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Abstract

exciting new time diary data, we explore the complex ways in which the Internet
cts interpersonal communication and sociability. Rather than dwelling on the increas-
le debate about whether the Internet is good or bad for sociability, we analyze
and where Internet use impacts face-to-face interactions. Internet use at home has
egative impact on time spent with friends and family, while Internet use at work
related to decreased time with colleagues (but has little effect on social time
nds and family). Similarly, Internet use during the weekends is more strongly
decreased time spent with friends and family than Internet use during week-
ndings offer support for a “displacement” or “hydraulic” theory of Internet |
nline is largely an asocial activity that competes with, rather than comple-
-face social time ~ but it is the location and timing of Internet use that
hich interpersonal relationships are affected.
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Introduction

Few would dispute the idea that the Internet 7mmﬂ.m:mmo§5m&m8-
nomic and social life. At the same time, however, the Internet’s impact
cation and sociability remains a source of

on interpersonal communi

heated debate. One group of researchers conclude that the Internet

leads to more and better social relationships by creating an additional
d by enabling

medium of communication with friends and family, an
tionships through Internet interactions. In

the creation of new rela
contrast, other researchers find Internet use to be socially isolating,

because time on the Internet replaces other social activities and face-
to-face interaction. In this chapter, we try
this dichotomous view and delineate more specific contours of the

relationship between time spent on the Internet and time spent in
face-to-face interaction with people. Using a new dataset that relies
on more detailed and definitive time diary information than the data -
available in _.u_.miozm studies, we are better able to memwb the comple
ways in which the Internet affects interpersonal communication and -

sociability.
The debate about the impact of Internet use on the quantity an |
sociability has focused

quality of interpersonal communication and
four different academic surveys conducted in 2000 Most of the fin
current with one another. Allfo

ings in these surveys have been con
— more than h

studies show gimilar Internet connection rates
American households are connected to the Internet. All des!
those connec i

similar patterns of Internet use among
receiving email is ubiquitous; searching for products, news,
stock quotes, and entertainment is frequent. All four studies |
evidence of a digital divide cut by education, wealth, and mmzﬂm“
The studies diverge, however, in their conclusions regarding the
repercussions of Internet use. At the heart of this debate is W
Internet use is a potentially isolating activity, or one that leads toHi¢
communication among people and thus enhances human COnnes
ity and sociability. j
Two theoretical paradigms dominate the debate. Franz
argue that the Internet has made everything — including SO
more efficient. The efficiency hypothesis holds that the Int ‘

an additional technology for engaging in social interactior
dinating social activities. Additionally, the Internet may m
activities more eofficient, freeing up additional Jeisure
instance, if an individual shops online, this may free up 1%

with friends. The alternative theoretical wmnmwumnﬁ.zm isa

to move the debate beyond
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hypothesis, or “hydraulic” model - ti
spent on s s TOREL & BIme: g nes activity can
r@mamﬁmwn MMMHM_H WMM_SJ\. Time is a zero-sum wrmsoaﬂwnoﬂ\ memm_uM
e i carmuat heme: M.:Q,Uw reshaped and redistributed like a fluid
hours in a day, zﬂm m:@mmﬁ X w”mow mqummw.mw_u%m‘ cmnmwmm there are only mm
time spent on other activities. Ti 2 st = beagled m.m against
E.,:M nmrﬂmﬂmm with, rather ﬁg”ﬂﬂﬂ;ﬂﬁﬁMﬂHﬁW%%ﬂMm cial activity
1T 1 . 3 ’ .
et m:%wﬁwmmnwmw sometimes discussed in connection with the
E%o:ﬁmﬁ o %oumwacgnmm may be called the communitarian
e mmmoa.m. o E:MH mM with the quality, rather than the quantity, of
the unique ability of ”W ernet use and its effects. This view moemmm\ on
to establish and %Bm. ; w E”Q.bmﬁ to eliminate physical distance and
ot an H.s ain linkages between individuals on the basi
y conceivable shared interest (or even a H.m&mnoiwaw mﬂwmm

extended family ties with di
" istant relatives, or a revival
- i 1 ’ o
among long-lost friends and neighbors) — thereby nﬂmmmhmnﬂﬁﬂuﬂmﬂ
a

