
Netville residents contribute to NET-L may have been the strongest force in motivating others
to contribute. The same vishbility, when there were few new postings, contributed to the rapid
declineinindividual participation. If the number of postings had not declined, it likely would
have been embarrassing for individual sto withdraw from the project while othershad thevisible

courage to continue with the action.

By the end of 1998, there was no further public discussion within Netville about
continuing action against Magenta. Privately, almost everyone remained dissatisfied with the
outcome. Therival telecommunications company, that many had hoped would offer themadeal
on high-speed Internet access offered only token discounts on installation fees? Fearing long
download times and new household conflict over tel ephonelines, the majority of residents opted
to subscribe to this service.” Magenta and thetelecommunications partner did concede to give
residentsafreedial-up modemand six monthsof dial-up Internet serviceuntil ADSL technology

was available in the area. Most residents rejected this offer as token in comparison to the

8 High-speed” cablemodem service is gill consderably slower than Netville’s network. Sales
representatives were bewildered when they received only grumbles when pitching cable-modem service to those
who had just lost a much faster service.

® This had an added advantage in that it allowed us to continue interviewing N etville households with
high-gpeed Intemet access once thetrial had formally ended.
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broadband |ocal network, but ultimately accepted the free modem and the added benefit of being
ableto continue using their existing e-mail address, regardless of how they chose to access the

Internet.
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5.3 Conclusion

Theexperienceof Nevilleresidentsin the use of computer-mediated communi cation toorganize
collectively demonstrates some of the many ways that the Internet affects the process of
collective action. The Internet reduces the cost and increases the speed of community
organization. Computer-mediated communi cation makescommuni cation with network members
instantaneousand inexpensiveintermsof both time and resources. Members have theflexibility
to participate adively at atime and in a place that is individually convenient. Online forums
provide a visibility to participation that can encourage individual contributions, support the
appearance of group solidarity and prevent the loss of individual invdvement. Y et, visihility is
adouble-edged sword: just as partici pation increases as network memberswitnesstheinvestment
of others, individual commitment can quickly decline when network visibility creates the

perception that others are no longer investing.

Accessto alocal computer network combined with Netville shigh level of local social
capital supported community organizing and collective action. Theresidents of Netville were
better equipped to address community concerns than they would have been without the local
network. Granovetter (1973), in hispioneering work onthe strength of wesak ties, specul atesthat
network fragmentation in Gans' sneighbourhood of The Urban Villagers(1962), aresultof afew
bridging ties (a form of sodal capital), was responsible for the inability of local residents to
mobilizecollectively against urban renewal (Granoveter 1973: 1373-1376). Thegreater number
of local social tiesof wired Netvilleresidents, particularlyweak social ties,which aremorelikely
to be bridging (1973: 1364), may havebeen the key to organizing collectively. Information flow
wasimproved not only through the broadcast featureof the neighbourhood e-mail list (NET-L),

but through the increased density of the local socia network.
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Whilecomputer-mediated communi cation did encourage home-centredness, inthe ssnse
that participation inat least someaspect of Netville' s collective action was done individually at
home in front of a computer, it did not replace previously existing public activities. Instead
Netville's computer network encouraged community involvement in a situation where it
otherwise may have been difficult to mobilize. While the recursive relationship between social
networks, socia capital and community involvement suggests that local networks and local
social capital were important in the process of collective action, the ability of residents to

mobilize was also important in local tie formation and the growth of additional social capital.

Two years after the conclusion of the Netville trial, use of NET-L has significantly
decreased. Originally | was concerned that the failure of residents’ collective action against
Magenta had damaged loca networks and neighbourhood social capital to the point that the
desire for community involvement had been completely diminished. However, | no longer
believe thisto be true. With the departure of Magenta and theresolution of housing concerns,
there are few new local concerns. Online invitationsto local parties and social gatherings have
all but disappeared, but residents seem as socially active as ever with local friends. The likely
explanation is that residents have settled to the point that their local neworks are reldively
stable. They know whom they like and dislike and are more selective about with whom they
socialize. Thisis consistent with S. D. Clark (1966) who observed that as time progressed the
residents of new neighbourhoods had a tendency to avoid establishing new local socia ties as
they become more settled (1966: 158). It will be interesting to see if NET-L will again come
alive and became the source of local community action if the residents of Netville are presented

with a problem of local concern.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

GLOCALIZATION, SOCIAL CAPITAL AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

6.0 Summary of the Results

This dissertation has addressed the question: “What will be the fate of community and socia
relations as a result of the growth of computer-mediated communication (CMC)?’. | have
hypothesi zed that not only does CM C not damage social relations, it increasessocial contact, the
exchange of support, the size of social networks, and the level of community involvement. In
addressing these hypotheses, | have takenthe perspectivethat peopl e bel ong to networksand not
groups. Previous studies looking only inlocalities or at groups have ignored the multitude of
socia relations that extend across boundaries and through multiple social settings. Only by
recognizing that people have social ties of various strengths in multiple foci can a clear picture
be formed of the effects of new communication techndogies on socia relations. Similarly, to
mai ntai nsupportivecommunities, peoplerely on multiple methods of communication. CMC and
“face-to-face” communication are only twopossibleformsof social contact. The Internet should
not be privileged as adistinct social system, for onlinerelationships are intertwined with social
ties maintained through other means of social contact. Ignoring the potential for CMC to
facilitate companionship and the exchange of support failsto examine the multistranded nature

of social ties.

In addition to the use of a social network perspective, this study is unique in its use of

multiple research methods and a natural research setting. Previous sudies about the effect of
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CMC on social relations have relied exclusively on survey research (Kraut et al. 1998; Nieand
Erbring 2000; Ranie 2000; Cole 2000). This study incorporates both survey and ethnographic
data. Instead of searching for a sample of Internet users from the general population (Rainie
2000; Cole 2000), or limiting the analysis to new or inexperienced Internet users (Kraut et al.
1998; Nie and Erbring 2000), this study focuses on a natural research setting. Netvilleconsisted
of a population of Internet users with access to a series of advanced information and
communication technologies and a comparable non-wired group without in-home Internet
access. The broadband, high-speed, always-on Internet service within Netville provided a
glimpseinto the future of home-based Internet access. Instead of predicting the effects of CMC
on community, based on contemporary levels of sparse, low-speed conrectivity, Neville
provided anatural research setting of high-speed, near ubiquitousin-homelnternet connectivity.
Examining the use of high-speed, aways-on Internet access had the additional advantage of
removing any conflict between telephone and Intemet use, which may have contributed to
household conflict or inhibited social contact by phone or computer when the other wasin use.
Additionally, any concern that the higher educational and financial status of Internet usersis
responsiblefor higher levels of socia capital can be discounted based on the ability to compare
a sample of similar wired and non-wired Netville residents in the same social setting (Nie

forthcoming).

Punditshave generally framed arguments pertaining to the effect of new communication
technology on community as an “either/or” debate (Wellman and Gulia 1999).
Computer-mediated communication wil | either lead to the complete destruction of community,
or the creation of compl etely new formsof community. Criticshaveargued that new home-based

information and communication technologieswill disconnect usfrom our friends, families and
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communities (Stoll 1995; Kraut & al 1998; Nie and Eroring 2000; Nie forthcoming), tha the
growth of new home-based communication and information technologies has the potential to
isolate peopleintheir homesand reduce public participation (Graham and Marvin 1996; Putnam
2000). Meanwhile, utopianshave argued that theavail ability of CM Cwill promotetheformation
of virtual communitiesthat will diminish theimportance of place and allow peopleto participate
in communities of interest that extend around the globe (Rheingold 1993). The emphasis on
community aslost or saved hasignored more moderate and mixed perspectives. The findings of
the Netville study suggest that CMC is simply anew form of communi cation that helps bri dge
existing barriers to social contact and the provision of support. Contrary to fears that living in
aneighbourhood of smart homeswherework, |eisureand social tiescanall bemaintained online,
would lead people to becomeincreasingly privatized, the resultsfrom this analysis suggest that

new home-based communication technologies do much the opposite.

