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Against	  Madeleine	  McCann‘s	  parents	  



Against	  Caterina	  Simonsen	  



Lampedusa	  shipwrecks	  
•  On	  3	  October	  2013,	  a	  boat	  carrying	  migrants	  from	  Libya	  to	  Italy	  

sank	  off	  the	  Italian	  island	  of	  Lampedusa.	  155	  survivors	  were	  
rescued.	  

•  Death	  toll:	  360.	  A	  lot	  of	  children	  among	  them.	  
•  A	  few	  days	  later,	  a	  second	  shipwreck	  occurred	  near	  Lampedusa:	  at	  

least	  34	  individuals	  were	  later	  confirmed	  dead.	  
•  In	  Italy,	  media	  report	  about	  such	  shipwrecks	  at	  least	  on	  a	  weekly	  

basis.	  What	  is	  the	  public’s	  reac+on?	  



“I am not racist, but…” 



“Let’s	  shot	  and	  drawn	  these	  monkeys.”	  



•  In	  addi+on	  to	  vile	  comments	  on	  “generalist”	  
pages	  (such	  as	  newspapers’	  and	  magazines’	  
Facebook	  pages),	  an	  impressive	  number	  of	  
racist	  and	  fascist	  pages	  were	  created	  on	  
Facebook.	  



Raccolta	  sta6s6ca	  di	  commen6	  ridondan6	  	  



“TuMe	  troie”	  (Women	  are	  all	  whores)	  



“Let’s	  torture,	  rape,	  pros6tute,	  kill	  her”	  

She	  is	  Laura	  Boldrini:	  
journalist	  and	  poli+cian	  
who	  has	  been	  President	  
of	  the	  Chamber	  of	  
Depu+es	  of	  Italy	  since	  
16	  March	  2013.	  

He	  is	  Beppe	  Grillo:	  
leader	  of	  the	  5	  Stars	  
Movement	  (Movimento	  
5	  Stelle).	  

They	  are	  Grillo’s	  
followers.	  





•  Women have a higher likelihood to be targeted by hate speech.   
•  Pew Research Center: women and men have been logging on in equal 

numbers since 2000, but the vilest and most harsh communications are still 
disproportionately lobbed at women (Fallows, 2005). 

•  Women are more likely to report being stalked and harassed on the 
Internet. 72.5 per cent of people who reported harassing incidents from 
2000 to 2012 were women, according to Working to Halt Online Abuse 
(WHOA).  

Women	  and	  hate	  speech	  



Women	  and	  hate	  speech	  
•  Teenage girls are significantly 

more likely to be cyberbullied 
than boys.  

•  Journalist Amanda Hess 
reports in the Pacific Standard 
that: “Just appearing as a 
woman online, it seems, can 
be enough to inspire 
abuse”.  

•  In 2006, researchers from the 
University of Maryland set up 
a bunch of fake online 
accounts and then dispatched 
them into chat rooms. 
Accounts with feminine 
usernames incurred an 
average of 100 sexually 
explicit or threatening 
messages a day. Masculine 
names received 3.7”. 

Brianna	  Wu	  is	  an	  American	  video	  game	  
developer.	  With	  Amanda	  Warner,	  she	  
founded	  Giant	  Spacekat,	  an	  indie	  
development	  studio	  in	  Boston,	  
Massachuseas.	  



Is	  this	  way	  of	  dealing	  with	  public	  
figures	  and	  unknown	  others	  

representa6ve?	  

•  We	  don’t	  know	  yet.	  
•  However:	  

–  It	  is	  more	  widespread	  than	  you	  think.	  
–  It	  is	  important	  to	  inves+gate	  how	  this	  aggressive	  
mode	  of	  dealing	  with	  others	  affects	  the	  
percep+ons	  and	  behaviors	  of	  the	  (whole)	  
popula+on	  of	  social	  media	  users.	  



How	  does	  it	  make	  you	  feel?	  
•  Reading	  these	  comments?	  
•  Dealing	  online	  with	  people	  
who	  behave	  unpolitely	  and	  
aggressively?	  