ommunities” i
e Wmm %MM MOMWM_ exchange and support as social networks that
e o menr (and the need?) for face-to-face contact
et _um o turn the possible loss of real Fﬁm_ﬁmnmos&
e W time spent on the Internet into an advantage
i e ot :M Mmﬁcmﬂ.?m:w:mmmn_ compensatory benefits of
o — ty time” spent by Eonme mothers with
he distincti i
e Bmmmmw Mmmsﬁmﬂ w;ncm_ N.EQ real communities, or between
S m“nmn interaction, raises the question of what
R e ot a1 a zocal animal (ot
e . a social animal (suc
. m:M W-:WMM Mﬂwnmmonmummnmg some of the most mm<m._mm mowhwﬂm
gl ancient to mm.nw then clearly it is the need for the pres-
e nes e w.w, ay E.m (not always pleasant and reward-
ot ia w:mu.m&mﬁ .om human existence — i.e., the
B an._wmn.% e both as E&Sac&m and in the form of
i Ezmm. Therefore, in examining the social con-
et we focus on the primary social environment
y denying the novel possibilities of global social 5&“

50r “communities.”
Previous Research

irical i
Emwmn.mwmmwﬁr. provides support for both views. One of
ning the social consequences of the Internet
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was the “Internet and Society” study we conducted through the
Stanford Institute for the Quantitative Study of Society (SIQSS) in
February 2000 (Nie and Erbring, 2000). This nationally representative
study revealed that Internet users (especially heavy Internet users)
report spending Jess time with friends and family, shopping in stores,
reading newspapers, and watching television— and more time working
for their employers at home (without cutting back on hours in the
office).! Our finding concerning the quantity and quality of interper-
sonal communications and sociability quickly became the focus of
further scholarly attention and controversy:

Following our study, three other groups conducted nationally rep-
resentative surveys on the implications of increased Internet use: Pew,
UCLA, and NPR/Kaiser / Harvard's Kennedy gchool. Like the SIQSS

study, the NPR/Kaiser / Kennedy School Study finds an inverse I€
tionship between computer use and sociability. They report that “58
of all adult Americans reported that computers led people to spen
Jess time with friends and family . . - furthermore, the study found
slightly fewer than half of Americans, 46 percent, say that comput
have given people less free time,” while only 24 percent believ
contrary (National Public Radio, Kaiser Family Foundation
Kennedy School of Government, 2000). In contrast to this finding,
well as our findings at 5IQSS, both the Pew and UCLA studies ¢
clude exactly the opposite. The UCLA study concludes: “concerns
the Internet reduces household time together appear nearly
Jess” (2000: 7).

There are three main criticisms of the existing research, ho?
First, most of these studies ignore the amount of Internet us
simply divided the populationinto users and NON-USers, and then
comparisons of sociability along these lines. Tt seems grossly i
priate to assume that “users” spending one hour per week on
net are equivalent to those spending 20 hours on the Inters
result, any effects of Internet use are likely to be concealed or (

A second criticism of these studies is that they are larg
to bivariate analyses, ignoring the importance of controlli
graphic factors such as education, age, marital status, 0T W

1 AnInternet user was defined as a respondent with Internet acc
the home, or at work, at school, or another Jocation. A “peavy”
one who spent at least 5 hours per week on the Internet- , =2l
2 There are some exceptions in this regard (Nie and Erbring, 20007 Wells

al., 2001).
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As argued in Ni

- r;gc}: us::nl:gi, C(‘ZQOI:I'-),- analyses: regarding the relationship between
e amalyses ign ciability m'ug.t include multivariate controls. Bivari-
. rerriot use aﬁdosrs 'ﬂf ﬂ}i)0551b1!ity of spurious correlations between
Beuld not elucidat Clah ty. A simple bivariate analysis, for example
L use of the Inte whether Internet users have more social contacts:

ernet, or because the :
: . y are more highly e
(given that more highly educated individuals tend to hagve i’n ducat?d
COIl;t_aCflS and are more likely to be Internet users) ore social
inally, previous research has not done an adequate job of measur

ing In ; .