Relative to non-wired Netville residents, wired residents experienced increased socid
contact with distant members of their social networks as aresult of accessto CMC. Although
the overall increasein contact was small, there was no indication that the available technol ogy
damaged contact with distant ties. This is counter to the results of Kraut et al. (1998), who
suggest that distant social networks decrease in size with Internet use, and the results of Nieand
Erbring (2000), who suggest that levels of social contact with friends and family drops with
Internet use. Thetrend, observed by Gans (1967) and Clark (1966), of new suburban residents
experiencing a drop in contact with social ties as aresult of a move, was reversed by those
residents of a new suburban neighbourhood with accessto CMC. Wired Netville resdentsdid
not experience the same loss in socia contact with distant network members as did non-wired

residentsasaresult of their move. Y &, contrary to utopian predictions that CM C would bemost
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beneficial in increasing contact with distant social ties, thiswas not the casein Netville. Wired
residents experienced the greatest increase in social contact, although modest, with those who
were 50-500 km away, aslightly smaller increase in contact withtiesat an even greater distance
and no change in contact with non-neghbourhood ties within 50 km. This supports the
hypothesisthat not only does CM C not inhibit social contact, but that it actually increases social

contact with those at a distance.

Aswith contact, Netvilleresidentswith accessto thelocal computer network experienced
an increase in the exchange of support with distant members of their social networks. Relative
to non-wired residents, those with Internet access experienced no change in the exchange of
support with social ties within 50 km, and only a modest increase in support with ties living
beyond 500 km. The greatest increasein support, athough still asmall increase, was with those
ties within the 50-500 km range. This finding contrasts with the findings of Kraut et a. (1998),
who found anegative, although not stati stically significant rel ationship, between I nternet useand
socia support. In addition, it supports the hypothesis that CMC facilitates the exchange of

support with distant network members.

Contrary totheview that the Internet i s specifically aglobal technd ogy, someof the most
interesting findings from this study relate to how access to CMC affects social relations at the
local level. Specifically, that the use of CM C encourages public participation, thegrowth of local
social networks, the connectivity of local social ties, andthe spatial dispersion of local networks.
Where Cole (2000) found that Internet use reduces nei ghbour recognition and may encourage
the privatization of community (2000: 35), the opposite appearsto betruein the situation where

there is widespread access to CMC. Rather than isolating people in their homes, CMC



171

encouragesvisiting, surveillance, neighbour recognition, and the mai ntenanceof local social ties.
Contrary to thefindings of Nie and Erbring (2000), but consistent with the findings of Wellman
et al. forthcoming, there is no indicaion that Intemet use inhibits or substitutes for other forms
of social contact, in-person or over the phone. Contact leads to contact, CMC encourages
additional social contact through multiple means of communication: online, in-person and over
the phone. These results lend support to the notion that the widespread growth of CMC, and

specifically residential computer networks, will encouragethe growth of local socia capital.

The residents of Netville also used CMC for collective action. Reversing the trend
observed by Putnam (2000) of neighbourhood noninvolvement, the local computer network
reduced the cost and increased the speed of the mobilization process. Therecursiverelationship
between social networks, social capital and community involvement facilitated communication
and organization amongst Netville residents. Spatial, temporal and social barriersto community
organizing were overcome through the use of CMC. It was literally no longer necessary for
residentsto travel door-to-door to raiseawarenessand generate supportfor collectiveaction. The
visibility and openness of CM C allowed residents to view the individual commitment of other
participants, which prevented the loss of individual involvement while serving to increased
individual contributions and the appearance of group solidarity. At the sametime, the visibility
gained through the use of CMC ultimately contributed to the rapid decline of Netville's
collective action. Still, the residents of Netville were better equipped to address community
concerns than they would have been without the local computer network. Asthelocal network
encouraged the growth of local socid ties and the formation of collective action, community

involvement contributed further to the growth of local social capital.
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When socia relations are examined in terms of networks and not groups, and when the
Internet is not treated as its own unique social system, we find that computer-mediated
communication supportsthegrowth of social networks, social capital and community well-being.
The evidence from Netville provides no indication that people will reject the need for social
relationships based on physical location. Counter to arguments suggesting that new information
and communication technologies withdraw people from in-person contact and disconnect us
from our families, friends and communities, the evidence from this study suggests that the fate
of community and social relationsas aresult of CMC will not be one of increased privatization
and home-centr edness. People may be “bowling alone” rather than in leagues (Putnam 2000),
but asthis study has shown, people don’t “ surf” aloneand thismay go along way to replace the

social capital Americans have lost over the last quarter century.
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6.1 Glocalization

Thefindings of thisdissertation raise questions about “ either/or” debates. The Internet does not
necessarilyisolate peoplein their homes, increasethe privatization of community, or lead to the
formation of new communities without regard for distance. Instead, the Internet builds socia

capital, both at a distance and potentially very localy.

The ability of computer-mediated communication (CM C) to connect network members
living far away was demonstrated in Chapter 3. Contraryto any expectation that CM C would be
blind to distance and lead to new-found gobal connectivity, it was thosecommunity members
who were just out of reach (50-500 km) who experienced the greatest increase in social contact
as aresult of CMC. The use of CMC is directly tied to social capital and the ability of new
communication technol ogiesto facilitate accessto community memberswho arewd| positioned
to provide access to socia support. While those with access to CMC do experience a minor
increasein the exchange of support with their most distant community relations (those morethan
500 km away), it wasonly half the increase in support experi enced wi th those 50-500 km away.
While the Internet has the potential to be a global communication technology, it is most
successful at building community with socia relationswho previously were just distant enough

to be physically in accessible.

Asacommunication medium, CMC may ultimately be very similar to thetelephone. As
successful as the telephone is in facilitating social contact with distant social ties, it has been
shown to be of most frequent use with those within 5 miles (8 km) of the home (Mayer 1977,
Putnam 2000: 168). CM C demonstrated asimilar capacity for local connectivitywithin Netville.

CMC hasthe additional ability to act not only as a means for one-to-one social contact, but as
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abroadcast medium, asinthe case of community discussionforumsand e-mal lists. When CMC
isused asabroadcast medium, it facilitates the exchange of information and resources. Locally,
CMC serves as a bridge between network members, providing access to information and

resour cesw hil eincreasing connectivity and community solidarity.

It is the dual role of CMC in facilitating the formation of social capital with network
members who are at adistance and with those who are extremely local that Barry Wellman and
| have termed “docalization.” The Internet literally allows people to “think globally and act
locally.” Asthis dissertation has argued, a connected soci ety is more than a populace joined
through wires and computers. It is a society whose people are connected to each other. As new
information and communi cation technologi esex pand our wi red connectivity, it may alsoreverse
thetrend toward decreasing social capital (Putnam 2000) and serve to reconnect the residents of

our urban and suburban neighbourhoods (Jacobs 1961).

While Netville was certainly a unique situation in its widespread availability of high-
speed, always-on Internet access, | suspect that the impact of this wired connectivity is already
being felt by those with all types of Internet connectivity. The impact that computer-mediated
communication has on distant socid ties is probably most common. More local impacts, as
observed in Netville, are onthe horizon, asalways-on, in-home I nternet access, and the toolsfor

local connectivity becomes increasingly widespread.
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6.2 Future Directions

| have concluded that computer-mediated communication (CMC) increases socid capital with
network members both at a distance and very locally. The observaions of this dissertation are
based on findings from a highly-wired broadband neighbourhood representing the future of
home-based | nternet connectivity. Thewiredconnectivity within Netvillewas greater than what
can generally be found elsewhere. Asaresult, the general population of the Western world has
alittleway to go, and the population of much of the rest the world has aconsiderable way to go,
beforeit reachesthelevel of wired connectivity present within Netville. Thisdoesnot mean that
existing modes of CM C and existing level sof Internet accessare not dready having someimpact
on communities and social relations. Thereis no reason to suspect that the high-speed Internet
access present within Netville was somehow unique in its effect on distant social ties in
comparison to conventional forms of Internet access that aremore widely available. However,

the case for the impact of CMC on local social relationsis|ess clear.

Few neighbourhoods have access to the advanced information and communication
technol ogiesthat were present within Netville. Y et it isimportant to note theirony of Netville's
wired connectivity. Despite the fact that Netville residents lived in a “broadband”
neighbourhood, they rarely used the videophone and other broadband applications for social
contact. Netville residents primarily relied on theultimate in low-bandwidth methods of online
communication: e-mail. As discussed at the end of Chapter 4, the fact the Netville was a new
residential community likely played somerole in the success of the local compute network in
building local socia capital. If this study was to be replicaed in an existing residential

community, very different results may well be uncovered. However, | suspect that it is not the
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broadband connectivity of CM C or newness of aresidential development that isimportant inthe

formation of local social capital. Instead | would suggest that thetwo most important factorsare:

a) Knowing those around you have access to CMC and possessing the means to contact
them
b) Building local broadcast mediums for sharing information and resources.