•  Being	  targeted	  with	  hate	  
speech?	  

•  Being	  involved	  in	  endless	  
online	  conversa+ons	  with	  
people	  with	  with	  values	  and	  
beliefs	  totally	  different	  from	  
yours?	  

•  Watching	  these	  people	  
manifest	  their	  “orrible”	  views	  
online.	  	  



Life	  of	  a	  content	  specialist	  for	  Debate.org	  
•  She	  can	  easily	  recite	  the	  most	  common	  sexist,	  racist	  and	  

homophobic	  slurs.	  She’s	  privy	  to	  some	  of	  the	  most	  hateful	  
language	  you’ve	  ever	  heard.	  And	  for	  about	  a	  year,	  she	  read	  it	  
over	  and	  over	  again,	  every	  single	  day.	  	  

	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  From	  Mashable.com:	  hap://mashable.com/2014/09/28/modera+ng-‐the-‐trolls/	  	  



Life	  of	  a	  content	  specialist	  for	  Debate.org	  

•  Many	  of	  the	  site’s	  discussions	  involved	  vibrant,	  
posi+ve	  conversa+ons	  about	  important	  poli+cal	  and	  
social	  issues.	  

•  Yet,	  as	  a	  moderator,	  she	  watched	  in	  real-‐+me	  as	  some	  
built	  their	  arguments	  around	  slurs,	  launching	  ad	  
hominem	  aaacks	  based	  on	  gender,	  race	  and	  sexuality.	  	  

•  For	  Chrum,	  life	  before	  taking	  a	  job	  as	  a	  comment	  
moderator	  was	  like	  a	  bubble;	  she	  didn’t	  know	  that	  
many	  people	  s+ll	  believed	  Satan	  created	  homosexuals	  
and	  that	  God	  made	  women	  to	  serve	  men.	  	  



Life	  of	  a	  content	  specialist	  for	  Debate.org	  

•  “The	  comments	  raaled	  her	  during	  the	  day	  and	  
then	  consumed	  her	  at	  home.	  She	  worked	  long	  
days	  and	  even	  checked	  the	  site	  during	  the	  
weekend.	  Some+mes	  she	  meditated,	  trying	  not	  
to	  think	  about	  the	  comments	  at	  all.	  At	  work,	  
she’d	  turn	  to	  a	  few	  co-‐workers	  in	  exaspera+on	  
aier	  reading	  a	  par+cularly	  cruel	  comment.”	  

•  “We	  can	  kind	  of	  share	  that	  misery	  together,”	  she	  
said.	  “They	  give	  me	  that	  reassurance	  that	  
some+mes	  people	  say	  things	  on	  the	  Internet	  
that	  they	  would	  never	  say	  to	  anyone	  in	  person.”	  



•  “When	  you	  see	  things	  that	  you	  feel	  
very	  emo+onal	  about,	  it	  s+cks	  with	  
you,	  even	  if	  you	  don’t	  know	  the	  
person,”	  she	  said.	  	  

•  “When	  it’s	  just	  a	  faceless,	  person-‐less	  
comment,	  and	  it’s	  comment	  aier	  
comment	  aier	  comment,	  it	  makes	  
you	  lose	  faith	  in	  humanity.”	  	  

Life	  of	  a	  content	  specialist	  for	  Debate.org	  



•  Saba+ni,	  F.,	  Sarracino,	  F.	  (2014).	  Online	  
networks	  destroy	  social	  trust.	  arXiv:1409.0267	  

•  	  Saba+ni,	  F.,	  Sarracino,	  F.	  (2014).	  Online	  
networks	  and	  subjec+ve	  well-‐being.	  
arXiv:1408.3550	  

•  Research	  ques6on:	  how	  do	  online	  
interac+ons	  affect	  social	  trust	  and	  face	  to	  face	  
interac+ons?	  

2	  papers	  so	  far	  



The	  possible	  transmission	  mechanisms	  

•  Reac+on	  to	  online	  incivility.	  	  
•  Exposure	  to	  diversity.	  
•  Demoli+on	  of	  false	  consensus.	  