=Qfgdﬂii‘?1'1(;:tvlvlzeij’revlous studies have relied on respondent estimates
2 "ﬁ-augh)t( with :rr y Internet use, but such estimates are undoubtedl

_ or. Respondent time estimates may be Pl’Oblematiz

gcallaties :)r:‘d;\(;i‘;iuals do not kel?p a running tally of the number of
N er;’s C;;pecr;t on particular activities, and certainly not for
% 2080) " s (day/week/ month) requested by the researcher
g el,-rors 0].? j:ﬁg;r;dints r;l]ay give their best guess, but in addi-
n rOrs | nt, such estimates are prone to di i
. esti isto
cial desirability concerns (e.g., individuals might not want tl;)h;)zlln}:i);

watching too mu i
atching ch TV, or they might want to overestimate time spent

aritable and civic causes).

—]—n‘ . . .
e ar;a;lymstreported in this chapter builds on a new dataset that
e trlr;(ozngf tt}l\lese problems by measuring time and Internet u:e
, us may help to reconcile the competing hypothe-

dentifying the specifi i
Ociability.g pecific conditions qnder which Internet use

Research Design

desi
s :f‘lgn .‘addresses the problems discussed above through
e gfe ;n;s:r;r;e;fnt ztal:lld a more complete analysis. We use
ify the relationships b i
e Ly ips between time spent
ddo[;entths?aahzmg. And we have developed a nI()Jvel
temet{l Seaa rixclilctm.*s us to differentiate amount, location
Y 4 0 ’
i generate more accurate measurements
1is based i i
. dici()u:ln a élme fllary approach. Robinson et al. (2001)
3 spenty a mstered time diary study is necessary
REsnt (1));1 various activities accurately. The diary
ate’?eir ems of a “time estimate” approach by pre-
: ors, and by helping to prevent respondents
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from purposefully distorting activity estimates. Respondents can no Study to a representati : )
Hozmmemmm% manipulate survey responses to portray themselves in a E | between the mMmm of HmHMMMMHHw_m of approximately 6,000 Americans
particular light (for example, as only moderate TV viewers, or as bein, v 3 The SIQSS modified ti i

particularly socially active). With a time diary approach, Hmmwo:.mmﬁm K activities yesterday QﬂMMM MWMMMM.MW;&”W HMm%M:amam about their
would have to manipulate their entire diary, not just one report of time one in each of six time blocks Amﬁmﬂmw\. Emww . ﬁw_.:.m of Z.S day -
spent on a particular activity. morning, afternoon, early evening, and _w.ﬁ . mMm:mb mﬂ\@.\ morning, late

However, there are limitations to a traditional diary approach. sampling design to collect an mﬁ.ﬁ Ssteibatio mm.a e structured the
Perhaps the principal shortcoming of diary studies is the exhaus- for the total sample, and of hours over the no:ﬂ o mmwm of the week
tive toll they take on respondents. Most diary studies require respon- Emﬁoznm:rm With a 6-hour design, and an a ks .Em aw% for each
dents to report every activity they engaged in for 24 hours. In the of about 15 minutes, the survey is B\c ch loss ﬁoMMammm interview length
traditional 24-hour design, just a few hours into the day, respondents for respondents than a complete 24-hour diar M.Mﬁm and burdensome
may slop giving details about their activities because they know go into great detail about the social context Wm :m. we were m._uwm 0
they still have so marny hours to go before the survey is over! The exhausting respondents. We were also able to s il
typical ﬁ?Odm-WBEmBm:SQ time diary places the highest burden sample so that we have high-quality compara %H:mwmm a much larger
on respondents and thus severely limits the number of follow-up of the day. This also permits more mo:owq-c e data for m“mnr hour
questions that can be asked for each activity. In these studies, information on social context and interacti . mcmm:o:m\ B p
fatigue and sheer repetition lower the quality of data’ Moreover rimary activity” In other words, we not onl o:Zom. _m ach and every
the phone is an extremely awkward and blunt instrument for we also obtain more detailed ammm about mmnwmmm _m ﬂmu.n_.zwrax b,
constructing detailed activity diaries; ﬁro:m-._EmHmBmEmm surveys do ing a more fine-grained picture of time use M%mnnw c activity, devel-
not provide the respondent with any memory recall assistance, such one of this study. at becomes the back-
as a diary form or a checklist of secondary or parallel (multi-taskin ¢
activities."