Asaresult, | suspect that the effects of CMC on local social capital will become more
apparent asnew communi cetion technol ogies becomeincreasingly ubiquitous. Thoseindividuals
and neighbourhoodswho take stepsto increaselocal awareness of CM C asan alternative means
of communication will be thefirst to have increased local socia capital asaresult. Whilethere
are some corporate initiatives to associate e-mail addresses with residential addresses, such as
thelisting of e-mail addressesal ong with telephone numbersin the local telephone listings (and
presumably reverse telephone books), neighbourhood residents can dso take the initiative to
broadcast their e-mail addressesto those around them. It would beinteresting to see what would
happen if the residentsof aneighbourhood decided to post their e-mail addresses on their fences
or garages! Ultimately, it is just a matter of time, as new home-based information and
communi cation technol ogiesgrow in popul arity and accessibility, until we havefurther evidence

of how CMC encouragesthe “glocdi zation” of community.

L Anideathat was auggested by aresident of Netvilleat a community barbecue, but was never adopted.
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Note on the Paper Version of this Survey

This survey was administered using Computer Assisted Interviewing (CAI) and was presented
to respondents by trained interviewers. Thepaper version of thissurvey isas close acopy of the
CAl version as possible.

Where appropriate thesurvey software inserts names, activities, and other information, into the
text of questions. Italicizedinstructions accompanyingquestionsare replaced by the appropriate
information when using the survey software. Smilarly, skips are invisible to respondents, they
are presented only with those questions that apply to their situation.

Where checkboxes are preceded by numbers or |etters enclosed in square brackets represent the
coding of the variable.

Example 1.

ZZ2 Please select from the following list whether you are male or female:
[01] O Mae
[02] O Femae

In example 1 the variable ZZ2 would be assigned the value “01" if male, “02" if female.

Example 2.
ZZ3 Please check all appropriate boxes that correspondto your relaionship status:
[D12] O Single Goto A6
[D13] ®Married/Common-law
[D14] X Separated Goto A6
[D15] O Divorced Goto A6
[D16] O Widowed Goto A6

In example 2 it is possible to select more than one category - i.e., a person could bemarried and
separated. In these cases sub-variables exist for each option which are assigned thevalue “ 1"
if they were selected and “0" if not (in thisexample D12would equal 0, D13would equal 1, D14
would equal 1, D15 would equal 0, and D16 would equal 0).
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INTRODUCTION

(To be read to repondent)
Since many peoplehave never beeninaninterview exactly likethis, let meread you aparagraph
that tells alittle bit about how it works:

Instructions;

This study is confidential. Personal information, such as your name, will be removed from all
results to make it impossible for any individual to be recognized within the study.

It's important for me to get exact details on every question, even on those which may seem
unimportant to you. | am going to read you a set of questions exactly asthey are worded so that
everyonein thecommunityisanswering the samequestions. The questionsyouwill be presented
arein avariety of formats, some asking for a simple yes or no answer, and others asking for a
more detailed response. In some cases, you'll beasked to answer in your own wards. For those
questions, | will have to write down your answers word for word. If at any time during the
interview you are not clear about what is wanted, be sure to ask me.

Are there any questions before we begn?

To start things off | am going to ask you a series of questions about when you first moved to
Netville. Answerstothissection will provideins ghti nto why peoplemovedto thiscommunity.
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SECTION A - MOVING

F1 What was the date you moved into Netville?

F2 If this was not the origina closing date for your home what date did you first plan to

move?

B16 How many years do you expect to live in Netville?

F3 Thinking back to when you decided to purchase your home. What was the 9ngle most
important reason for moving to Netville?

(To be read to repondent)
One of the main focuses for this survey are relationships with family, friends, and
neighbours. The following section will touch on this subject and build a basic
understanding of how your relationships have changed as aresult of moving to Netville.

The following question is repeated, with [item] replaced with one of the following:

Neighbours

Relatives who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Friends who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Workmates who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Relatives who live between 30 miles (50 kilometes) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Friends who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Workmates who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Relatives who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

Friends who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

Workmates who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

BB3 Usingthefollowing scale, compared to ayear BEFORE you movedinto Netville would
you say that you have more or less contact with: [item]

[01]
[02]
[03]
[04]
[05]
[06]

O A lot more

O A little more

O About the same
O A littleless

O A lot less

O Not Applicable
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guestion is repeated, with [item] replaced with one of the following:
Neighbours

Relatives who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Friends who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Workmates who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Relatives who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Friends who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Workmates who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Relatives who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

Friends who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

Workmates who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

BB4 Usingthefollowing scale, compared to ayear BEFORE you movedinto Netvillewould
you say that you GIVE more or less help or assistance (for example, with childcare, jobs
around the house, running errands) to: [item]

[01]
[02]
[03]
[04]
[05]
[06]

The following

O A lot more

O A little more

O About the same
O A littleless

O A lot less

O Not Applicable

guestion is repeated, with [item] replaced with one of the following:
Neighbours

Relatives who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Friends who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Workmates who live less than 30 miles (50 kilometers) away

Relatives who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Friends who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Workmates who live between 30 miles (50 kilometers) and 300 miles (500
kilometers) away

Relatives who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

Friends who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away

Workmates who live more than 300 miles (500 kilometers) away
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BB5 Usingthefollowing scale, compared to ayear BEFORE you moved into Netvillewould
you say that you RECEIV E more or less hdp or assistance (for example, with childcare,
jobs around the house, running errands) from: [item]

[01]
[02]
[03]
[04]
[05]
[06]

O A lot more

O A little more

O About the same
O A littleless

O A lot less

O Not Applicable

F1500 Since movingto Netville haveyour relationshipswith neighbours, friends, and relatives
changed? If so how?
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SECTION B - USE OF INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY

(To be read to repondent)
The second focus of this survey is use of information and techndogy. In this next
section you will be asked about your basic experience with computers and other
technology. Answers will be used to build a profile of how technology is used in this
community so that it can be compared with other populations.

F11  Wereyou ever connected to the Magenta Nework?
[01] O Yes
[02] O No

If F11 equals 1, goto F13

F12 Weunderstand that there were many reasons why you may not have been connected to
the Magenta Network, why were you not connected?

If F11 equals 2, goto D23

F13  Onwhat date were you connected to the Magenta Network?

KNH1 Thinking back to the time when you were connected to the Network what was the
SINGLE MOST important computer and communication featurein your new home and

why?

D23 Today, wha isthe SINGLE MOST important computer and communication feature in
your new home and why?

F4 Thinking back to when you decided to purchase your home what computer and
communication feature did you expect to be the mog important?

D24  What other computer and communication features do you consider important?
If F11 equal s 2, goto NEW2
NEW40 What Internet service do you use now that the Magentatrial has ended?

NEW41 Why did you deade togo with that service? (If they are not on a new service,
ask: Why are you not subscribing to a new savice?)

T20c When you were connected to the Magenta Network did you belong to any other Internet
service provider such as CompuServ, Prodigy, or America On-Line?
[01] O Yes
[02] O No
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T49 Haveyou ever used the VID.IO (video) phone on the Magenta Network?
[01]] O Yes
[02] O No
If T49 equals 1, goto F1200
NEWG60 Is the reason you have never used the VID.IO (video) phone that it was
unavailableto you?
[01]] O Yes
[02] O No
F1200 For what reasons do you use the VID.IO Phone?
NEW2 When did your household first subscribe to, or begin using the Internet from home?
If F11 equals 1, goto T22
T20 Doyou belongto aservice such as CompuServ, Prodigy, America On-Line, Sympatico,
or any other Internet serviceprovider?
[01]] O Yes
[02] O No
If T20 equals 2, goto T22
T21  Which Internet Service Provider do you belong to?
F17  Why do you subscribe to this service?
T22  Which statement best describes you?
[01] O Have never seen the Internet
[02] O Have seen the Internet
[03] O Have used the Internet
[04] O Regularly usethe Internet
If T22 equals 1 or 2, goto T14
NEW1 When would you say you personally first used the internet?

T14 How many personal computersdo you haveat home (NOTE: Pleaseenter your response
as a number, for example in the format of “ 1" and not “ one” .)?

If T14 equals 0, goto Label 2
T39 How many hours did you usea computer at homein the past 7 days?