Reac6on	  to	  online	  incivility	  
•  To	  trust	  is	  to	  assume	  that	  a	  person	  or	  ins+tu+on	  will	  

“observe	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  game”	  (Citrin	  and	  Muste	  1999:	  p.	  
465)	  and	  to	  believe	  that	  those	  involved	  will	  act	  “as	  they	  
should”	  (Barber	  1983).	  	  	  

•  Mutz	  and	  Reeves	  (2005:	  p.	  3):	  “In	  face-‐to-‐face	  selngs	  
where	  people	  disagree	  about	  poli+cs,	  there	  are	  strong	  
social	  norms	  likely	  to	  be	  observed	  for	  purposes	  of	  these	  
interac+ons.	  	  

•  Face-‐to-‐face	  exchanges	  are	  rela+vely	  polite.	  Although	  
people	  occasionally	  yell	  at	  one	  another	  and	  stomp	  their	  
feet	  over	  poli+cal	  differences,	  such	  behavior	  is	  far	  more	  
common	  in	  mediated	  presenta+ons	  of	  poli+cal	  views.	  

•  Norms	  involving	  politeness	  are	  extremely	  strong;	  most	  
people	  are	  polite	  most	  of	  the	  +me.”	  



Reac6on	  to	  online	  incivility	  
•  In	  principle,	  people	  might	  expect	  SNSs	  users	  to	  behave	  
in	  online	  networks	  by	  the	  same	  social	  norms	  usually	  
acknowledged	  in	  physical	  interac+ons.	  	  

•  However,	  SNSs	  offer	  public	  forums	  for	  discussion	  –	  
such	  as	  Facebook’s	  “public	  pages”,	  “groups”,	  and	  
“communi+es”,	  as	  well	  as	  commen+ng	  plaoorms	  for	  
online	  magazines	  and	  newspapers	  (e.g.	  Disqus)	  –	  
where	  individuals	  are	  likely	  to	  deal	  with	  strangers	  in	  a	  
more	  aggressive	  and	  unscrupulous	  way	  than	  they	  
would	  in	  a	  physical	  mee6ng.	  	  



Reac6on	  to	  online	  incivility	  
•  In	  online	  environments,	  unknown	  strangers	  
are	  “invisible”	  and	  their	  reac+on	  to	  
provoca+ve	  behaviors	  may	  be	  easily	  
neutralized	  (for	  example	  by	  simply	  
withdrawing	  from	  the	  conversa+on,	  or	  even	  
by	  “blocking”	  them	  through	  the	  network’s	  
privacy	  selngs).	  	  



•  As	  a	  result,	  people	  care	  less	  of	  the	  risk	  of	  
offending	  others	  in	  a	  conversa+on.	  	  

	  	  
	  



•  In	  physical	  interac6ons,	  we	  usually	  think	  
twice	  before	  insul+ng	  a	  person	  who	  politely	  
expresses	  an	  opposing	  view.	  	  



•  In	  online	  interac6ons,	  dealing	  with	  strangers	  
who	  advance	  opposite	  views	  in	  an	  aggressive	  
and	  insul+ng	  way	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  widespread	  
prac+ce,	  whatever	  the	  topic	  of	  discussion	  is.	  



•  Following	  Mutz	  and	  Reeves	  (2005,	  APSR,	  about	  televised	  
incivility),	  we	  argue	  that	  when	  unknown	  others	  violate	  
interpersonal	  social	  norms	  and	  behave	  aggressively	  and	  
offensively	  in	  online	  environments,	  people	  react	  as	  they	  would	  
if	  those	  aggressions	  and	  offenses	  were	  perpetrated	  in	  real	  life:	  
they	  feel	  anxiety,	  distress,	  and	  loose	  trust	  in	  others.	  	  



False	  consensus	  
•  The	  psychological	  literature	  has	  shown	  that	  most	  
people	  tend	  to	  overes+mate	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  
their	  beliefs	  or	  opinions	  are	  typical	  of	  those	  of	  
others.	  	  