For all these reasons, SIQSS, in consultation with time diary &
John Robinson, developed a research design that combines the bes
both worlds — the superior time use estimates of the diary approacit survey desien all : .
without the respondent burden of a 24-hour diary. While closel : ama\%”m mBmE.;m NM«WMM%MWMMMUMmﬂ_wwm@bwmﬂamﬁm_ m.cm_mso:m of
lowing the basic methodology of phone implemented diary stus 81} fice-to-face relationships with famil mo. :Mm spent in interper-
we adapted these techniques to take advantage of the su BBt data that allow us to com Yr awm: s, or colleagues. We
methods of Knowledge Networks’ survey instrument for © pare Internet use
survey administration, conducted via the Microsoft Web-TV s
box. In May 2001, Knowledge Networks fielded the SIQSS Time

The Data

mmoMMMMMﬂsﬂm_ﬁnw%.oi_nmmm Networks (KN) panel are randomly selected
A no:ﬁ._,,m: _w_ %UUV.mm::ursm methods on a quarterly-updated
- E ,cm_m o m_ﬁ. entire us ﬁ_mﬁronm population. All telephone
B Umnmmmn msmWM“ﬂ alt ility of selection, and sampling is done without
3 s mier ation on the Knowledge Networks methodology can
rgummﬁmzn_msﬁ genetworks.com. Though surveys are conducted over
K rozmmroﬁwnm a am._._n_ou.. m_.o_um_u_:q sample of the United States
ow_“.mw . provided with Internet terminals by Knowledge
npling time blocks were hour 1: midnight-: ; : ;
our 4: 2-5pm; hour 5: 6-8pm; 79“._ mmrwwﬂﬂ% our 2 6-9am; hour =
ow long the activity lasted, where the activity took place, who was

espondent, if the res i
3 7 pondent was doing a ythi i
. X s don g anything else at the same time.

3 Thisis particularly evident by the low level of feedback received from th
tion “were you doing anything else at the same time?” While previous
surveys conducted by phone have found only a handful of seconda
during the day, we find 1.7 secondary activities per main activity-

4 Mailout, paper diary designs also have numerous limitations:
lack of investigator control, low response rate resulting in ,cmmmmnt, s
turnaround time, and high expenses related to data entry and follow-up:
design also results in lower quality time diary data because the sun
simplistic, and it is not possible to ask for clarification or probe t0

data.
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at home versus at work;

e unfortunately, the wa .

) Wi : 5

" 2 the evening versus other times of the day; . y we compute our time estimate omits Internet/
o

o

email use that occurs incid
o entally, and therefore i
activity. i : ' efore is coded as a
e REH\MM Mzm_mm. for instance, the individual who reported »MMMMM mﬁw
-1/ — ﬁwE activity, but who checked his/her email _uammm at
I crent ::Q..w. e may .wm able ultimately to account for some ommr
R but ﬁrwwﬂﬂswmow ww examining the secondary activities WM
ubstanti i
accomplish. ial task that will take us some time to
.<mmwﬂmmwmm %nrﬂmza fine-grained nature of the data, there are
e~ moMMW.WMﬁ ﬂwr measure sociability. For ease mm mxwo&moum
ility as the number of minut : ’
i . A | es spent actr
_M%_ MM wwn:m.\_%m:wm in an activity with friends %E_ mmnﬁmm_%ow:mwmm
: o&mvmwm%.ﬁm mm MMB replicated our analysis on other B%m:_,mdwuwm
& e spent on social activiti :
d so on) with i . ities such as movies, parti
. mmvz“w;”” Humbun& results, but feel our active mbmmwm%”w”m
B ion. Th 03 mmzmﬂw_ and complete definition of interpersonal
s, Emw.b n_mmmm aném _H.,,ﬁmn_um_.monm_ interaction measures serve
N angﬂms ent <mdmv._mm in our analysis of the relationshi
et a Bmmmﬁw oﬂmmmdmsm sociability. For comparison, we also no%
i the mesEMmH of minutes spent alone — defined as
pondent is i : -
th another person. ok-actively engrged i an/acty-
le 7. -
> mMM»vMMwwﬂmm m._.m basic distributional characteristics of our
ﬁmﬂ&mbﬁ “mu.m.w _Mwﬁﬁm m—u ent using the Internet) and our four
re, we present them o mwm,:.n on social activities). For each
! ean, median, percent at “ i 7
never S 3 g zero” (i.e., the per-
B o olateq min type of activity), and the standard
apolated minutes spent on each activity during

on weekends versus weekdays;
for work or for leisure.