If T39 equals 0, goto Label 2
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T43b Of the [time] hours you spent on a home computer in the past 7 days how many hours
did you spend using e-mail? (Replace [time] with the number entered in T39)

T47b Of the[time] hours you spent on a home computer in the past 7 days how many hours
did you use the Internet (excluding e-mail)? (Replace [time] with the number entered
in T39)

F20b How many of the[time] hoursyou spent on ahomecomputer inthe past 7 days werefor
paid work you do from home (NOTE: Please enter your response as a number, for
exampleintheformat of “ 1" and not “ one” .)? (Replace[time] with the number entered
in T39)

* Label 1%

If F20b equals O, goto Label 2

F22b How many of the[time] hoursthat you spent using e-mail at homein the past 7 days
were for paid work you do from home (NOTE: Please enter your responseas a
number, for example in the format of “ 1" and not “ one” .)? (Replace [time] with the
number entered in T43b)

F24b How many of the[time] hours that you spent using the Internet (excluding e-mail) at
home in the past 7 days were for paid work you do from home (NOTE: Please enter
your response as a humber, for example in the format of “ 1" and not “ one” .)?
(Replace [time] with the number entered in T47b)

*® Label 2 %

If F11 equals 2, goto Label 3

KNH2 If at all, hasthe number of hours you spend onyour home computer, on the Internet,
or on e-mail, been affected by losing access to the Magenta Network? If so how?

*® Label 3 %
If T39 equals 0, goto Label 4

NEW?24 In the last 7 days, for what purpose did you use your home computer?
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In the last 7 days which of the following goals were you trying to accomplish
using your home computer:

[01] O Writing adocument

[02] O Communicating with people

[03] O Getting information

[04] O Playing agame

[05] O Doing classwork

[06] O Doing paid employment

[07] O Doing household chores

[08] O Setting up the computer

[09] O Learning to use the computer

[10] O Shopping

[11] O Entertainment

[12] O Spending time with spouse

[13] O Spending time with other household members
[14] O Spending time with other relatives

[15] O Spending time with neighbours

[16] O Spending time with co-workers/classmates
[17] O Spending time with other friends

[18] O Other GOTO NEW26

NEW?26 What “other” goal were you trying to accomplish?

If F11 equals 2, goto NEW30

KNH3

NEW30

Has your ability to accomplish any of the goals you use your home computer
for been affected by losing access to the Magenta Network? |f so how?

Please indicate on the following scale where you fed the value of using the
internet to gather information is compared to using the Interne to
communicate with others. The middle of the scale indicates an even balance,
the far left indicates a stronger value for gathering information, and the far
right indicates a stronger value for communicating with others. (NOTE:
Record from O through 100, far left = 0O, far right = 100, mid = 50).

Gathering information Communicating with others
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NEW27 When you used the home computer |ast, who were you with?
[01] O Alone
[02] O Spouse

[03] O Other household members

[04] O Other relatives

[05] O Neighbours

[06] O Co-workers/classmates

[07] O Other friends

[08] O Have never used the home computer
[09] O Other GOTO NEW28

NEW28 What “other” person were you with?
NEW29 Were you on the Internet or using e-mail the last time you used the computer?

T25 If any how many e-mail messages do you sendin an average month? (NOTE: Please
enter your response as a number, for example in the format of “ 1" and not “ one” . If
none please enter “0").

If T25 equals O, goto Label 6

F26  People can send email messages to public listservesand formal onlinegroups,
privately to one person, or privately to a smdl number of people. On average how
many of the [ number] e-mail messages you send in a month are addressed
PRIVATELY TO JUST ONE PERSON? Replace [number] with the number entered
inT25

F27  On average how many of the[ number] e-mail messages you send in amonth are
addressed PRIVATELY TO BETWEEN 2 AND 5 PERSONS? Replace [ number]
with the number entered in T25

F28  On average how many of the[ number] e-mail messages you send in a month are
addressed PRIVATELY TO 6 OR MORE PERSONS (please do not include listserves
and other formal online groups such as the Netville e-mail distribution list)? Replace
[number] with the number entered in T25

F29  On average how many of the[ number] e-mail messages you send in a month are
addressed PUBLICLY TOA LISTSERVE OR OTHER FORMAL ONLINE GROUP
(for example theNetville email distribution lig)? IF NONE PLEASE ENTER “ 0".
(Please enter your response as a number, for example in the format of “ 1" and not
“one”.) Replace [number] with the number entered in T25

If F29 equals O, goto Label 5
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Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the approximately [number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people located in NETVILLE (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one person
includeit if at least one person islocated in NETVILLE)? Replace [number] with the
number entered in T25

Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people located in MAPLE (if an email is addressed to more than one person
includeit if at least one person islocated in MAPLE)? Replace [number] with the
number entered in T25

Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people locatedin the GREATER TORONTO AREA (if an email is addressed to
more than one person includeit if a least one person islocated in the GREATER
TORONTO AREA)? Replace [number] with the number entered in T25

Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people located in ONTARIO (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one person
includeit if at least one person islocated in ONTARIO)? Replace [ number] with the
number entered in T25

Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people located in CANADA (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one person
includeit if at least one person islocated in CANADA)? Replace [ number] with the
number entered in T25

Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the approximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people located in the UNITED STATES (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one
person includeit if at least one person islocated in the UNITED STATES)? Replace
[number] with the number entered in T25

Excluding those messages you send to listserves or other formal online groups how
many of the approximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each month are
to people located OUTSIDE CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES (if an email is
addressed to more than one person includeit if at least one person is located
OUTSIDE CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES)? Replace [ number] with the
number entered in T25

Goto Label 6



190

X Label 5%

F30

F31

F32

F33

F34

F35

F36

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to people located in NETVILLE (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one
person includeit if at least one person islocated in NETVILLE)? Replace [ number]
with the number entered in T25

Intotd how many of the approximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to people located in MAPLE (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one
person include it if at least one person islocated in MAPLE)? Replace [ number] with
the number entered in T25

Intota how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to peoplelocated in the GREATER TORONTO AREA (if an e-mail is
addressed to more than one person includeit if at least one person islocated in the
GREATER TORONTO AREA)? Replace [number] with the number entered in T25

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to people located in ONTARIO (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one
person includeit if at least one person islocated in ONTARIO)? Replace [ number]
with the number entered in T25

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to people located in CANADA (if an e-mail is addressed to more than one
person includeit if at least one person islocated in CANADA)? Replace [ number]
with the number entered in T25

Intotal how many of the approximately [ humber] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to peoplelocated in the UNITED STATES (if an email is addressad to
more than one person include it if at least one person islocated in the UNITED
STATES)? Replace [number] with the number entered in T25

Intota how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you send each
month are to peoplelocated OUTSIDE CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES (if
an e-mail is addressed to more than one person includeit if at least one pasonis
located OUTSIDE CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES)? Replace [ number]
with the number entered in T25

If F36 equals 0, goto Label 6

NEW13 Where are those people located?
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% Label 6 %
If F11 equals O, goto T26

KNH4 Has the number of e-mails you send in total, or to specific people, been affected by
losing access to the Magenta Network? [f so how?

T26 If any how many e-mail messages do you receive in an average month? (NOTE:
Please enter your response as a number, for example in the format of “1" and not
“one”.) IFNONE PLEASE ENTER “0".