•  People	  generally	  assume	  that	  their	  own	  opinions,	  
beliefs,	  preferences,	  values,	  and	  habits	  are	  
“normal”	  and	  that	  others	  also	  think	  the	  same	  
way	  that	  they	  do.	  	  

•  This	  cogni+ve	  bias	  leads	  to	  the	  percep+on	  of	  a	  
consensus	  that	  does	  not	  exist,	  or	  a	  “false	  
consensus”	  	  



False	  consensus	  
•  This	  bias	  is	  especially	  prevalent	  in	  closed	  
networks	  where	  individuals	  tend	  to	  think	  that	  
the	  collec+ve	  opinion	  of	  their	  reference	  group	  
matches	  that	  of	  the	  larger	  popula+on.	  	  

•  Online	  networks,	  however,	  allow	  users	  to	  
acquire	  more	  detailed	  informa+on	  about	  the	  
preference	  types	  and	  behaviors	  spread	  
outside	  of	  individuals’	  narrow	  reference	  
groups.	  	  



False	  consensus	  
•  People	  who	  previously	  felt	  part	  of	  a	  majority	  
may	  discover	  to	  be	  surrounded	  with	  
preference	  types	  they	  dislike.	  

A	  homophobic	  user	  
may	  discover	  to	  be	  
surrounded	  with	  
people	  suppor+ng	  
gay	  marriage.	  
	  
A	  Real	  Madrid	  
supporter	  may	  
discover	  that	  
Barcelona’s	  
supporters	  are	  
spread	  all	  over	  the	  
world.	  
	  
Etc.	  



Diversity	  
•  In	  face	  to	  face	  interac+ons	  where	  we	  usually	  select	  a	  
narrow	  circle	  of	  well-‐known	  friends	  and	  acquaintances	  
to	  discuss	  poli+cal	  and	  moral	  issues.	  	  

•  Facebook	  and	  Twiaer	  create	  rooms	  for	  discussion	  in	  
which	  selec+on	  mechanisms	  are	  weak	  or	  absent.	  

•  Diversity	  is	  much	  more	  diffused	  in	  the	  global	  
popula+on	  of	  Internet	  users	  than	  in	  their	  limited	  
reference	  groups.	  	  

•  Empirical	  studies	  have	  shown	  that,	  at	  least	  in	  the	  short	  
run,	  diversity	  along	  ethnic,	  religious,	  and	  socio-‐
economic	  characteris6cs	  may	  be	  a	  powerful	  source	  of	  
frustra6on	  and	  distrust	  towards	  unknown	  others	  
(Alesina	  and	  La	  Ferrara	  2006)	  	  



Hypotheses	  

•  Facing	  unpolite	  and	  
aggressive	  ways	  of	  
dealing	  with	  others	  

•  Being	  targeted	  with	  
hate	  speech	  

Destroy	  social	  
trust	  

•  Facing	  diversity	  	  
•  Unveiling	  the	  false	  
consensus	  

Destroy	  social	  
trust	  



Hypotheses	  

•  If	  the	  previous	  hypotheses	  are	  true,	  then	  we	  
expect	  social	  media	  use	  to	  be	  significantly	  
associated	  with	  lower	  levels	  of	  social	  trust.	  

•  For	  women,	  this	  associa+on	  should	  be	  higher.	  
•  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  based	  on	  previous	  
literature	  we	  also	  expect	  social	  media	  use	  to	  
be	  associated	  with	  a	  higher	  probability	  of	  
mee+ng	  with	  friends.	  

	  



Data	  
•  Pooled	  cross-‐sec+on	  drawn	  from	  the	  2010	  
and	  2011	  waves	  of	  the	  “Mul+purpose	  Survey	  
on	  Households”	  (Indagine	  mul/scopo	  sulle	  
famiglie)	  provided	  by	  the	  Italian	  Na+onal	  
Ins+tute	  of	  Sta+s+cs	  (Istat).	  	  

•  Na+onally	  and	  regionally	  representa+ve	  
sample	  of	  approximately	  24,000	  households,	  
roughly	  corresponding	  to	  50,000	  individuals.	  	  