At the same time, we can control for various demographic background
factors, such as education, age, work hours, O household composi-
tion, and for other key activities that might affect the relationship
between time online and time with ﬁmo_&m. Finally, we have collected
information on email use both for work and for personal matters, o
allow us to begin analyzing the potential social benefits of email.
Given the magnitude of this rich and detailed survey, however, we caiu
only begin to touch on some of the resulting insights in this chapte
We focus here on the relationship between Internet use and measures
of sociability; we do not explore a number of other interesting items
in the data — such as the incidence of multi-tasking, gender differences
in time utilization, tradeoffs between work and social time, and the
fascinating role that sleep plays in shaping the amount of time and ,
number of daily activities.

We have been careful to improve on previous measures of ourn
independent variable, time spent on the Internet. We compute .
net use by summing the number of minutes spent on Internet/e
as a main activity across the 6 diary hours.® Based on our diary
sures, we find that the average American spends nearly 25
per day on Internet and email. Thirteen percent of the sample:
using Internet/email as a main activity yesterday. This percen
larger than the 8 percent reported by the Robinson study, butit i
less than the 50 percent that report having used the Interne
some point yesterday in the usual recall studies.” This may bel

8 For ease of .Enm_.ﬁ_.mnmﬁo_.r all diary measures have been mxﬁmﬂ&
estimates from the 6-hour data. As this is almost a linear transform
variables, all regression results are nearly identical — only the contex
tation has changed. The only (slight) departure from perfect linearity.
differing lengths (and hence weights) of the six daily time blocks (s
expansion does not change the relationships, but does assume th
hour is representative of the entire time block. :
9 We have a couple of different hypotheses about the differend
sures. First, the follow-up measure relies on summary recall and
ble to all of the estimation problems, such as over repor
mentioned. At the same time, however, We believe that our &
underestimate time spent on the Internet because responden

Preliminary Analysis of Data

ng to a i :

o8 mm 9 mc.w“_ﬂmm detailed m:.mqm_m of the relationship between

e oEJa we provide a brief analysis of the baseline
social activity measures and total time spent

ither than
b wwﬂwoawm.mg other anm. our current research design
B e mnaim say, doing research on the Internet must
. y as research or reporting it as Internet, not
ate of such Internet use in subsequent mcqmm%m
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the Internet, there is an additional 45 seconds of time spent alone
(measured as the total number of minutes a day spent actively
engaged with no one else).'’ Over a week of Internet use, this amounts
{0 about 2 hours and 20 minutes of additional time spent alone. These

Table 7.1 Descriptives of time-use variables (in minutes)

Mean  Median  Std deviation N % at 0
87.0

Estimated total time spent 250 0 75.6 6145 findings concur with the earlier findings of the SIQSS and the Kennedy
using the Internet school studies. However, they are now based on more detailed and
<mmam_dw< 146 297 robust data.
. e time Wi 9 1800 279.3 6, : ) . o
_w..m_mam.ﬂma MMMMM ime with 272 The results in table 7.2 also verify that the statistical controls, while
m%:ﬂ..m%h active W...::m with 895 0.0 184.6 6146 722 predictable and interesting in their own right, do not eliminate the
friends yesterday ABHE 6146 697 underlying “hydraulic” relationships between amount of Internet use
Estimated active time with ~ 124.8 0.0 : ' § yesterday and the amount of active face-to-face time. As might be
business associates expected, we find that men are significantly less likely to spend time
mmmﬂwﬂmmﬁam e 465.6 4800 3221 6,146 12.1 ~ with family wrms.s.oam: (and more time with friends, noHHmwmzmm\ or
yesterday alone); that married people and single parents spend more time with