If T26 equals O, goto Label 8

F129 On average how many of the[ number] e-mail messages you receive in amonth are
addressed PUBLICLY TOA LISTSERVE OR OTHER FORMAL ONLINE GROUP
(for example theNetville email distribution lig)? (NOTE: Please enter your
response as a number, for example in the format of “ 1" and not “ one” . If none
please enter “ 0".) Replace [number] with the number entered in T26

If F129 equals 0, goto Label 7

F130 Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located in NETVILLE? Replace [ number] with the number
entered in T26

F131 Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located in MAPLE? Replace [ humber] with the number
entered in T26

F132 Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located in the GREATER TORONTO AREA? Replace
[number] with the number entered in T26

F133 Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located in ONTARIO? Replace [ humber] with the number
entered in T26

F134 Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located in CANADA? Replace [ number] with the number
entered in T26
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F136
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Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the goproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located in the UNITED STATES? Replace [number] with the
number entered in T26

Excluding those messages you receive from listserves or other formal online groups
how many of the goproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive each
month are from people located OUTSIDE OF CANADA AND THE UNITED
STATES? Replace [number] with the number entered in T26

Goto Label 7.5

*k Label 7 %

F130

F131

F132

F133

F134

F135

F136

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located in NETVILLE? Replace [number] with the
number entered in T26

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located in MAPLE? Replace [ number] with the number
entered in T26

Intotd how many of the approximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located in the GREATER TORONTO AREA? Replace
[number] with the number entered in T26

Intota how many of the approximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located in ONTARIO? Replace [ number] with the
number entered in T26

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located in CANADA? Replace [ number] with the
number entered in T26

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located in the UNITED STATES? Replace [ number]
with the number entered in T26

Intotal how many of the gpproximately [ number] e-mail messages that you receive
each month are from people located OUTSIDE OF CANADA AND THE UNITED
STATES? Replace [ number] with the number entered in T26
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*k Label 7.5 %
If F136 equals 0, goto Label 8
NEW14 Where are those people located?
*% Label 8 %
If F11 equals 0, goto Label 9
KNH5 Hasthe total number of e-mails you receive, or e-mails from specific people, been
affected by losing access to the Magenta Network? 1f so how?
*k Label 9 %
(To be read to respondent)
Let’stake abreak from questions related to technology to get some basic

demographic information. This section will provide the building blocks for the study.
Answers will be usad to compare the residents of Netville with other populations.
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SECTION C - DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

ZZ3 Pleaseindicate, from the following list, ALL of the following options that

Al

A2

A3

A4

corresponds to your relationship status. Are you:

[D12] O Single Goto A6
[D13] O Married/Common-law

[D14] O Separated Goto A6
[D15] O Divorced Goto A6
[D16] O Widowed Goto A6

What is your partners’ (spouses’) name (please ONLY enter their FIRST name and
LAST initial)?

Isyour partner (spouse) male or female?
[01]] O Mae

[02] O Femae

What is[spouseg] ' s birth date?

Does|[spouse] currently live with you?
[01]] O Yes Goto A6

[02] O No

A4 _0b Since your move to Netville has[spouse] EVER lived in your home?
[01] O VYes
[02] O No

A6

How many children do you have? (Please enter your response as a number, for
examplein the format of “1" and not “one”. If there are no children please enter “0").

If A6 equals O, goto ZZ5

ZZ4 Pleaselist each of your children’s names (please only enter their FIRST name and

LAST initial):
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For each child’s name entered in ZZ4, ask the following three questions. Replace [ child]
with the child’s name.

DD1 Is[child] male or female?
[01] O Male
[02] O Femae
DD2 What is[child]’sdate of birth?
DD3 Is[child] currently living with you?
[01] O VYes
[02] O No

For this next question, replace num with the numerical position of the child (i.e., if he was
entered first, # equals O; if he was entered second, # equals 1)

DD3_#Since your move to Netville has[child] EVER lived in your home?

ZZ5 Doesanyone else live with you?
[01]] O VYes
[02] O No

If ZZ5 equals 2, go to Label 8.5

DD5 Pleaselist their name(s) (please only enter their FIRST name and LAST initial)

For each person’s name entered in DD5, ask the following questions. Replace [name] with
the person’s name.

DD6 Is[name] male or female?
[01] O Mae
[02] O Female

DD7 What is[name]’s date of birth?

DD8 What is[name]'srelaionshipto youif any?
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X Label 8.5 %

(To be read to respondent)
Now that | have somebasic information on your household composition the next

section returns to questions of how the use of technology may afect relationswith
family and friends. Answerswill provide an understanding of how living in awired

community influences your life.
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SECTION D - TECHNOLOGY AND SOCIAL RELATIONS

F39b Inwhich room of your housedoes [ person] use the computer most of ten (NOTE: If
this person does not currently live with the respondent enter “NA” for Not
Applicable)? Replace [person] with the name of a person who resides with the
respondent, or his children, or his partner.

NEW32 How many hours a month does|[ person] use ahome computer? (NOTE: If
this person does not currently live with the respondent enter “NA” for Not
Applicable) Replace [person] with the name of a person who resides with the
respondent, or his children, or his partner.

T98b How many hours a month does|[person] use the Intemet? (NOTE: If unknown please
enter “9999", if this person does not currently live with the respondent enter “NA” for
Not Applicable). Replace [person] with the name of a person who resides with the
respondent, or his children, or hispartne.

NEW31 If any, how many hours a month do you spend with [ person] using the
computer together? And how many of these hours are spent on the Intemet?
(NOTE: Separate numberswith a*“:”) (If this person does not currently live
with the respondent enter “NA” for Not Applicable) Replace [person] with

the name of a personwho resides with the respondent, or his children, or his
partner.

If F11 equals2, goto Label 10

KNH6 Has the time you spend together with household members on the computer, or on the
Internet, been affected by losing access to the Magenta Network? If so how?

*® Label 10 *
If T14 equal s O, goto NEW5
T35 Who usually solves computer problems in your house?

NEWS5 Would you say that your useof e-mail and thenternet has affected your household
relationships? If so how?

NEWG6 How about your relationship with other relatives, have these relationships been
affected by your use of e-mail and the Internet?

NEW4 Would you say that your use of e-mail and the Internet has affected your relationships
with friends? If so how?

If F11 equals 2, goto NEW15
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KNH9 Has your relationship with household members, relatives, friends, or neighbours been
affected by the loss of the Magenta Network? If so how?

NEW15 In what ways has your use of e-mail and the Internet affected the time you
spend on household activities? For example housework, childcare, and meal
preparation?

NEW16 In what ways has your use of e-mail and the Internet affected the time you

spend involved in el sure activities? For example watching TV, reading,
playing games, or going to the movies?

NEW17 In what ways has your use of e-mail and the Internet affected the time you
spend on community activities? For example attending community meetings,
joining community associations, or participating in local events?

If F11 equals 2, goto T3

KNH10 Has the loss of the Magenta Network affected the time you spend on
household activities, leisure activities, or community activities? If so how?

T3 In atypical week how many hours do you watch TV?
If T22 islessthan or equal to 2, goto F1700

T90  Which of the following best describes how the hours you spend using the Internet has
affected the time you would normally spend watching TV ?
[01] © Watching much more TV
[02] O Watching somewhat more TV
[03] O Watching somewhat less TV
[04] O Watching much lessTV
[05] O Nodifference
[99] O Don't know

F1700 Do you feel “alot more,” “alittle more,” “about the same,” “alittleless,” or “alot
less” involved with Netville than the place where you previously lived?
[03] O A lot more
[02] O A littlemore
[01] O About the same
[04] O Alittleless
[05] O Alotless

If F1700 equals 1, goto F6000

F1900 Why do you think thisis?
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F6000 Do you feel “alot more,” “alittle more,” “about the same,” “alittle less,” or “alot
less” involved with household members in Netville than in the place where you
previoudly lived?

[03] O A lot more

[02] O A littlemore
[01] O About the same
[04] O Alittleless
[05] O Alotless

If F6000 equals 1, goto Label 11
F6100 Why do you think thisis?
% Label 11 %%

C10 (NOTE: Giverespondent Card “B”) Please rank the following itemsin the order of
the geographic area that you would say you identify with the most. (ADMIN ONLY::
Where “1" is the geographic area they identify with the most).

[C11] O Your local neighbourhood

[C12] O District within your town or city

[C13] O Town or city whereyou live

[C14] O Theregion that includes your city or town (for example Metro Toronto,
Y ork Region, Greater Toronto Area)

[C15] O Province

[C16] O Canada

[C17] O North America

[C18] O Theworld asawhde

(To be read to respondent)
The next section deals with participation in different group and community activities.
Answers will provide an understanding into how participation in community activities
is affected by use of technology.
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SECTION E - VOLUNTARY ACTIVITIES

Repeat question “V_#" for each of the following:

F44

. Fraternal Groups

. Service Clubs/groups
. Veterans' Groups

. Political Groups

. Labour Unions

. Sports Groups

. Y outh Groups

. School Service Groups
. Hobby or Garden Clubs
. Political Groups

. School Fraternities or Sororities

. Nationality or Ethnic Groups

. Literary Art Discussion or Study Groups
. Professional or Academic Societies

. Church Affiliated Groups

. Computer Club

. Socia Advocacy Groups Such as Those Concerned with Issues li ke Poverty,
Racial Problems, the Environment, Taxes, or Crime

. Residents' Group/community Organization

. Any Other Groups

(NOTE: Give respondent card “C”) Please select as many of the following categories
that correspond to how you participate in[group] .