Social	  capital	  

•  The	  structural	  dimension	  is	  given	  by	  face	  to	  
face	  interac+ons,	  as	  measured	  by	  the	  
frequency	  of	  mee6ngs	  with	  friends.	  
Respondents	  were	  asked	  to	  report	  how	  many	  
+mes	  they	  meet	  their	  friends	  on	  a	  scale	  from	  
1	  (in	  case	  they	  have	  no	  friends)	  to	  7	  (if	  
respondents	  meet	  their	  friends	  everyday).	  



Social	  capital	  

•  Cogni6ve	  
dimension	  -‐	  Social	  
trust	  was	  measured	  
through:	  

•  The	  Rosenberg	  ques+on	  
–	  “Generally	  speaking…”	  

•  The	  “wallet	  ques+on”:	  In	  the	  city	  or	  
area	  where	  you	  live,	  imagine	  you	  lost	  
your	  wallet	  holding	  money	  and	  your	  
iden+fica+on	  or	  address	  and	  it	  was	  
found	  by	  someone	  else.	  How	  likely	  
do	  you	  think	  your	  wallet	  would	  be	  
returned	  to	  you	  if	  it	  were	  found	  by	  a	  
stranger?”.	  	  



Online	  networking	  

•  We	  measure	  social	  
networking	  with	  two	  
dichotomous	  variables	  
repor+ng:	  

	  1)	  Par+cipa+on	  in	  social	  
	  networking	  sites	  such	  
	  as	  Facebook	  and	  Twiaer.	  
	  2)	  Par+cipa+on	  in	  chats,	  
	  newsgroups,	  and	  
	  forums.	  



Iden6fica6on	  issues	  

	  We	  cannot	  discard	  the	  
hypothesis	  that	  online	  
networking	  is	  
endogenous	  to	  social	  
interac6ons	  and	  social	  
trust	  	  

Common	  bias:	  Individual	  effects,	  such	  as	  
personal	  characteris+cs	  or	  exogenous	  
shocks,	  may	  be	  correlated	  with	  both	  
online	  networking	  and	  the	  two	  
dimensions	  of	  social	  capital	  we	  account	  
for.	  	  

Reverse	  causality	  might	  also	  arise.	  For	  
example,	  people	  who	  meet	  their	  friends	  
frequently	  may	  be	  encouraged	  to	  join	  
online	  networks	  to	  strengthen	  exis+ng	  
social	  +es.	  Reverse	  causality	  may	  also	  
work	  in	  the	  opposite	  direc+on	  to	  the	  
extent	  to	  which	  people	  who	  have	  no	  (or	  
just	  a	  few)	  friends	  may	  look	  for	  
interac+ons	  on	  Facebook	  to	  alleviate	  
their	  social	  isola+on.	  	  



Iden6fica6on	  strategy	  

•  Large	  set	  of	  covariates	  	  

•  Instrumental	  variables	  

•  Iden+fica+on	  
strategy	  based	  on:	  	  

•  Experiments	  coming	  soon!	  



Instruments	  
	  1)	  The	  percentage	  of	  the	  popula6on	  for	  
whom	  a	  DSL	  connec6on	  was	  available	  in	  
respondents’	  region	  of	  residence.	  
	  2)	  Regional	  digital	  divide,	  given	  by	  the	  
percentage	  of	  the	  region’s	  area	  that	  was	  not	  
covered	  by	  op6cal	  fibre.	  

•  Both	  the	  instrumental	  variables	  were	  
measured	  in	  2008,	  two	  years	  before	  the	  first	  
wave	  of	  the	  Mul+purpose	  Household	  Survey	  
we	  employ	  in	  our	  study.	  



•  3rd	  possible	  instrument:	  regional	  density	  of	  
local	  loops.	  

•  Further	  ideas?	  Feedback	  most	  welcome!	  

Instruments	  



A	  local	  loop	  is	  the	  physical	  link	  or	  circuit	  that	  connects	  from	  the	  demarca+on	  
point	  of	  the	  customer	  premises	  to	  the	  edge	  of	  the	  common	  carrier	  or	  
telecommunica+ons	  service	  provider's	  network.	  