family, while those living alone spend less time with family or friends
(an average of 1 hour and 23 minutes a day less!); and that age, even
well before 65, begins to reduce face-to-face interactions with family
embers, and even more so with friends, though not with colleagues.
oking at the complementary time alone regressions, only very few
mographic variables have any statistically significant impact on
ne spent alone. Marriage is, of course, related to less time alone, and
t notably, living alone has a very large positive effect on time spent
out active interaction with others. Turning to the other time con-
trols, we find, as expected, that sleep has a negative relationship with
enthood, and living alone. measures .om sociability. SF..H..W has a :mm.mm<m relationship s.n.g
The baseline relationship between time on the Internet and. mily and _mﬂmsam\ and a positive effect with colleagues and time
actively spent in activities with friends, family, and collea .m. i 2 mMMﬁ%. e e e 3 and N
negative (See table 7.2). For each minute spent on the Internet m._,_ . short, =mo matter how: Hme ONlNe 15 measurec, anc. no ma er
the last 24 hours there is a reduction of m@ﬁmoﬁﬂmﬂ&% onm-ﬂ.rﬁ. Qmumz of social mnsﬁg is nosmﬁmam.m\ s:._m spent on the ?.;m_,:mﬂ
minute spent with family members. The effect is strong and highl e spent in face-to-face relationships, and concomitantly
nificant. With a mean Internet use for the whole adult pop
(18-64) of about 25 minutes a day, or almost 3 hours a WE
average reduction in time spent with family members ap
our per week. o
' r._.rm szmgm for time spent with Em:mm. and colleagues ﬁn.n..ﬁ_.w
parallel, but not as dramatic. For every minute mwmn.: oN.m. !
the average person spends about 7 seconds less with
seconds less with colleagues. Thus, Internet use m;.cﬁmn !
tional 18 minutes a day, or almost an hour a week, in a
pation with others at both work and play. There 15,
complementary impact on the other side. For every il

on the Internet. Table 7.2 presents the results of the regression of socia
bility on Internet use, with Internet use based on the Hmmﬁ.cnamba
diary responses. At the same time, we must control for basic demo :
graphic characteristics which might _u..m H.m__ﬂm& to both Hm;mabmﬁ use and
sociability and thus distort the relationship between time online a
time with others. Our baseline regression models, Em.ammon.m‘ conl
for marital status, gender, age, education, race/ethnicity, single

small difference between the cumulative 0.64 minute decrease in social
+0.11 +0.19) and the 0.75 minute increase in time alone (for each minute
use) can likely be attributed to our exclusion of “active interaction”
gers and “others” (user-defined) as dependent variables. .
parison, we also repeated the analysis using recall estimates from our
estions (see appendix 7.1) as an alternative measure of Internet use.
ent to measures used in previous works and is simply the response
“How much time did you spend on the Internet/email yester-
th this cruder measure, we find that the baseline results are the
re time spent on the Internet, the less time spent with family, friends,



Table 7.2 Analysis of diary minutes

Active time with . ..

Friends Colleagues Time alone

Family

5.56%

-1.77

0.36 267.13

-0.09

12.52
-0.10

235.45 8.58%F
57.93
—-17.19

72478

1.69
—10.22%F

298.83

(Constant)

-2.81

1.54
0.80

1.39
3.76

—29.05

229
—72.40

Education
Male

2.37%
—3.34%

-0.12

19.56
-39.50

9.64%FF

—1.99%

—4.30%*
0.69
-0.51

10,57
-1.50

106.84

Married

—1.55

2.26%
0.89
1.73

22.18

5.34

-424

—-17.36

African—American

Hispanic

0.20
0.53

2.92
10.12

9.51
24.06

0.02
=11l

—1.65

0.19
-18.20

—0.65

-7.04
—6.61

Asian and other

Age

3159
—1.74

7.44

-0.05

426+
—5.34%*
-0.66
-1.60

7.32
-0.11

—4.907

-3.36
0.04

—86.45

42400
~2.07*
-0.50

0.07
-16.60

1.71
—7.15%FF

Age-squared

6537
-0.99

91.98
-15.75

—6.72
-18.59

Live alone

—4.60

3620

49.70

-0.34

Single parent

13.96%%

0.75

—4,95%F

—3.55%% -0.19

-0.11

7,350

Total time online

0.07
41.26
5,737

0.03

0.02
9.64
737

0.09
5420
5,737

Adjusted R-square

18.70
5,737

5

512005, p < 001, = p < 0.001.
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increases time spent alone. With the exception of some potentially
small overlap between friends and colleagues, all of this time above
m is strictly additive. Time can be reallocated — from time spent with

friends, family, or colleagues to time spent on the Internet — but not
expanded; it is indeed like a hydraulic system, where increases in
activity in one area reduce time available for other activities.