[V_# 1]
[V_# 2]
[V_# 3]
[V_# 4]
[V_# 5]
[V_# 6]
[V_#_7]
[V_# 8]

O Not at all

O Am amember

O Hold aleadership position

O Contribute money

O Attend meetings

O Contact government officials

O On electronic listserve or e-mail group

O Use other Internet technology to participate

Since its creation Netville has had a number of community events. Please select as
many of the following Netville activities that you were aware of:

Block party with the live band in May 1997

O Barbeque at the Police Association in June, 1997

O Cyber Soiree in September, 1997

O Park Party in July, 1998
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F46

Fa7
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Please select as many of the following activities that you participated in:
O Block party with the live band in May 1997

O Barbeque at the Police Association in June, 1997

O Cyber Soireein September, 1997

O Park Party in July, 1998

Please select as many of the following Netville activities that you hel ped organize:
O Block party with the live band in May 1997

O Barbeque at the Police Association in June, 1997

O Cyber Soireein September, 1997

O Park Party in July, 1998

The Magenta Ontario Consortium has provided a number of opportunities to meet

with Magenta and other community residents. Please select as many of the following

activities that you participated in:

O Introduction to Magenta at Y ork University - Shortly before or after you moved in

O In home orientation on the Magenta Network

O Focus Group at Maple Public Library in July 1997

O Idea Lab with Bell Canada at the Best Western VVoyageur Place Hotel in November
1997

O Focus Group at Netville Elementary School in June 1998

O IdeaLab with Bell Canada at Netville Elementary School in June 1998

O Magenta meeting at the Police Association in October 1998

(To be read to respondent)

The next two questions are fairly open and relate to how you use your timein a
typical day.

LTUL Inwhat ways hasyour lifein atypicd WEEKDAY changed since moving to

Netville?

LTU2 Inwhat ways has your WEEKEND life changed since moving to Netville?

(To be read to respondent)

This next section deals with work. Answerswill be used to build an understanding of
how the use of technology can influence how people work, and how people’ s work
can beinfluenced by technology.
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H1

H2

H3

H4

H8

H9

H10

H11

H5

H6

SECTION F - WORK

Last week what was your main activity? If you were sick or had a short-term illness
pleaseindicate your usua mgor activity.
[01] O Working at job or business Goto H3

[02] O Vacation from paid work Goto H3
[03] O Looking for work Goto H3
[04] O Going to school

[05] O Keeping house Goto H3
[06] O Retired Goto H3
[07] O Maternity/paternity leave Goto H3
[08] O Longtermillness Goto H3
[09] O Other Goto H3

Were you studying full-time or part-time?
[01] O Full-time
[02] O Part-time

Did you have ajob or were you self-employed at any time last week?
[01]] O Yes GotoH8
[02] O No

Did you haveajob or were you self-employed at any time during the pag 12 months?
[01] O VYes
[02] O No GotoJl

Thinking of your MAIN job for whom do you work? (Name of business, government
department or agency, or person.)

What kind of business, industry or serviceisyour MAIN job? (Give full description:
e.g., federal government, canning industry, forestry services.)

What kind of work were you doing for your MAIN job? (Give full description: e.g.,
office clerk, factory worker, forestry technician.)

In your MAIN job, wha was your most important activity or duty? (Give full
description: e.g., filing documents, drying vegeables, forestry examiner.)

In total how many hours aweek do you usually work at your main job?
Areyou self-employed in your main job?

[01] O Yes
[02] O No GotoH12
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H12

HH1

H13

HH2

H14

H17

203
How many employees do you have (if you are the only employee please enter “0")?

Which of the following best describes the hours you usually work at your MAIN job?

[01] O A regular daytime schedule or hift? Goto H13

[02] O A regular evening shift? Goto H13

[03] O A regular night shift? Goto H13

[04] O A rotating shift? (one that changes periodically from days to evening to/or
nights) Goto H13

[05] O A gplit shift? Goto H13

[06] O Other

What best describes the hours you work for your main job?

What is the main reason that you work this schedule?

[01] O Earn more money Goto H14
[02] O Carefor children Goto H14
[03] O Carefor other family members Goto H14
[04] O Allow time for school Goto H14
[05] O Requirements of the job/no choice Goto H14

[06] O Other

Please describe why you work this schedule?

Do you have aflexible schedule that alows you to choosethe time you begin and end
your work day?

[01] O Yes

[02] O No

Please list the nearest intersection of your office or each of the offices that you use as
apart of your MAIN job. If you have amobile office please list the type of
transportation (i.e., car, trailer, train,). If you frequently work out of other companies
offices (e.g., as an accounting, or sales person) state this as Aroving offices. If you
work from home, excluding overtime, please include this as an office by indicating
“home”.
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The following questions are repeated for each location given in H17. Replace[location] by a
location in H17

H19

Last week, as part of your MAIN job, how many hours did you spend at your
[location] office?

NEW9 If HOME islisted as an office: Is your HOME office your main office?

NEW11 If HOME islisted as an office: Wha are some of the ADVANTAGES to

working from home?

NEW12 If HOME islisted as an office: Wha are some of the DISADVANTAGES to

H20

working from home?

How many jobs (including your man job) did you have last week? (Please enter your
response as a number, for example in the format of “1" and not “one”.)

If H20 equals 1, Goto NEW10

F82

H24

H25

H26

H27

HH5

HH6

HH7

How many of your jobs (including your main job) are you self-employed in?

Thinking of your SECOND job for whom do you work? (Name of business,
government department or agency, or person.)

What kind of business industry or serviceis your SECOND job? (Give full
description: e.g., federal government, canning industry, forestry services.)

What kind of work were you doing for your SECOND job? (Give full description:
e.g., office clerk, factory worker, forestry technician.)

In your SECOND job, what was your most impaortant activity or duty? (Give full
description: e.g., filing documents, drying vegeables, forestry examiner.)

In total how many hours aweek do you usually work at thisjob?
Areyou self-employed in your SECOND job?

[01] O VYes

[02] O No GotoHH17

How many employees do you have (If you are the only employee please enter “0")?
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HH17 Pleaselist the nearest intersection of your office or each of the offices that you use as
apart of your SECOND job. If you have a mobile office please list the type of
transportation (i.e., car, trailer, train,). If you frequently work out of other companies
offices (e.g., as an accounting, or sales person) state this as Aroving offices.@ If you
work from home, excluding overtime, please include this as an office by indicating
“home”

The following questions are repeated for each location given in HH17. Replace [location] by
alocationin HH17

HH19 Last week, as part of your SECOND job, how many hours did you spend at your
[location] office?

NNEW9 If HOME islisted as an office: |s your HOME office your main office for your
SECOND job?

NNEW11 If HOME islisted as an office: Wha are some of the ADVANTAGES to
working from home?

NNEW12 If HOME islisted as an office: Wha are some of the DISADVANTAGES to
working from home?

NEW10 In what ways do you use your computer, or computer networks, to get your
work done?

If F11 equals 2, goto Label 12

KNH7 Has losing access to the Magenta Network affected the way you use a computer, or
computer networks, to get your work done? If so how?

(To be read to respondent)
This next section returns to the central focus of this survey, relationships. For the
following questions you will be presented with alist of people who livein your
neighbourhood. | will ask if you recognize thar names and how often you participate
in various socia activities. Answers to these questions will be used to understand
how technology may influence who you know in your neighbourhood.
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F7

F8

F9

F10

SECTION F - LOCAL SOCIAL NETWORK

Thefollowing isalist of people who live in your area. Please take the time to ook
over the complete list and select as many of the following people whom you
recognize by name (we have included a map of Netville in the package we mailed you
that may help you as areerence). If you do not recognize any of these people please
select the "no one" option): A list of all residentsin the Netville community is
presented.

From those peopleyou recognized from your area please select those whom you talk
to on what you woud consider to be areguar bases? A list of all people sdected in
question F7 is presented.

From those people you recognized from your area please select those whom you have
invited into YOUR HOME in thelast 3x months? A list of all people sdected in
question F7 is presented.

From those people you recognized from your area please select those whom you have
invited you into THEIR HOME in the last six months? A list of all people sdected in
guestion F7 is presented.

If T49 equals 2, goto NEW18

F25 From those people you recognized from your area please select those whom you have
contacted usingthe VID.IO phone: A list of all people sdected in questionF7 is
presented.