•  The location of local loops was determined several 
decades before the advent of the Internet, based on 
the orographic features of the territory. 

•  If the distance between final users and local loops is 
above a certain threshold (approximately 4.2 kilometres, 
corresponding to 2.61 miles), then the band of the 
copper wires serving telephone communications cannot 
be wide enough to support a fast Internet connection  

•  In 2007 most rural areas were generally characterised by 
the high length (≥ 4.2 kilometres) of local loops, which 
ultimately depended on the imperviousness of the 
territory.  

•  As a consequence, these areas in most cases lacked 
the infrastructures needed for the diffusion of the 
DSL broadband (Agcom, 2011). 

Orthogonality:	  local	  loops	  



If	  this	  is	  	  
<	  4.2	  Km	  

You	  can	  easily	  
have	  broadband	  



If	  this	  is	  	  
>	  4.2	  Km	  

It	  is	  NOT	  easy	  to	  
have	  broadband	  



!

!Darker	  areas	  are	  those	  with	  the	  worst	  coverage.	  	  
Green	  areas	  have	  the	  best	  coverage.	  	  



Instruments’	  orthogonality	  
•  2008	  level	  of	  regional	  DSL	  or	  fibre	  coverage	  cannot	  per	  
se	  exert	  a	  direct	  influence	  on	  individual	  social	  capital.	  
Rather,	  their	  availability	  in	  the	  area	  creates	  the	  premise	  
for	  the	  individual	  choice	  to	  purchase	  a	  fast-‐speed	  
access	  and,	  subsequently,	  to	  par+cipate	  in	  SNSs.	  

•  DSL	  or	  fibre	  coverage	  in	  the	  region	  of	  residence	  have	  
never	  been	  found	  to	  be	  correlated	  with	  social	  
interac+ons	  and	  social	  trust	  at	  the	  individual	  level.	  	  

•  DSL	  and	  fibre	  coverage	  in	  2008	  cannot	  be	  endogenous	  
–	  in	  the	  sense	  of	  reverse	  causality	  –	  to	  the	  individual	  
involvement	  in	  online	  networks	  in	  2010-‐2012.	  	  



•  The	  digital	  divide	  in	  terms	  of	  fibre	  coverage	  
basically	  depends	  on	  orographic	  differences	  
between	  regions,	  which	  generated	  a	  varia+on	  
in	  access	  to	  fast	  Internet	  across	  Italian	  regions	  
that	  is	  exogenous	  to	  people’s	  social	  capital.	  

•  The	  assump+on	  of	  orthogonality	  of	  the	  
instruments	  is	  not	  disconfirmed	  by	  the	  tests	  of	  
over-‐iden+fying	  restric+ons	  we	  run	  in	  the	  
context	  of	  IV	  es+mates.	  

Instruments’	  orthogonality	  



Controls	  
•  The	  technology	  that	  respondents	  used	  to	  connect	  to	  the	  

Internet.	  Possible	  categories	  were	  cable	  broadband	  (op+cal	  
fibre,	  intranet,	  PLC,	  etc.),	  satellite	  or	  other	  wireless	  
connec+ons	  (e.g.	  wi-‐fi	  and	  wi-‐max),	  wireless	  connec+on	  
through	  a	  tablet	  and	  or	  a	  mobile	  phone	  employing	  a	  3G	  
mobile	  telecommunica+on	  technology,	  wireless	  connec+on	  
employing	  a	  3G	  modem	  (e.g.	  a	  USB	  key),	  or	  connec+on	  with	  a	  
WAP	  or	  a	  GPRS	  mobile	  phone.	  	  

•  Age	  (both	  in	  linear	  and	  squared	  form),	  gender,	  marital	  status,	  
the	  number	  of	  childen,	  educa+on,	  work	  status,	  and	  	  

•  The	  +me	  spent	  in	  commu+ng	  (in	  minutes).	  	  



Main	  results	  

•  Face	  to	  face	  
interac6ons	  are	  
strongly	  
significantly	  and	  
POSITIVELY	  
correlated	  with	  
online	  networking.	  