Context of Internet Use

To advance an understanding of the complex effects of the Internet on
sociability, we must move beyond simple analyses of total Internet
time. It is overly simplistic to look for one effect for all Internet use.
Where and when an individual uses the Internet is as important
as how much he or she uses it. Moreover, differentiating Internet
use by location and time should sharpen the results of our analysis
and test the validity of our assumptions. For instance, we would
expect that Internet use at work has little effect on time spent with
family members. And while the displacement hypothesis predicts that
Internet use at home has a negative effect on social time with friends
and family, the efficiency hypothesis, predicts no relationship, or even
a positive relationship between Internet use and sociability, regard-
less of time or location. The following multivariate regression
analysis will help us to identify which hypothesis, on average, more
closely reflects the observed relationships between Internet use and
~ sociability.

" Time Constraints

gnificant portions of daily life cannot be traded because they are
devoted to necessary life activities, like earning a living, taking care of
e home, sleeping, and eating. As a result, we expect that Internet use
articularly at home) does not affect time spent on these “fixed” activ-
ies but comes disproportionately at the expense of discretionary time
fhat could otherwise be spent in face-to-face social engagement. Thus,
we include two controls: time spent on sleep and time spent on work.
ne spent on sleep is important because it defines the length of the
scious day. In terms of our “hydraulic” model, time on sleep
educes the denominator of time available. Sleep is like an accounting
ariable, in that the more of it you do, the less you are able to engage
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in any other activities. It is the only activity that behaves in this
manner, and is unique in the way it expands or contracts the day.
Second, work time is an important control because of the potential
spurious relationship between time spent working and sociability. For
instance, we would expect that individuals who work more are likely
to spend more time on the Internet (at work). We would also expect
that those who work more spend less time with their friends and
family. Thus, work hours should be included in the regression model
so we can identify the direct effect of Internet use on sociability, inde-
pendent of time spent working.
_ Third, we include time spent watching TV in the regression model
as an interesting comparison. The comparison with time spent on TV
viewing is particularly intriguing because Internet and TV use have
often been thought of as equivalent or substitutable uses of time. All

previous studies have found a negative relationship between TV time
and Internet time (which we also find — correlation of —0.27). This, in
and of itself, casts some doubt on the efficiency hypothesis. If Internet
use has the effect of giving us more leisure time (to spend with friends
and family, the argument goes), then we would also expect that it
would give us more time to watch TV — the number one leisure activ-

Internet is included below.”

regression models.

Home versus Work Use

Does it matter where Internet use takes place? Does, for example, tim
spent using the Internet at home have a greater impact on face-to-f
time with family members than time spent on the Internet at wor
Table 7.3 presents the findings from the multivariate regression anal
sis of effect of Internet use, differentiated by use at home and use
work, on active time spent with friends, family, colleagues, and
spent alone.

12 The tradeoff with TV time and Internet time is likely to be exaggerated i
data due to the hardware constraints of our online data collection technol
households without prior Internet connection, where the TV set-top box
for online survey administration serves as the only Internet access, m_.uE:,_
Internet and TV use is difficult or impractical. )

ity of Americans. A further discussion of the effects of TV versus the

In the following sections, we present the results of our expanded .,,”..‘
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-0.80

457.94
-1.01
-1.93
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0.35
-0.71
0.38
9.16%
672
-0.97