BB2 Since moving into Netville how many times have you contacted [ name] using the
VID.10 phone (NOTE: Y ou do not have to reread this question for each person,
simply list the person) This question is repeated for all names entered in F25, each
time replacing [ name] with a name fromthe list.

NEW18 From those people you recognized from your area please select those whom

you have contacted using e-mail NOT COUNTING messages sent to the
Netville community e-mail list: Alist of all people sdected in questionF7 is
presented.

NEW19 In the last month how many times have you contacted [ name] using e-mail
(NOTE: Y ou do not have to reread thisquestion for each person, simply list
the person)? This question is repeated for all names entered in F7, each time
replacing [name] with a name fromthe list.

NEW?20 From those people you recognized from your area please select those whom

you have cdled on the phone: A list of all people sdected in questionF7 is
presented.
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NEW21 In the last month how many times have you called [ name] on the phone
(NOTE: You do not have to reread thisquestion for each person, simply list
the pason)? This question is repeated for all names entered in F7, each time
replacing [name] with a name fromthe list.

If F11 equals 2, goto X1

KNH8 Has losing access to the Magenta Network changed the way you keep in touch, or
who you keep in touch with, in Netville? If so how?

X1  Some people have aparticular place that they can go to and find their friends when
they want to -- it might be a park, club, coffee shop, arestaurant, an Internet chat
group, or some other kind of place. Do you have any place like this where you and
your friends tend to see each other?

[01] O VYes
[02] O No

If X1 equals, goto Label 13
XX1 What isthe name or title of this place?

X2  What isthe nearest city intersection for [place] . (NOTE: If it isan on-line space such
asavirtual community, or chat group, please enter the Internet address or information
on how they participate). [place] isreplaced with the name entered in XX1.

X3  How many months have you been going to [ place] ? (NOTE: if less than half a month
please enter "0". If less than one whole month, but more than half a month, please
enter "1". If you prefer to enter the number of years please indicae with the word
Y EARS following the number. [place] isreplaced with the name entered in XX1.

X4B Looking at the computer, which of the people on thislist do you usually encounter
whileat "$$X X 1$$"? Alist of all names entered in F7 is presented. [place] is
replaced with the name entered in XX1.

X Label 13 %

(To be read to respondent)
Thank you. | will now turn the computer back towards me and continuewith the last
few questions of this survey. These last questions will tell me just alittle more about
you.
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SECTION G - EDUCATION

J1 What is the highest level of education that you have attained?

[01]
[02]
[03]
[04]
[05]
[06]
[07]
[08]
[09]

[10]
[11]

[12]
[13]
[14]

O No Schooling

O Some Elementary school

O Elementary School diploma

O Some High School

O High School diploma

O Some trade, technical or vocational school, or business college

O Some community college, CEGEP or nursing school

O Some university

O Diploma or certificate from trade, technical or vocational school, or
business college

O Diploma or certificate from community college, CEGEP or nursing school

O Bachelor or undergraduate degree, or teecher's college (e.g. B.A., B.Sc.,
B.A.Sc., LL.B.)

O Masters (M.A., M.Sc., M.Ed.)

O Doctorate (PhD, D.Sc., D.Ed.)

O Other Goto J2

J2 What best describes the highest level of education that you have attained?

NEW42

To conclude, now that we have had achance to review your experiencesin

Netville, and your experience with the technology that you have available, if it

were possible what new services or applications would you like to see?

ZZ1 Whatisyour dae of birth

ZZ2 ADMIN ONLY: Isthe respondent male or female?

[01]
[02]

O Mae
O Female

(Message to interviewer)
ADMIN NOTE: PART A ends here. After afew admin. questions the survey will
end. Y ou must restart the survey and select " Part B" after entering the respondents D
to continue.

If computer restarted, proceed to Label 14
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ADMIN1

ADMIN2

ADMIN3

ADMIN4

ADMIN5S

ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS TO SURVEY PART ‘A’

ADMIN ONLY: What time did the survey start?
ADMIN ONLY: What time did the survey end?

ADMIN ONLY : Respondent was:
[01] O Cooperative

[02] O Indifferent

[03] O Uncooperative

ADMIN ONLY': Please describe the setting for the interview (living room,
kitchen, table, chairs, people present):

ADMIN ONLY: Comments on the interview (comments made by the
respondent, any problems, distractions, potential errors):
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SECTION H - INTERNET USE

% Label 14 %%
DATE ADMIN ONLY: What is today's date?

(To beread to respondent)
In this section we are interested in afew final details about how you may use the
Internet to participate in group activities while online. Answers will provide further
detail into how people use the Internet and how it influences relationship with friends
and family.

S11 Haveyou ever used listserves, other e-mail distribution lists, Usenet, Intemet
conferencing systems (such as ICQ and Powwow), MUDs, MOOs, MUSHS, graphical
chats or worlds, multiuser Internet games, or Intemet Relay Chat (IRC)?

[01] O VYes
[02] O No

If S11 equals 2, goto Label 15

KNH11 Has your use of listserves, other e-mail distribution lists, Usenet, Internet
conferencing systems (such as |CQ and Powwow), MUDs, MOOs, MUSHS,
graphical chats or worlds, multiuser Internet games, or Internet Relay Chat
(IRC)been affected by losing access to the Magenta Network? If so how?

S1 (NOTE: Give respondent Card "D") From the following list please select any Internet
technol ogies that you have used:
[S1 1] O E-mail lists/listserves
[S1 2] O Usenet
[S1 3] O Internet conferencing systems (such as |CQ and Powwow)
[S1 4] © MUDs, MOQOs, or MUSHSs
[S1_5] O Graphical chats or worlds
[S1 6] O Multiuser Internet games
[S1_7] O Internet Relay Chat (IRC)

% Label 15 3%

If SL_1 equals 0, goto Label 16

S2 1 Pleaselist the NAME of each E-MAIL LISTS/LISTSERVE that you have used in the
last month and please remember tha this information will be kept strictly

confidential:

*k Label 16 %%
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If SL 2 equals 0, goto Label 17

S2 2 Pleaselist the NAME of each USENET GROUP that you have used in the lag month
and please remember that thisinformation will be kept grictly confidential:

*® Label 17 %

If S1_3 equals 0, goto Label 18

S2_3 Pleaselist the NAME of each INTERNET CONFERENCING SY STEM (SUCH AS
ICQ AND POWWOW) that you have used in the last month and please remember
that this information will be kept strictly confidential:

*® Label 18 *

If SL_4 equals 0, goto Label 19

S2 4 Pleaselist the NAME of each MUD, MOO, OR MUSH that you have used in thelast
month and please remember that this information will bekept strictly confidential:

*® Label 19

If SL 5 equals0, goto Label 20

S2 5 Pleaselist the NAME of each GRAPHICAL CHAT OR WORLD that you have used
in the last month and please remember that this information will be kept strictly
confidential:

*® Label 20 *

If S1_6 equals O, goto Label 21

S2 6 Pleaselist the NAME of each MULTIUSER INTERNET GAME that you have used
in the last month and please remembe that this information will be kept strictly
confidential:

% Label 21 %

If SL 7 equals O, goto Label 22

S2 7 Pleaselist the NAME of each INTERNET RELAY CHAT (IRC) CHANNEL that
you have used in the last month and please remember that this information will be

kept strictly confidential:

*k Label 22 %%
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If S11 equals 2, goto Label 23

%) (NOTE: Give respondent Card "E") Please select as many of the following categories
that correspond to how you participate in [item] : (This question is repeated for all
listserves, other e-mail distribution lists, Usenet, Internet conferencing systems (such
as |CQ and Powwow), MUDs, MOOs, MUSHS, graphical chats or worlds, multiuser
Internet games, and Internet Relay Chat (IRC) channels inputted)
[$4 1] O Am amember
[$4 2] O Hold aleadership position
[S4_3] O Contribute money
[S4 4] O Attend meetings
[S4_5] O Contact government officials

F42  Inyour impression, from the following list, where do people who participate in [item]
primaily live? (This question is repeated for all listserves, other e-mail distribution
lists, Usenet, Internet conferencing systems (such as ICQ and Powwow), MUDSs,
MOOs, MUSHS, graphical chats or worlds, multiuser Internet games, and Internet
Relay Chat (IRC) channels inputted)

[F42_1] O Netville

[F42_2] O Maple

[F42_3] O Ontario

[F42_4] O Canada

[F42_5] O United States

[F42_6] O Outside of Canada and the United States

S5 In the last 7 days how many hours have you spent involved in [item] ? (This question
isrepeated for all listserves, other e-mail distribution lists, Usenet, Internet
conferencing systems (such as ICQ and Powwow), MUDs, MOOs, MUSHS, graphical
chats or worlds, multiuser Internet games, and Internet Relay Chat (IRC) channels
inputted)

S6 Looking at the computer, please select any of the following people who are involved
in[item] with you. (This question isrepeated for all listserves, other e-mail
distribution lists, Usenet, Internet conferencing systems (such as1CQ and Powwow),
MUDs, MOOs, MUSHS, graphical chats or worlds, multiuser Internet games, and
Internet Relay Chat (IRC) channels inputted) (The respondent is presented with a list
of all people selected in F7)

*k Label 22 %%
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(To be read to respondent)
Thisnext section isthefirg of the three remaining partsof thissurvey.