These	  results	  are	  robust:	  1)	  to	  all	  the	  es+ma+on	  methods	  we	  employed	  in	  the	  
analysis,	  including	  probit	  and	  ordered	  probit	  es+mates,	  2SLS	  es+mates	  conducted	  
through	  the	  CMP	  es+mator	  developed	  by	  Roodman	  (2009),	  and	  other	  techniques.	  
2)	  to	  all	  the	  models	  specifica+on	  we	  tested.	  



Main	  results	  

•  Social	  trust	  –	  
however	  measured	  
–	  is	  significantly	  
and	  NEGATIVELY	  
correlated	  with	  
online	  networking.	  

These	  results	  are	  robust:	  1)	  to	  all	  the	  es+ma+on	  methods	  we	  employed	  in	  the	  
analysis,	  including	  probit	  and	  ordered	  probit	  es+mates,	  2SLS	  es+mates	  conducted	  
through	  the	  CMP	  es+mator	  developed	  by	  Roodman	  (2009),	  and	  other	  techniques.	  
2)	  to	  all	  the	  models	  specifica+on	  we	  tested.	  



Marginal	  effects	  acer	  IV	  es6mates	  suggest	  
that	  the	  use	  of	  SNSs	  is	  associated	  with:	  

•  24%	  higher	  probability	  
of	  mee+ng	  friends	  
frequently	  (at	  least	  
once	  per	  week),	  

•  8%	  lower	  probability	  of	  
thinking	  that	  others	  can	  
be	  trusted	  	  

•  8%	  lower	  probability	  of	  
thinking	  that	  a	  stranger	  
would	  return	  a	  lost	  
wallet.	  	  



Marginal	  effects	  acer	  IV	  es6mates	  suggest	  that	  the	  use	  of	  
chats,	  forums,	  and	  newsgroups	  is	  associated	  with:	  

•  27%	  higher	  probability	  of	  mee+ng	  friends	  
frequently.	  

•  7%	  lower	  probability	  that	  others	  can	  be	  
trusted.	  

•  7%	  lower	  probability	  that	  a	  stranger	  would	  
return	  a	  lost	  wallet.	  



Other	  results	  

•  Women	  show:	  
	  1)	  a	  significantly	  lower	  propensity	  for	  
par+cipa+on	  in	  networks	  like	  Facebook	  and	  
Twiaer	  and	  in	  chats,	  forums,	  and	  newsgroups.	  
	  2)	  a	  significantly	  lower	  propensity	  for	  face	  to	  
face	  interac+ons.	  
	  3)	  a	  significantly	  higher	  propensity	  to	  trust	  
others.	  



Gender	  effects	  
•  Being	  a	  woman	  significantly	  raises	  the	  
probability	  to	  loose	  social	  trust	  as	  a	  
consequence	  of	  online	  interac6ons.	  



Limita6ons	  of	  the	  study	  
•  We	  “only”	  have	  a	  pooled	  cross	  sec+on:	  no	  
longitudinal	  data.	  

•  We	  know	  whether	  individuals	  use	  social	  media	  or	  
not,	  we	  don’t	  know	  how	  and	  how	  much	  they	  use	  
them.	  

•  We	  cannot	  measure	  exposure	  to	  diversity	  nor	  to	  
hate	  speech.	  

•  We	  don’t	  know	  the	  “posi+on”	  of	  individuals	  in	  
“their”	  networks	  (i.e.	  their	  Bonacich	  centrality).	  



Next	  steps	  
•  Tes+ng	  the	  effect	  of	  	  

– Diversity	  
– Hate	  speech	  
– Anonimity	  
	  in	  laboratory	  experiments.	  

•  Collec+ng	  more	  detailed	  survey	  data	  through	  the	  
administra+on	  of	  a	  more	  specific	  ques+onnaire	  
to	  a	  representa+ve	  sample	  (not	  only	  students)	  à	  
Russia?	  	  

•  Analyse	  the	  effects	  on	  well-‐being	  (we	  do	  have	  
preliminary	  evidence	  based	  on	  SEM	  es+mates).	  



Thank	  you!	  