1.48
6.30
1.61
0.01
82.78

0.57
1.78
-1.02
0.29
0.94

5.28
21.44
-1.54

0.01

5.67

3.06%*
—7.26%FF
-2.33%

—3.83k*
=1.45

-38.01

—0.49
-1.35
1.71
-2.34*
—13.13%

-5.44

—-19.35
3.08
-0.05
—94.36

Asian and other
Age
Age-squared

Hispanic
Weekday

-18.00
-12.79

-0.18

~7.96%F

—84.57

Live alone

89.86
—-14.78
-0.22

—-1.45
—-1.12
—3.00°%*

—-12.91

-11.33

2.96™*
-0.58

—18.77%*
—31.84%F

—10.49%*

35.74

-0.01

Single parent

TV time

-0.05
-0.08
0.37

8,327

—18.00%"*

—1 |.99x
—13.09%¢
—13.540k

—4,60F
-0.89

-0.40
0.08

—5.59%%*
36.68%FF
-1.75

-0.17

-0.12

-0.33
-0.38

-0.50

Sleep time
Work time

5,58k

0.66 11.05%
—5.58%F* 0.60 4,72

-0.07
—0.47

-0.16
-0.07

0.0l

0.00
0.30

Time online at home
Time online at work

0.17
71.68

5738

0.28
136.95

0.09
35.87
5,738

Adjusted R-square

5738

154.73
5,738
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Table 7.3 shows that distinguishing Internet use by location
makes the statistical relationships stronger and clearer. As the dis-
placement model predicts, Internet activity appears to come directly
out of time spent actively engaging with others. Home use comes
out of time with family and friends, and office use comes from time
with co-workers. As is immediately apparent in the first equation,
only time spent on the Internet “at home” has any impact on time
spent with family. Once the number of hours spent at work (for pay)
has been taken into account, the amount of Internet use at work
has absolutely no impact on time spent face-to-face with family
members. This is consistent with the displacement hypothesis. Home
is the critical environment where users face the direct tradeoff between
Internet/email use and actually “being with” with family. The rela-
tionship is identical, though substantively weaker, for time spent with
friends.

For the relationship between location of Internet use and time spent
with co-workers, the dynamics are different, though entirely equiva-
lent. As shown in table 7.3, the amount of Internet use at work affects
only the amount of time spent with colleagues. When work time is in
the equation, the amount of time spent on the Internet at work has a
major negative impact on time spent face-to-face with colleagues. The
individual who works 40 hours a week with one hour of Internet use
each day can expect to spend 2.5 additional hours a week in isolation
from fellow workers. Internet and email clearly deliver a superior and
more efficient communication medium for business, but human inter-
actions in the office — whether gossiping, deliberating, or mentoring —
may concurrently be sacrificed.

Time spent using Internet/email both at home and-at work also
plays a substantial role in increasing time spent alone, the complement
of social time. The last equation in table 7.3 demonstrates that for every
minute spent on the Internet at home, time spent alone increases by
40 seconds (35 seconds for Internet use at work). These findings are
all the more impressive because we simultaneously control for marital
status, living totally alone, amount of TV viewing, and hours spent
at work yesterday. Additionally, time on Internet/email is more
highly correlated with time spent alone than either work or TV time.
Internet use, more than almost any other activity, isolates people from
simultaneous active engagement with others. One simply cannot be
engaged with others while being engaged on the Internet.

Interestingly, time on TV is related positively and significantly
to time spent alone. Given the frequent comparisons between the
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Internet and TV with regard to tradeoffs in time, we detour slightly to
compare this particular relationship.

Internet versus TV

Many have written about the deleterious effects of television on
sociability inside and outside the home (Robinson and Godbey, 1997;
Putnam, 1995). We believe that the Internet has much more isolating
potential than TV. Television is fundamentally different from Internet
use in that the TV can easily retreat from the foreground of attention
to background noise. Activities, even interpersonal ones, can occur
while the television is on. In many homes, the TV is always on and
may shift from the foreground to the background while other activi-
ties take place.

The Internet, on the other hand, is an interactive device and is,
therefore, a more demanding activity. Unlike TV, the Internet is nec-
essarily user-driven. While interruptions can certainly still occur, it is
much more difficult for the Internet to become a background activity.
Furthermore, TV sels are often in central locations in the home -
living rooms or family rooms, for example — while computers are
often in more private spaces where interruptions-are less likely to
occur. It also seems much less likely for Internet use to be a group
activity, while TV, at the very least, invites several family members to
watch together.

Figure 7.1 shows evidence of the uniquely isolating effects of the
Internet. It presents a bar chart comparing those who watched TV
yesterday to those who used the Internet yesterday. It shows the per-
centages, within each group, of people who report that at least some
of each activity was done alone, with others passively present, or
actively engaging in the activity with others. We can clearly see the
fundamental difference between TV viewing and Internet/email as
primary activities. Of those people who watched TV yesterday, only
39 percent watched TV alone at some point. Of those who used the
Internet yesterday, by contrast, 64 percent used the Internet alone at
some point. At the opposite end of the spectrum, we see that a full
59 percent of those who watched some television report that they
watched some of it actively with others, while only 10 percent of
Internet users report that any of their Internet use on the previous day
was done actively with others.