For thisfirst section you will be asked to list those people whom you could rely on for
various things. When | ask for thenames of people you need only provide afirst nane
and last initial so that | can tell people apart. Please remember that the information
you providein this next section will be kept strictly confidential, and at no time will
we contact any of the people you will be asked to list. Answerswill beused to build
an understanding of what people provide different types of aid and support, and if this
isinfluenced by living in awired community.
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SECTION I - PERSONAL NETWORK

(A note for the interviewer)

N1

N2

N4

N6

N8

N10

ADMIN ONLY:: To further reduce any problems that you may have while completing
this section please be sure to enter afirst name and last initial (for example John D)
and not a personstitle (for example, "my boss,” or "the in-laws"). Please remember to
only enter ONE name per line.

From time to time, most people discuss important matters with other people. Who are
the people with whom you discuss matters important toyou? (NOTE: Please
remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in the answer. If you do
not have aname to enter please leave the screen blank and continueon to the next
guestion).

When you fed just abit down or depressed who do you turn to when you want to talk
about it? (NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial
in the answer. If you do not have a nameto enter please leave the screen blank and
continue on to the next question).

If you needed to borrow alarge sum of money, say $1000, who would you ask for
help? (NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in
the answer. If you do not have a name to enter please leave the screen blank and
continue on to the next question).

When people go out of town for awhile, they sometimes ask someone to take care of
their home for them -- for example, to water the plants, pick up the mail, feed a pet, or
just check on things. Who would you ask to take care of your home if you went out of
town? (NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in
the answer. If you do not have a name to enter please leave the screen blank and
continue on to the next question).

Who from outside of your home has recently helped you with tasks around the home,
such as painting, moving furniture, cooking, cleaning, or major ar minor repairs?
(NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in the
answer. If you do not have a nameto enter please leave the screen blank and continue
on to the next question).

Who has recently helped you with significant, unpaid, child care? (NOTE: Please
remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in the answer. If you do
not have aname to enter please leave the screen blank and continue on to the next
guestion).



N12

N13

N14

N15

N16

N17

N18
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Who are the people who you know best living inside your current neighbourhood?
(NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in the
answer. If you do not have a nameto enter please leave the screen blank and continue
on to the next question).

Who are the peopleyou realy enjoy socidizing with? (NOTE: Please remember to
ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in the answer. Instead of entering
nobody or none please just leave the screen blank and continue onto the next
guestion).

Please list anyone you use the Internet or e-mail to communicate with who you feel
especialy closeto? (NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use apersons first name and
last initial in the answer. If you do not have a name to enter please |eave the screen
blank and continue on to the next question).

Please list anyone who is especially close to you who you have not listed in one of the
previous questions? (NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and
last initial in the answer. If you do not have a name to enter please |eave the screen
blank and continue on to the next question).

Please list anyone currently living in Netvillewho you knew BEFORE moving into
the neighbourhood: (NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first nameand
last initial in the answer. If you do not have a name to enter please |eave the screen
blank and continue on to the next question).

Who would you go to outside your home for help using the INTERNET? (NOTE:
Please remember to ONLY use apersons first name and last initia i n the answer. If
you do not have a name to enter please leave the screen blank and continue on to the
next question).

Who would you go to outside of your home for help with your COMPUTER?
(NOTE: Please remember to ONLY use a persons first name and last initial in the
answer. NOTE: If you do not have a name to enter please |eave the screen blank and
continue on to the next question).

(To beread to respondent)

The second section will ask for demographic information on the peopleyou just
listed, and information on how you communicate with each individual. Answers will
be used to build an understanding of how communication isinfluenced by different
factorsin apersonslife.

If you wish this may bea good time to take a short break as the following questions
may be repetitive at times. When you are ready we will continue.
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SECTION J - PERSONAL NETWORK: DEMOGRAPHICS

The following questions are repeated for all names entered in Section |. [ person] is replaced
with one name from that list.

SN1 What best describes [ person]'s relationship to you? (For example, spouse, sister, son,
neighbour, etc)

SN2 Is[person] male or female?
[01] O Mae
[02] O Femae

SN3 How oldis[person] (NOTE: if unknown please |eave blank to continue)?

SN4  Please indicate, from the following list, ALL of the following options that
corresponds to [ person] ‘s relationship status: (NOTE: if unknown please leave blank
to continue):

[DD12] O Single

[DD13] & Married/Common-law
[DD14] O Separated

[DD15] O Divorced

[DD16] O Widowed

SN6  What is[person]'s occupation (NOTE: if unknown please |eave blank to continue)
SN7 How or where did you first meet [ person] ?

SN8 What isthe nearest intersection to [ person] 's home (NOTE: if they live outside of the
Greater Toronto Areawhat is the name of the city or town)?

F5 Does[person] currently livein Netville?
[01] O VYes
[02] O No

SN9  How many months have you known [person] ? (NOTE: if less than half a month
please enter "0". If less than one whole month, but more than half a month, please
enter "1". If you prefer to enter the number of years please indicae with the word
Y EARS following the number~

SN11 Does|[person] have accessto the Internet?
[01] O VYes
[02] O No
[03] ODK



SN12

SN13
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SN15
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SN17

SN18
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In the last 3 months how many times have you communicated FA CE-TO-FACE with
[ person] ? In the case of prolonged exchanges such as when you live with the
individual consider one day as one communication.

In the last 3 mornths how many times have you communicated by PHONE with
[person] ?

In the l ast 3 months how many times have you communi cated by POST AL MAIL
with [person] ?

In the last 3 months how many times have you communicated by FAX with [ person] ?

In the last 3 months how many times have you communicated by E-MAIL with
[ person] ?

In the last 3 months how many times have you communicated by VIDEO PHONE ( or
VID.10) with [person] ?

In the last 3 months how many times have you communicated using the INTERNET
OTHER THAN E-MAIL OR VIDEO PHONE with [person] (for examplein achat
room, on ICQ, or inaMUD)?

In the last 3 months how many times have you communicated with [ person] by any
OTHER means than those just mentioned?
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SECTION K - PERSONAL NETWORK: DENSITY

(To be read to respondent)

BB1

N19

N20

Thislast section will look at how interrelated different people are in your life.
Answers will provide insight into how close groups of people are and how thisis
influenced by technology and different forms of communication. For the next few
guestions | am going to ask that you look at the computer sareen.

These are the people that you've listed. Please select those people that you know
[person] has a significant realionship with: (For example: they're friends, or relatives
who keep in touch, or in frequent contact, or feel close to each other, or help each
other out). Please select this person’'s own name as well. This question is repeated for
all names entered in Section |. [person] is replaced with one name from all the names
entered in that section.

From the followinglist of peoplein your life please slect those people you feel dose
to (if you do not feel close to any of these people please select the "no one" option): A
list of all people entered in Section | is presented.

From thislist of people whom you feel close to please rank them in terms of most to
least close where "1" isthe person you feel dosest to (if you selected the "no one”
option rank thisas"1"): A list of all people selected in N19 is presented.

(Note to interviewer)

ADMIN NOTE: PART B ends here. After afew admin. questions the survey will end.
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SECTION L - ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS

ADMING ADMIN ONLY: What time did the survey start?
ADMIN7 ADMIN ONLY: What time did the survey end?

ADMINS ADMIN ONLY: Respondent was:
[01] O Cooperative
[02] O Indifferent
[03] O Uncooperative

ADMIN9 ADMIN ONLY : Please describe the setting for the interview (living room,
kitchen, table, chairs, people present):

ADMIN10  ADMIN ONLY: Comments on the interview (comments made by the
respondent, any problems, distractions, potential errors):
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